
UNIVERSilY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 
614 Social Sciences 
267 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55455 
Telephone (612} 373-3226 

MINUTES 
FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

March 15, 1984 
626 Campus Club 

12:30 - 3:30 

APPROVED 4/19/84 

Members present: Phyllis Freier, John Howe (Chr.), Jack Merwin, Irwin 
Rubenstein, Deon Stuthman, John Turner. 

Guest: Maureen Smith. 

1. The minutes of the March 1 FCC meeting were approved. 

2. Report gf the Senate Finance Committee. Professor Rubenstein. 

The agenda for today's SFC meeting will include discussion of Graduate 
School tuition, marketplace/merit pay, reallocation monies, and, if time 

~ permits, the impact of inloading on University finances. 

FCC discussion of retrenchment and reallocation. 

On the one hand, the second year's retrenchment and reallocation follow 
from the first; there was extensive consultation between the Academic Affairs vice pres. 
and the deans during the first year's budget planning, and a unit should be 
able to anticipate fairly closely what will be required of it in the second 
year. On the other hand (this point was made with strong feeling) the process, 
while logically sound, is not psychologically sound. Some units, at least, 
do not think they know their second year's budget early enough to make important 
decisions, and the manner of announcing the exact retrenchment tax and 
reallocation share has come across as cold and thoroughly uncollegial. 

One unit which was complimented by the Budget Executive on the quality 
of its plan was still cut at the high end of its assigned range, and given to 
understand it should be grateful for whatever reallocation it received. The 
unit found this treatment contrary to the spirit of the rules which encouraged 
it to think a cooperative approach and sound plan would be rewarded. Faculty 
would like the Budget Executive's communication to each unit to draw a 
connection between what was accomplished in the last round of retrenchment 
and reallocation and what the cut has to be in the current round. Professor 
Rubenstein said the Finance Committee could ask Vice President Keller how, after 
the cut range was assigned to each unit, the final percentage in that range was deter

mined. 
Other points:- Collegiality and cooperativeness are lacking. People in some units 

are participating in budgeting antagonistically, mistrustful because their 
bill seems to keep going up. The cards are not all laid out on the table. 
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- How sound are the assumptions underlying the plans? Many IT 
faculty believe the need for engineering graduates has peaked and it is 
time for enrollments to begin to decrease. 

- There is skepticism about whether the targets assigned for funds returned 
to CLA really match CLA's highest priorities. 

- We should be rejoicing in one another's gains. Instead, envy pervades 
the University. We need to be concerned about the effect of the planning/ 
budgeting process on faculty morale. 

- When going through retrenchment, you need to paint an image of the 
future. The planning and budgeting are in two-year blocks, but for units to 
plan they need to know their resources for a five-year period. 

- Yet the evidence is plain that the Budget Executive is thinking in 
longer terms. The University community would like to know the time limits 
of the commitments to, particularly, IT and Veterinary Medicine. 

3. Reports from March Regents' Meetings. 

A. Educational Policy. Prof. Rubenstein. The argument was made in 
this committee meeting that although the proposed state legislation regarding 
UMD is unconstitutional, it is symptomatic of something which is of at least 
ten years' standing. 

FCC comments: 

- The two members of the UMD medical faculty who recently attended 
a review meeting expressed frustration and stressed the long duration of 
the friction. 

- The division of the University faculty between those in a collective 
bargaining unit and those not has intensified the split between UMD and the 
Twin Cities. 

- Differences exist between UMD and the University administration over 
personnel P&T decisions, salaries, standards. 

- In terms of both operating money and salary money, UMD has actually 
done better than the rest of the University over the last ten years. 

- Were UMD and the rest of the University to be separated, it would 
be better at the University's initiative than at the legislature's. 

B. Committee of the Whole. Professor Turner summarized the agenda 
items. He called attention to Regent Hilke's remark that, in the long run, 
the long-range salary objective is in some conflict with the merit salary 
concept (which guided salary increases for 1983-84 and may continue to do so). 

4. Report of the Chair. Professor Howe. 

A. April 5 major SCC agenda item: Assistant Vice President John Wallace 
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will bring sec up to date on the work of the Task Force on the Student Exper
ience. SCC members can expect to receive the Task Force's draft report in 
advance. 

B. Howe meeting February 24 with the Senate Library Committee. Under 
discussion was the idea of administratively placing the University Libraries 
under the Vice President for Planning and Academic Support Activities. Tlie 
idea was new to the Library Committee members and several voiced vigorous 
opposition. (University Librarian Eldred Smith also has argued forcefully 
against such a shift.) Library Committee Chair John Chipman thought the 
idea worthy of consideration because of the existing lack of consultation. 
Major decisions affecting the Libraries have been made without consulting the 
Libraries. 

C. Review of sexual harrassment policy and procedures: copies of the 
revised report will be available in a couple of weeks. The SCFA subcommittee 
prefers we do not distribute copies of the draft. 

D. Report of the Task Force on the International Character of the 
University. Professor Michael Metcalf's memo indicates the recent report is 
subject to revision. 

Discussion: It is not appropriate for advocates or interested parties 
to be members of a committee which makes recommendations. This report makes 
recommendations for changes that will flow strongly to the administrators on 
the task force. The task force assumed a job of the academy by recommending 
the shifting of resources. 

FCC members would like to know whether knowledgeable University people 
active in University international projects were called upon to testify and 
whether the task force added any recommendations of its own, or did only the 
essentially clerical job of compiling the recommendations of past reports. 

E. Need to confirm a further Faculty Senate meeting beyond A¥fiil 5. 
Professor Stuthman moved such a meeting be scheduled for April 26.e motion 
was carried without dissent. 

F. Review of the president's administration. Two FCC members held the 
fourth and last of our review meetings with other Senate committee members. 
The particular perspectives in that meeting were from UMD medical faculty and 
the Judicial Committee. 

G. Reflections on the FCC-Regents meeting about the Tenure Code: useful 
and helpful. The concept of the integration of teaching, research, and service 
needs to be emphasized, and the areas of promotion and tenure criteria, and of 
dismissals and other judicial-related matters need to be addressed. Professors 
Howe and Morrison think it might be useful to share the new language Professor 
Morrison has ready to propose to the Tenure Committee regarding promotion and 
tenure criteria with Vice President Keller and the Regents. 

FCC members hope for candid and sufficient discussion of positions, and 
modifications mutually agreed upon by the faculty, central administration, and 
the Regents, so that the document presented to the Faculty Senate for a vote 
is one the administration and the Regents will subsequently approve. 
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One FCC suggestion was to send central administration immediately all 
the sections already acceptable to the Senate, and to send a supplement right 
after the April 5 Senate meeting. 

Professor Howe will convey these attitudes and suggestions to Vice 
President Keller on March 22. 

H. Inloading. The chairs of four Senate committees (Professors Howe, 
FCC/SCC; Bognanno, Faculty Affairs; Root, Educational Policy; and Rubenstein, 
Finance) met on March 14 to talk about what each of their committees is doing 
regarding the inloading questions. Each committee has as its prime concern 
certain of the aspects. FCC should look at the global questions: Are we 
committed to inloading as a University? Who has made a commitment? How are 
faculty involved in the decisions? 

FCC members got copies of the Senate minutes of December 3, 1981 at which 
the Senate approved the Educational Policy Committee's motion on inloading. 

Professor Rubenstein noted that the administration wants to ask the 
legislature for regularization of state support of Summer Session and CEE instruc
tion. Such support is fair and the University wants to be able to demonstrate 
that the faculty is moving into inloading. To get that regular funding would 
be a boon; yet still inloading raises serious questions. Some still unanswered 
questions: 

-Are not the faculty's terms of employment changed by the University's 
moving to a 12-hour academic day and a 12-month academic year? There is some
thing essentially contractual between each unit and the central administration. 
Should each unit's faculty vote on its own inloading? 

- Will the opportunity to earn supplementary income be lost? 

-What will be the impact of inloading on research? There are units in 
which faculty are already doing as much as they possibly can do. How will any 
department cover all the reassignment if the University doesn't continue to 
hire extra people? 

- Will entrance requirements change? The requirements of the disciplinary 
units are more rigorous than those for adult specials in CEE. 

While there are all kinds of good and perhaps sufficient reasons that 
we might wholeheartedly approve inloading when we are fully informed, we need 
to face it head-on. We are missing some facts we need to carry the discussion 
further. 

Professor Howe will ask each of the other three committees to explore 
certain issues in a general way and report back to him. SCC could add to its 
April 5 meeting with Dr. Wallace some of the key questions. 

Howe 
six Rajender etitions filed last s ring. Professors 
and Steve Dun am met on March 12. 

(1) P/A classifications/reclassifications. The three concluded 
that what is most needed regarding this petition is a study to produce an under
standing of how that employment classification came into being and was imple
mented. Mr. Dunham will hire someone to do a history through documents and 
interviews. 
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(2) Regarding the petition charge of an excessive burden on women 
of the retrenchment and reallocation decisions, the group agreed to find two 
other faculty members to meet with Professor Striebel and with people from the 
Office of Academic Affairs to get data. The objective will be to discover the 
impact, not the intent. They hope to draft two recent members of the Senate 
Finance Committee-- Professors Pat Swan and Tom Scott. 

(3) Remaining petitions. The University has sent back the remainder 
of the petitions to the special masters acknowledging that the deadline for 
response is up, stating the University is doing the best it can, and leaving 
it to the court to decide whether to take punitive measures or give the 
University an extension. 

J. FCC appointments to Senate and Assembly committees. Professor Howe 
will ask Associate Chairperson Virginia Fredricks and two other FCC members 
to constitute a subcommittee to work on nominations and report to FCC. 

K. Graduate School tuition. Professor Howe reported on a recent conver
sation with Dean Holt. Having made further projections or runs on the Graduate 
School tuition formula, they have found that they were miscounting costs in some 
ways. In other words, said Professor Rubenstein, the model used to estimate 
the cost of graduate education was yielding a figure higher than what it actually 
is. Hence the 1984-85 tuition figure will be lower than what was discussed 
at the March 1 SFC-SCC meeting. 

Professor Howe told FCC the change opens up the policy 
the Graduate School should put those "savings" into financial 
some lowering of tuition with some increase in financial aid. 
tation of relief is desirable, he said. Professor Rubenstein 
also has to put a value on constancy over the next few years. 

question of whether 
aid, or combine 

Some manifes
added that one 

Professor Stuthman commented that initially students in those units where 
getting a Ph.D. has been cheap are going to complain loudly since one of the 
goals of the proposal is that graduate students pay more nearly the same for 
their Ph. D.'s. 

Professor Howe told FCC that Dean Holt thinks it would be very helpful 
for the FCC to endorse the principle of his tuition plan. We could acknowledge 
in our letter that community discussion and input has really opened up. FCC 
agreed that Professor Howe would draft a letter. Professors Rubenstein and 
Freier, at least, will see the draft for comment before a letter is sent. 

5. Demands Faculty Governance Makes Upon Central Officers. 

Professor Turner told FCC we are making enormous demands. On March 1, 
for example, Vice President Keller spent six hours with governance committees-
FCC, SCC and SFC. Administrators' workload is tremendous. The increased 
demands we've made on central administration's time are probably a consequence 
of retrenchment. Professor Merwin noted that it is planning that is consuming 
huge amounts of central administration's time. But we are not doing this consul
ting as efficiently as we should. Professor Howe asked that we sort out the 
most important issues in order to use well our time with central administration. 
Professor Freier recommended that central administration describe the most 
important issues directly to the faculty. 
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Although central administrators think when they consult with us they 
are consulting with the faculty, they are not. We can make a recommendation 
to central administration, noted Professor Turner, but we can't really carry 
the faculty along with us because we don't have any communication with the 
faculty. When central administration consults with us on an important issue 
and we give our advice, is there a way the SCC Chair could write an opinion 
piece which the University community would see, describing the issue and the 
advice given? 

The meeting adjourned at 3:30. 

Meredith Poppele, 
Recorder 
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March 28, 1984 

At our meeting on March 15, the Faculty Consultative 
Committee once again discussed the issue of graduate tuition 
and aid policies. We wish to share our thoughts and 
conclusions with you. 

We want first of all to commend you and your colleagues 
on the Graduate School Executive Committee and Policy Review 
Councils for your vigorous and effective work over recent 
months. Whatever one may think about the details of the 
existing proposal, and on that people still differ, it's 
clear that we are now in a stronger and more secure position 
than we were only a few weeks ago. You and your colleagues 
have brought a great deal of order out of what not so long 
ago was considerable chaos. You have asserted that tuition 
stability over the mid-term future is one of our prime consi
derations. We agree, and we now seem to have the possibility 
of accomplishing that. 

We think that the move away from per credit tuition is 
a giant step forward. And the tuition banding and other 
elements of the formula seem to have been carefully formulated 
and packaged. Though the formula is not intended to roll 
back recent tuition increases, it offers a balanced strategy 
for dealing with a very difficult situation. 

Thirdly, we also want to emphasize our continuing concern 
that we are not yet out of the woods. A great many students 
remain uncertain about the actual impact of the new tuition 
structure upon them, and a great many faculty are still anxious 
about what it will do to their programs. Not everyone under
stands the tuition/aid formula, nor in fact does it yet seem 
firmly set. We want to emphasize the importance of your 
continuing efforts to communicate directly and specifically 
with the faculty about it. Perhaps a piece in University 
Report would be helpful. 
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It's essential that we watch the results of implementation 
closely and move to adjust the structure as experience dictates. 
We understand that continuing analysis of the calculations 
underlying the structure have already revealed that the 
estimated costs of graduate instruction upon which the structure 
is based were originally set too high and can now be scaled 
down. We further understand that the "savings" thus accrued 
will likely make possible some reduction in the initially 
projected tuition rates and perhaps some further increase in 
financial aid. On the one hand, that is very good news. But 
on the other it reinforces the still widely shared skepticism 
about the instructional cost data and calculations surrounding 
them, and calls for their continuing evaluation. We simply 
must keep careful track of what impact they have on our students; 
both full and part-time, and programs. 

Though the recent substantial increases in graduate student 
financial aid are very welcome, many people remain concerned 
that the increases do not begin to match the total increases 
in graduate tuition, even for students receiving fellowships 
and teaching or research assistantships,to say nothing of the 
large numbers of students in some areas of the University who 
receive no aid at all. Finally, we must constantly watch our 
comparative tuition/aid position vis a vis the universities 
with whom we compete for students-.--I-have heard that the new 
structure will place us generally in the middle of our comparison 
group. People very much want to know what the actual situation 
will be. 

Eternal vigilance, they say, is the price of freedom. 
Proper talk, perhaps, in an election year. It's also the 
price of administering a great university. Press on!! We 
look forward to working with you over the coming weeks to 
further clarify and improve our graduate tuition and aid 
system. 

JH:mp 

cc: President Magrath 
Vice President Keller 

be: FCC members 
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