
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, December 19, 2002 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Dan Feeney (chair), Gary Balas, Muriel Bebeau, Susan Brorson, Tom Clayton, Gary 
Davis, Arthur Erdman, John Fossum, Marti Hope Gonzales, Mary Jo Kane, Candace 
Kruttschnitt, Judith Martin, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Martin Sampson, Charles Speaks 

 
Absent: Marc Jenkins, Marvin Marshak 
 
Guests:  Executive Vice President and Provost Christine Maziar; Vice President Carol Carrier 
  
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) discussion with Executive Vice President Maziar (retirement plan waiting period, 
governance policy, working groups on academic freedom and instrumentalization); (2) service and 
productivity initiative; (3) statement on the Vice President for Research and Dean of the Graduate School 
positions] 
 
 
1. Discussion with Executive Vice President Maziar 
 
 Professor Feeney convened the meeting at 1:20 and welcomed Dr. Maziar.  He mentioned first 
the waiting period for the Faculty Retirement Plan, something that the Faculty Senate has twice requested 
the administration to eliminate. 
 
 Dr. Maziar said that when the proposal was brought to the Twin Cities deans it received a mixed 
response.  Characterized broadly, the differences were based on the competitive position the dean's 
college is in.  Human Resources has advised that the University could allow colleges an option--but once 
a college adopted a policy change (i.e., eliminating the waiting period) it must apply to all newly-
recruited faculty.  The deans are more comfortable with this option.  Dr. Maziar said the administration is 
sending a letter with details about how colleges can exercise the option.   The funds for this benefit now 
reside in the colleges and are being put to good use.  The dean must decide if there is a greater loss to the 
college in the loss of flexible funds or in the potential loss of faculty recruits. 
 
 Professor Feeney related that he had also raised with Dr. Maziar the question about the current 
policy whereby P&A staff hired at or above a certain salary level participate in the Faculty Retirement 
Plan from day one.  Is this equitable, he asked?  The new policy is better than what has been in place.  He 
said he has also noted that the Regents' policy calls for substantially equal benefits for faculty and P&A 
staff; if the faculty want new recruits to participate in the Faculty Retirement Plan effective when they are 
hired, what impact would that have on P&A employees?  The Retirement Subcommittee will continue to 
work on this issue, he said. 

                                                           
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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 Professor Speaks said he was glad that deans would have the option to change the policy in their 
colleges but said he hoped they would not decide against changing it on the grounds that they are not 
prevented from hiring the best.  There are no good data to support or refute that position; any information 
available will be anecdotal. 
 
 Professor Feeney turned next to the draft governance policy:  what is happening is what he 
expected.  People have gotten engaged with the issue.  There has been confusion about FCC's position; it 
did not adopt the policy and draw a line in the sand.  Rather, it approved the draft policy for discussion.  
Following the discussion at the Faculty Senate meeting, he has formed a "rump group" consisting of some 
of the draft policy's faculty critics.  That group will look at the concerns expressed by the P&A staff, the 
Academic Health Center, and others.  He repeated that he is not wedded to a particular outcome and 
wants to be sure the draft is thoroughly vetted.   
 

He noted that Dr. Maziar had made an offer with respect to the policy.  If the situation becomes 
one where a lot of issues are left unresolved, she would be willing to form a working group parallel to the 
one that developed the intellectual property policy.  That group could consult with all the appropriate 
players but as a working group it would have no official standing in the governance system.  The charge 
to such a group would be to complete the work of the academic appointments policy, which contains 
nothing on governance.  She noted that she would also volunteer the help of Dr. Cerra because a number 
of issues affect the Academic Health Center. 

 
Professor Feeney said the ad hoc group he has called together can work on the existing draft and 

then FCC can decide whether it wishes to accept Dr. Maziar's kind offer.  The recent track record on these  
joint working groups is good, he said, but they want to avoid what happened with the academic 
appointments policy (where a good policy drafted by the Bales committee was subsequently watered 
down, in the view of the faculty). 

 
Dr. Maziar also cautioned people to be patient.  She pointed out that development of the 

intellectual property policy took two years. 
 
The Committee next discussed draft letters appointing small blue ribbon groups to consider 

academic freedom and instrumentalization of the University.  The two groups would be composed of 
Regents' Professors, Distinguished McKnight Professors, and members of the Academy of Distinguished 
Teachers. 

 
In the case of academic freedom, Dr. Maziar said, the group will be asked to develop a "crisp" 

definition that can be used with students, the public, and others.  She said she is concerned that there have 
been several generations of students who do not understand academic freedom and why it is important to 
what a university must be; instead, it is equated with tenure and has lost the ability to help the larger 
public understand why there are people and institutions so privileged to have academic freedom.   

 
Committee members discussed for some while the notion of instrumentalization of the University 

and what it means.   
 
-- What is the University being used for?  Is it a venue for corporate research?  The 

economic engine of the state?  Or a place to do unencumbered research? 
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-- The concept came out of a series of "intellectual future" discussions over the last few 

years that raised the question of what the University is.  One can talk about technology 
transfer and patents and then have a long discussion about the "core" and how it fits with 
the former. 

 
-- "I do not understand instrumentalization" or similar comments were made by several. 
 
-- The fact that the Committee does not understand instrumentalization (such as how 

research and teaching may be linked to politics or big money) is exactly why the 
discussion is needed.  The University does not spend much time thinking about what it is. 

 
-- The University serves multiple purposes, not just one, and it is not worth spending time 

trying to identify the bundle of purposes that everyone can agree with. 
 
-- The face of the University is represented by the President, who must customize the face 

with each group.  That is fine, but anything that comes out of a discussion of 
instrumentalization must be useful. 

 
-- This is a critical discussion and the Committee must come to consensus on what 

instrumentalization means.  The governance policy discussion at the Faculty Senate was 
troubling because it reflected a lack of understanding of the University. 

 
-- There has been a lot of turnover in the faculty; it is time for the University to discuss 

these issues again. 
 
-- The term instrumentalization is in respectable use but it has no synonym because the 

meaning is not clear; the idea is using the University as a tool.  The idea started with 
Clark Kerr and THE USES OF THE UNIVERSITY:  they have become so encrusted 
with professional schools one cannot tell what the university is.  All of the University's 
activities are important to the state but at the center there should be a body engaged in 
study for its own sake.  If that does not exist, the University is whatever the state will pay 
for and the President will articulate. 

 
-- The quality of life in Minnesota would be fundamentally different without the University; 

effects come from the Medical School and Law School and other units, but without the 
"core" there would be drastic effects on the society in which people live. 

 
-- This should be put in the context of how land-grant universities have evolved to serve 

society. 
 
-- To whom will the results of such a paper be communicated?  Who is the audience?  Who 

is expected to be influenced? 
 
 The members of the University community, citizens, Regents, legislators--it is clear that 

there is little understanding at the legislature of the difference between the University and 
other systems of higher education.  If the University does not identify the differences it 
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will be defined as the same.  There does need to be discussion of the potential audiences.  
One of them is internal because there are a number of young faculty who have not been 
involved in these discussions.  It may be that several papers will be required for different 
audiences. 

 
-- This is the Faculty Consultative Committee, not a human relations department; the 

purpose of the work is not clear.   
 
 The Committee is not University Relations but the Committee can express a view on 

what University Relations should say about what the University is. 
 
-- The position of the University vis-à-vis others on the outside must be described. 
 
-- The group preparing the report should not include FCC members, but when the report 

comes to FCC it should appoint a small group to put the FCC stamp on it and make it an 
FCC document.   

 
 It might be helpful to draw on academics not at the University for the academic freedom 

paper; perhaps comments from prominent academics in other countries could be sought.  
There could also perhaps be a conference on the subject. 

 
 Professor Feeney commented that this effort will not be completed in a few weeks and will need 
time.  
 
 The Committee agreed it wished a special meeting with the President sometime after January 1 to 
discuss a number of topics. 
 
 Professor Feeney thanked Dr. Maziar for joining the meeting. 
 
2. Service and Productivity Initiative 
 
 Professor Feeney next welcomed Vice President Carrier to discuss the President's service and 
productivity initiative.   
 
 Given the budget situation, Dr. Carrier said, the President is looking carefully at ways to maintain 
good services where they exist, enhance them where they should be improved, and streamline the 
operations side of the University.  The effort will be directed mostly at units other than the colleges. 
 
-- Student Services Initiative:  There is a large group of managers in units that deliver services to 
students (e.g., student financial aid, the health service, admissions, etc.) that will try to improve areas 
where students have reported problems.  They have asked every unit manager to commit themselves to 
look at their own operations--where they are doing well and where there are problems and they 
understand that the intent is not to "beat up" the units.  They are also to obtain other feedback and then 
commit to one major improvement in the next 12-18 months.  While these kinds of changes will not 
improve graduation rates, they will give students a better impression of the offices and provide them a 
better response.  The units will also be asked to document cost savings.  Dr. Carrier said she hopes that 
they will be able to return to FCC or a similar body and report that A, B, and C have been fixed. 
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-- A second group is looking at building the internal economy of the University:  where is money 
being lost inside the University?  For example, if one comes to the University for an evening dinner at the 
Campus Club, is there guaranteed parking?  There are no doubts hundreds of good ideas along these lines.  
There will also be a consistent faculty and staff attitude survey.  The University will work with the 
Carlson School on these issues rather than pay an outsider. 
 
-- There is a group looking at whether the University can do a better job of predicting costs and 
savings that result from innovations at department and central levels.  That will allow a better prediction 
of the return on big investments.  The Business Office and the Carlson School will be asked to help in 
modeling. 
 
-- Regents' Professor Tom Clayton and Vice President Kathleen O'Brien are co-chairing a group 
that grew out of a need jointly identified by the faculty and the administration to evaluate the impact and 
the use of funds by non-college units.  The units could be thinking they are doing the right things and 
what is needed but others might not; this group will try to develop ways to measure the efforts of support 
services on a regular basis.  There is a list of the units that are included in this review. 
 
 Professor Speaks commented that services could improve without saving money or improving 
graduation rates.  One example might be requiring students to use their University email address; right 
now instructors cannot force students to use the University accounts, but could not student be told they 
will be accountable for any messages from the University on those accounts?  Professor Kane agreed that 
students should be held accountable for using their University accounts. 
 
 Professor Feeney said that the Committee had a few other issues to raise.  One is that there have 
been a number of new hires in Morrill Hall; have there been searches?  Should there be?  Another is that 
that there should be organized and visible elements of reviews of senior administrators.   
 
 Dr. Carrier provided a list of administrators who have been reviewed in the last few years or 
whose reviews have been initiated.  She said the reviews are a complicated process but that they have 
generally worked well.  Those subject to five-year reviews include chancellors, vice presidents, the 
Executive Vice President and Provost, the deans, and other senior administrative positions designated by 
the President.  Some individuals who might be expected to be on the list are not because they have given 
notice they will leave the position in a year or two so the senior administrator decided not to conduct a 
review.  There have also been cases where a review has been delayed because someone had major 
medical problems. 
 
 Professor Speaks noted that only five deans have been reviewed since 1996; Professor Balas 
asked who decides which deans will be reviewed.  To Professor Balas's question Dr. Carrier said that the 
President, Executive Vice President, and Senior Vice President for the Health Sciences decide.   
 

The Committee needs assurance that a process is in place, is moving along, and is meeting its 
intended purposes, Professor Feeney said.  The Committee encourages people to raise questions with Dr. 
Carrier's office about whether someone will be reviewed.  Dr. Carrier said she would be glad to follow up 
with any questions she receives. 
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Professor Martin observed that there are more reviews scheduled this year than in the past.  Dr. 
Carrier said she hoped that reflected a more stable administration.  It is a huge job to get a review 
committee appointed and working, she pointed out.  But it is extremely important that people have the 
opportunity to express their views about the way things are going in their units, Professor Balas said. 

 
Dr. Carrier said she often receives a question from people in a unit about the details of a review.  

They legally cannot be provided, she said.  She can tell someone that there was a review and if it is 
complete; everyone can see whether or not the individual who was reviewed has continued in the 
position.  These are like reviews of faculty, which are not made public. 

 
Professor Speaks said he hoped the process would not allow anonymous comment.  Dr. Carrier 

said that only those who report directly to the individual are allowed anonymous comments. 
 
 Professor Feeney thanked Dr. Carrier for joining the meeting. 
 
3. Statement on the Vice President for Research/Dean of the Graduate School Structure 
 
 The Committee approved unanimously the following statement forwarded from the Senate 
Research Committee: 
 

Background 
 

The elevation of Dr. Maziar from Vice President for Research (VPR) and Dean of the 
Graduate School (DGS) to Executive Vice President and Provost led to the offices of the Vice 
President for Research and the Dean of the Graduate School being separated.  The Faculty 
Consultative Committee has requested a report from the Senate Research Committee (SRC) on 
the structure of the Vice President for Research and Dean of the Graduate School offices now that 
a new President as been appointed. The SRC held discussions with Dr. Maziar, the former 
occupant of the office(s), interim VPR Dr. Hamilton and interim DGS Dr. Bloomfield to provide 
insight about the wisdom of separate versus combined offices. 

 
Dr. Maziar described why the positions were divided.  When she was Vice President and 

Dean, there were two symbiotic organizations, one for research and one for graduate education.  
The University did not have a vice president's office that worked through Graduate School 
policies and a Graduate School that worked through research policies, but they did have a 
Graduate School associate dean with an intimate association with Graduate School issues (Dr. 
Bloomfield) and an Associate Vice President for Research who knew the research issues (Dr. 
Hamilton), so those individuals took over the two positions on an interim basis. 

 
The structure can work well either way, Dr. Maziar said.  The schools of the Big Ten 

have both arrangements; the pattern is that the two positions come together at an institution, then 
are separated, then put together, and so on.  There is no optimal solution. Both models work 
around the country, she concluded, and neither is permanent.  To keep them separate could allow 
the University to identify people who have a passion for research or for graduate students; 
separation would also allow a broader range of people to be considered for the Dean position.  
One would not expect a Vice President for Research to come from the humanities; a Dean of the 
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Graduate School could.  The combined position might give graduate education a higher profile, 
but it would have no effect on the status of the Vice President for Research.   

 
At Minnesota, the Vice President for Research reports to the president with a dotted-line 

relationship to the Executive Vice President and Provost.  The Dean of the Graduate School 
reports through the Provost, as do the other deans, and is also Vice Provost for Research in the 
Office of the Executive Vice President and Provost. Dr. Maziar stated for the combined position 
the Vice President for Research position took about 70% of her time, leaving only about 30% for 
Dean of the Graduate School duties.  The demands on the Vice President for Research do not 
allow the time committed to that position to be less, as there are too many institutional liabilities.   

 
Issues 

 
Drs. Maziar, Hamilton and Bloomfield and the Senate Research Committee identified 

that following issues associated with the structure of the VPR and DGC offices: 
 

-- The combined position of VPR and DGS takes an inordinate amount of time to perform 
each job function well.   

 
-- The VPR job is more complex now than it was five years ago due to new regulatory 

language that creates new compliance issues.  The job is also affected by the impact of 
the events of September 11, 2001, which is extensive.   

 
-- The job of the Vice President for Research can be driven by metrics that are not helpful 

to graduate education such as the number of research dollars the faculty brings in, 
number of awards and proposals, number of patents.  But the Dean of the Graduate 
School is bound to ensure the scholarly potential of graduate students supported through 
the excellence of the faculty, so there can also be a danger in separating the two positions. 

 
-- A separate DGS would have more time to devote to Graduate School and graduate 

student issues, to attend meetings and talk with students and faculty.  
  

-- Separate DGS and VPR positions would open the DGS position up to faculty from the 
social sciences and humanities. 

 
-- Dividing the positions would leave the Dean of the Graduate School as an orphan.  If the 

individual is only the dean, and not the vice president, the person might be the least 
among deans because of way the offices are funded.  It was noted that a number of 
institutions around the Big Ten that have highly-regarded graduate schools and about half 
of them have separate positions of dean and vice president.  Placing the Dean of the 
Graduate School in the Provost's office can provide it additional influence, but the Dean 
does not hire and promote faculty so is different from college deans.   

 
-- The current divided structure has the Dean of the Graduate School also as a Vice Provost 

for Research. Hence the DGS reports to the Provost in two ways as well as being 
involved in the decisions of the VPR. The Vice Provost position gives the DGS 
connections to departments that the DGS would not otherwise have just as dean.  
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-- A separate structure would result in the Dean of the Graduate School being of lower rank 

than the Vice President for Research and, as a result, the DGS would not be at the 
Executive Committee table. It should be noted that the Graduate School does not receive 
funding from tuition revenues.  Central administration funds the Graduate School 
directly.  

 
Recommendations  

 
The Senate Research Committee favors keeping separate the offices of the Vice President 

for Research and the Dean of the Graduate School.  We feel that strong and continued support of 
the Dean of the Graduate School is important for the research and teaching mission of the 
University.  If the positions are to remain separate, it is also important to retain the current 
structure whereby the Dean of the Graduate School is also Vice Provost for Research.  The Vice 
Provost for Research position for the DGS will continue the close ties between the DGS and VPR 
positions, provide the DGS with the opportunity to advise the VPR on graduate study issues, and 
positively influence the continued strong relationship between graduate studies and research at 
the University of Minnesota.  We urge the University administration to continue to give strong 
support to the Dean of the Graduate School if the office of the Vice President for Research and 
the Dean of the Graduate School are separated. 

 
 The statement will be forwarded to President Bruininks immediately. 
 
 Professor Feeney adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


