
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, April 4, 2013 

12:00 – 1:45 
Room N209 Mondale Hall 

 
 
Present: Sally Gregory Kohlstedt (chair), Avner Ben-Ner, Peter Bitterman, Brian Buhr, James 

Cloyd, Chris Cramer, Will Durfee, Michael Hancher, Scott Lanyon, Russell Luepker, 
Elaine Tyler May, Alon McCormick, James Pacala, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Rebecca Ropers-
Huilman,  

 
Absent: Linda Bearinger, Nancy Ehlke, Ned Patterson, George Sheets 
 
Guests: none 
 
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) graduate education; (2) statement on the University's biennial budget request; (3) 
policies on animal care and use and recombinant and synthetic nucleic acid molecules; (4) restrictions on 
Faculty Senate membership] 
 
 
1. Graduate Education 
 
 Professor Kohlstedt convened the meeting at 12:00 and noted the recommendation from the 
Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA) to create a task force or committee on graduate education, 
with representation from appropriate Senate committees and other faculty plus the provost's office to 
identify issues concerning graduate education that have arisen in recent months, gather information, and 
make recommendations. 
  
 Professor Lanyon, the SCFA chair, said that the starting point is that graduate education is vital to 
undergraduate education and research and that it seems to be on the minds of a number of groups of 
faculty.  There is no "home" for graduate education in the governance system, however, so SCFA 
suggests appointment of a temporary group to do as Professor Kohlstedt suggested.  He noted that there is 
a tendency, when talking about graduate education, to go immediately to issues associated with the 
transition from the previous Graduate School structure to the one that has developed, but the bigger 
concern is that there is insufficient institutional attention to graduate education.  Addressing issues now 
should not get bogged down in debates about the previous structure. 
 
 Professor Kohlstedt reported that discussions with the president and provost have made it clear 
that they are attending to some of the issues raised about graduate education.  If possible, there should be 
a collaborative effort.  There is a myth that Senate committees cannot move fast, but this FCC can appoint 
an ad hoc committee with a deadline and move as quickly as any administrative committee.  Moreover, 
she believes the provost shares the same goals as this Committee.  SCFA did not discuss the role of the 
provost, Professor Lanyon said, and said there could be an advantage to the governance system taking the 
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lead, with a large role for the provost, or vice-versa.  They could also proceed in parallel, but that option 
was not viewed favorably. 
 
 Professor Bitterman said that to the extent that the goal is to optimize the graduate-education 
experience, there should be more faculty involvement.  To the extent there are questions about how to 
manage graduate education, the administration should have more involvement.  Professor Lanyon agreed 
and added that one big question is "right-sizing" graduate education—on which faculty and the 
administration might have different views.  The administration may be more driven by the budget model 
while faculty views may be more oriented to educational outcomes; a parallel rather than joint process 
could lead to recommendations that would need to be reconciled.  Professor Bitterman said that 
presumably there is an optimum number of students in a graduate program, plus or minus a few, and if a 
program cannot achieve that level, it should be reconsidered.  If the faculty discuss this question within 
their disciplines, once they have identified critical masses the administration should become involved.  
The best way to start, he concluded, is for the faculty to identify, by discipline, those critical masses. 
 
 Another question is what the Graduate School should look like, Professor Lanyon said.  That 
would have been on the table even without the reorganization and it is a question across the country.  
There are tensions between what is going on in the disciplines versus what is going on in professional 
schools.  Another element to be considered is the graduate-education principles/learning outcomes. 
 
 Professor Ropers-Huilman asked what the role of the Graduate Education Council (GEC) is in the  
discussions.  It advises Dean Schroeder, Professor Kohlstedt said, but is apparently not addressing the 
questions that the Committee is raising.  At the meeting of Senate committee chairs, a number of those 
present expressed an interest in graduate education, and it is those comments that led to the proposal for 
an ad hoc committee.  (It was noted that apparently the GEC has no role in program approval, but there 
was also confusion about the pathways for program approval, which Professor Kohlstedt observed is a 
reflection of the confusion about which decisions should be central and which should be in the colleges.) 
 
 Professor Lanyon said that many faculty members are very concerned about many aspects of 
graduate education.  In many cases that may be because they are uninformed and some problems could be 
easily dealt with by communication, but in other cases there may be more substantive problems. 
 
 Professor Ben-Ner said the issues come up often and agreed on the need for a coordinating 
committee, and said there must be collaboration between the governance system and the central 
administration.  With all that is coming up, however, is something going on such that no one is taking an 
initiative?  Professor Lanyon said that only within the Graduate School; while graduate education is of 
interest to a number of Senate committees, they also all have other things to do.  Professor Ben-Ner said it 
would be appropriate for this Committee to propose an effort that will pull together the disparate efforts.  
 
 Professor Kohlstedt said that what she would like to do is bring a proposal to the provost from the 
Committee.  Provost Hanson has asked for a list of issues, which the Committee has prepared, and has 
said that she is interested in having the governance system help her address them.  Professor Kohlstedt 
said that she would not like to see individualistic responses to the issues but rather a comprehensive 
approach. 
 
 The Committee discussed the nature of a group that should be appointed.  There appeared to be 
agreement with Professor Durfee's suggestion that there be a single committee that is jointly appointed 
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and charged by this Committee and the provost.  Professor Kohlstedt said she would make such a 
proposal to Provost Hanson very soon.  There appeared also to be agreement with Professor May's 
recommendation that the ad hoc committee have specific tasks, be asked for concrete recommendations to 
the provost, and have an end date. 
 
2. Statement on the University's Biennial Budget Request 
 
 The Committee discussed a draft statement prepared by Professor Buhr expressing the 
Committee's support for the University's biennial budget request to the legislature.  Following discussions 
and post-meeting email exchanges, the Committee unanimously approved the following statement: 
 

The University of Minnesota Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) is an elected body that 
represents the more than 4,000 faculty members at the University of Minnesota.  It serves as the 
primary faculty consulting body to the president of the University and as the executive committee 
of the elected faculty senate.  As representatives of the faculty we support the budget proposed by 
the University of Minnesota.   
 
The FCC embraces the ideals of the land-grant mission, investments in which mission represent 
the nation's commitment to higher education and mobility for citizens through teaching, research, 
and service.  A key to fulfilling this mission has been an enduring partnership with the State to 
fund investments that afford access by all citizens to education regardless of their individual 
circumstances. 

 
Decreases in funding by the state leads to increases in tuition, the only way the University can 
continue to provide quality faculty, facilities, classrooms, and technologies that create a world-
class environment for students to gain the knowledge to compete in an increasingly competitive 
global economy.  Ultimately these funding cuts reduce access for those who do not have the 
personal or family resources to pay for their education, further widening disparities within society 
and eroding the mobility and participation necessary to maintain a thriving and vibrant civic 
democracy. 

 
Decreases in funding for higher education by state and federal governments have also 
jeopardized the land-grant mission by reducing investments in the basic and applied research that 
serves to educate our students and further creates the foundation for economic growth and 
prosperity for all citizens. 

   
While we understand that economic realities have created difficulties for public finance and 
budgets, attempts to stimulate growth by stifling education is a flawed strategy that chokes off the 
engine of innovation and knowledge necessary to grow Minnesota’s economy.  As demonstrated 
so clearly by our recent state budget gains, it is precisely this broad-based economic growth that 
offers the greatest potential to increase economic security for all strata of society and to improve 
the fiscal foundation of our public sector necessary for investments in health, education, and 
infrastructure. 

 
For these reasons, we strongly support the University of Minnesota budget request for increased 
funding from the state to stabilize tuition and to improve students’ educational experience 
through access to world class faculty and learning facilities.  We also strongly endorse the 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
April 4, 2013 
 
 

4 

MnDRIVE request, which represents significant investment to stimulate research that promises 
dramatic economic gains for the state in the long run.  We also warmly endorse the strategies 
proposed by President Kaler to improve administrative and operational efficiencies at the 
University in order to better target funding to the mission-critical areas of teaching, research, and 
outreach.   

 
We urge the legislature to support appropriations to meet these goals of the University of 
Minnesota, recognizing that this is an investment in the students we teach, in the businesses of 
Minnesota through their application of innovations from the University, and in the employment of 
highly educated and creative citizens grounded in and the arts and sciences.  It is, finally, an 
investment in cultural and civic engagement that attracts creative people and that leads to the 
sustained economic and cultural prosperity for which Minnesota has long been known. 

 
3. Policies on Animal Care and Use and Recombinant and Synthetic Nucleic Acid Molecules 
 
 Committee members reviewed two revised Board of Regents policies, Animal Care and Use and 
Activities Involving Recombinant and Synthetic Nucleic Acid Molecules or Other Potentially Hazardous 
Biological Agents.  Both had been reviewed and approved by the Senate Research Committee. 
 
 Pending a satisfactory answer to one question about the Animal Care and Use policy, the 
Committee voted unanimously in favor of the changes in both policies; they will be placed on the next 
docket of the University Senate for information. 
 
4. Restrictions on Faculty Senate Membership 
 
 Professor Kohlstedt turned to possible restrictions on membership in the Faculty Senate, a 
discussion that started last year when the Medical School adopted a rule that two-thirds of its members in 
the Faculty Senate must be tenured or tenure-track (TTT) faculty irrespective of the relative number of 
TTT and non-TTT faculty (e.g., Clinical Scholars) in the Medical School.  Professor Kohlstedt noted that 
the Senate parliamentarian (a lawyer) and two other Law School faculty members (Professors Chomsky 
and Morrison) suggested that such restrictions may not be consistent with language of the Senate 
constitution.  This Committee should tell the Medical School that it is wrong (or right) to adopt such a 
rule. 
 
 Professor Bitterman said the decision by the Medical School faculty reflects a concern:  If one 
looks at the trend line (not unique to Minnesota), the proportion of TTT faculty in the Medical School has 
dropped, and if that trend continues, within five to ten years about one-third of the faculty will be TTT 
and two-thirds will not.  It was his impression that the adoption of the rule was a way to make this 
Committee aware of the issue, not to suggest disenfranchising any group of faculty.  All know that when 
a majority of the faculty members in a school are on annual appointments, especially in a college as large 
as the Medical School, the entire faculty should be aware of the fact.   
 

Professor Pacala reported that the ratio was debated but the parliamentarian's analysis suggests it 
may be impermissible.  He recalled that a few years ago the Medical School worked to obtain Senate 
representation for clinical faculty—and now worries that the numbers could overwhelm the representation 
of TTT faculty.  The concern is that the issues for the two groups of faculty—TTT and non-TTT—could 
be markedly different.  The point was that TTT faculty would have a longer-range perspective while those 
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on annual appointments might not (although not everyone in the Medical School agreed with that 
perspective), Professor Pacala said.  This is "a big deal," Professor Bitterman said, because when it comes 
time for the annual review, and when the department head or dean has a viewpoint that is clearly known, 
those on annual appointments are more likely to vote as they are told (and that has happened).  

 
On the other side, there is the fairness issue, Professor Cloyd said:  If the non-TTT faculty teach 

and do research, should they not have a say in governance?  They should, Professor Bitterman agreed, 
which is why the Medical School wanted then to have a vote, but as the number of non-TTT faculty and 
the hegemony of the dean has increased, the TTT faculty in the Medical School felt the issue of 
representation needed to be addressed again. 
 

Professor Kohlstedt observed that the under-representation of clinical faculty in governance is an 
issue around the country, if recent articles in the higher-education media are any indication.  She also 
pointed out that the Faculty Senate itself must make the final determination, according to the 
parliamentarian. 

 
Professor May suggested that the distinction between TTT and clinical faculty in the health 

sciences is VERY different from the distinction between TTT and non-TTT faculty in the liberal arts.  
The national trend in the liberal arts is to fewer TTT faculty positions and more adjuncts (who are poorly 
paid and generally have no benefits).  Professor May also said that the number of non-TTT faculty could 
increase across the University, and if their numbers also increase in the Senate, the Senate could in the 
future be taking up important issues relevant to their circumstances.  

 
Professor Ropers-Huilman said that in her college, they were asked to provide to central 

administration the percentage of their courses that were taught by TTT faculty and non-TTT faculty.  At 
that time, in her recollection, there was a percentage that central administration was limiting colleges to in 
terms of courses taught by non-TTT faculty.  How is this process enforced, if at all?  What stake do those 
in faculty governance have in continuing to monitor this percentage?  In the case of governance 
structures, if a college or unit has hired a particular balance of TTT faculty and other faculty, then it 
seems that governance structures should reflect that balance.  And, if the college does not think that 
balance is appropriate, the colleges need to return to the original question about the best proportion of 
TTT and adjunct/non-TTT faculty members. 

 
Professor Kohlstedt said the Committee could take no action, it could advise the Medical School 

that its rule is not consistent with the Senate constitution, or it could take up the bigger issues pointed out 
by Professors May and Ropers-Huilman.  This is a potential problem, Professor Cramer pointed out, and 
the Committee could advise the Medical School to withdraw the rule until there is a problem.  Professor 
Pacala said that Professor Cramer's point was also part of the Medical School discussion; it could have 
waited or it could anticipate there could be a problem and call attention to it. 

 
Professor Ben-Ner said this is an important issue that deals with core issues about who runs the 

University, academic freedom, and who indirectly exercises power, and the issue should be put off until 
next year.  Professor Hancher said there are two questions, one about the nature of representation for non-
TTT faculty and the other about the status of tenure at the University, and the latter is more important.  
How did this issue come to the Committee?  (It was brought by faculty members to the Committee on 
Academic Freedom and Tenure, which forwarded it to this Committee.)  So while the Committee is not 
obliged to respond, it is incumbent on it to act, Professor Hancher concluded. 
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Professor Kohlstedt suggested, and the Committee concurred, that she should ask the Medical 

School to withdraw its rule and that this Committee should take up the issue in the near future.  Professor 
Luepker commented, and the Committee agreed, that this is a matter for the Faculty Senate to address, not 
for individual colleges. 

 
Professor Kohlstedt adjourned the meeting at 1:50. 

 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


