
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, October 30, 2003 

12:00 – 2:00 
471 Mondale Hall 

 
 

Present: Judith Martin (chair), Gary Balas, Jean Bauer, Susan Brorson, Charles Campbell, Tom 
Clayton, Gary Davis, Arthur Erdman, Dan Feeney, John Fossum, Mary Jo Kane, Marvin 
Marshak, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Martin Sampson, Carol Wells 

 
Absent: Emily Hoover, Marc Jenkins, Fred Morrison 
 
Guests:  none 
  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Chief of Staff) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) statement on the USA PATRIOT Act; (2) faculty salaries and freezes at peer 
institutions; (3)  "branding" and admissions practices; (4) faculty advocates; (5) events for new faculty; 
(6) resolution on Mt. Graham telescope project] 
 
 
1. Statement on the USA PATRIOT Act 
 
 Professor Martin convened the meeting at 12:05 and turned first to the statement on federal 
legislation affecting graduate education and research.  The Committee had voted 12-0 in favor of the 
statement.  What is to be done with it?   
 
 It was agreed that Professor Martin would send it to the President and carry it to the meeting of 
CIC faculty leaders.  Ultimately, it will be sent to the Minnesota Congressional delegation.   
 
 The statement read as follows: 
 

We, the members of the Faculty Consultative Committee of the University of Minnesota, 
composed of the ten elected and seven faculty-appointed senior members of the faculty from 
across its colleges and campuses, respectfully ask the members of Congress from Minnesota to 
oppose any expansion of federal regulations, presidential directives, and Congressional 
legislation, including the USA PATRIOT Act, that have allowed increased surveillance of faculty 
and students and increased government intrusion into the conduct of research at universities.  We 
ask, in addition, that you work to refocus these regulations and laws to protect national security 
without damaging the ability of American colleges and universities to carry out their work.  These 
regulations threaten to undermine some of the core values that universities cannot abandon 
without significant negative consequences. 

 

                                                           
* 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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The United States has reached its present eminence and status substantially as a result of 
the efficacy and success of its colleges and universities, which depend crucially upon freedom of 
instruction and inquiry for their success and that of all Americans. We are therefore deeply 
distressed by the negative impact Homeland Security legislation threatens to have on our ability 
to recruit the best graduate students from around the world.  These restrictions not only will 
constrain the quality of our research and thus of our graduates; they also will contribute to the 
formation of successive generations of young people around the world who resent America 
because they are denied access to its educational opportunities.  We ask that you reconsider these 
measures. 

 
We also ask you to reconsider restrictions the federal government has imposed on the 

publication of the results of research though the creation of the terms "sensitive but unclassified," 
"controlled but unclassified," and "sensitive homeland security information" research categories. 
The ambiguity of these categories makes them all too easily abused, and their use threatens to 
undermine longstanding policies and important principles governing publication of university-
based fundamental research.  We are disturbed by the fact that recent actions taken and statements 
made by federal officials are having a chilling effect on the activities of professional associations.  
Some are considering censoring publications, a frightening retreat from freedom of inquiry and 
expression that historically has defined American democracy. 

 
Unless federal officials and our elected representatives refrain from undermining the 

academic freedom of American colleges and universities, these institutions will be unable to 
maintain their status as the world's leading research and teaching centers. Far from achieving the 
national security they seek, legislation such as the USA PATRIOT Act, for example, may in fact 
jeopardize the long-term security, prosperity, and integrity of our country from within. 

 
We recognize the need to ensure national security and to protect the nation against 

terrorism.  To do so by abridging freedom of inquiry, and inhibiting breadth of perspective and 
stimulus by denying entry to foreign students, is a road map to national decline in American 
higher education, which has been up until now the most successful system of post-secondary 
education in the world  We look forward to working with you to both ensure national security and 
protect academic freedom. 

 
2. Faculty Salaries 
 
 The Committee received a report on salary increases at the other Big Ten universities.  The raises 
varied:  2%; 1.5-2.25% by colleges through reallocation if they wish; possibly a freeze; 3%, 3.5%; 3.5%; 
4%; 2-2.5%; a freeze.  Should the Finance and Planning Committee look at this issue, Professor Martin 
inquired?  Professor Campbell said it would, although not to the exclusion of this Committee also doing 
so. 
 
 Once again, the University is running behind, Professor Feeney said.  The minutes should show 
that the faculty are not "coming out like bandits" and that they are doing worse than their peer institutions.  
Professor Martin agreed and said the information underscores the reality that faculty at Minnesota are not 
only not gaining ground, they are losing it.  This information emphasizes the absolute need for an increase 
next year, Professor Feeney said.  The administration has made a commitment but the University does not 
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know what cards it will be dealt in the next year.  If the University does not deliver increases, the 
momentum of the late 1990s will be lost--if it hasn't already been. 
 
 The Finance and Planning Committee has seen the budget assumptions for next year, Professor 
Campbell said, and it is clear the administration plans for a 2.5% salary increase.  There may be a 
provision for the colleges to do more.  There is, in any event, a commitment on the part of the central 
administration to try to raise salaries.  Professor Fossum said it is also necessary to reiterate that the 
University was at a significant disadvantage in salaries even before this information was known.   
 

Another source of pressure on salaries, especially in the sciences, is the national laboratories:  
their postdoc salaries have gone up so much that it is difficult for departments to match what individuals 
are making in the labs.  Is that true in other fields as well, Professor Martin asked?  It appeared not to be.  
The pressure in some fields now is more from the U. S. government labs, Professor Campbell said, but it 
is also from other schools.  The University needs to increase salaries by $10-15,000 even to meet a typical 
offer from one of the labs.  It appears that the labs are giving pre-emptive increases to prevent their staff 
from being recruited away.   

 
One concern is the composition of the faculty, Professor Fossum said.  It may be that in some 

cases salaries increased but not the number of faculty because the replacement rate was lower than the 
salary increases.  He said he would not want to see salary increases funded by cannibalizing faculty lines.  
But that is what is happening in the colleges, Professor Feeney said.  Professor Fossum said that the 
Committee on Faculty Affairs would try to look at what happened at two of the University's peers in the 
Big Ten.   
 
3. Branding and Admissions 
 
 Professor Martin reported on an email exchange with Vice President Gardebring around the 
concerns expressed about branding by individuals from the coordinate campuses. Vice President 
Gardebring noted that her office had been working directly with the Chancellor Schuman and staff on a 
billboard campaign for the Morris campus here in the Twin Cities, with her office doing all of the 
planning, locating the billboard sites, and doing the design work. They will likely run between now and 
the end of the year. They also provided funding and expertise when the Morris campus hired a consultant 
to do a review of its publications last year.  She and her staff have traveled to all of the campuses to 
provide support on website redesign and other internet issues, and have run workshops on branding, 
communications and marketing for external relations staff from the other campuses and will do so again. 
 
 Professor Ratliff-Crain said he was glad to learn what Vice President Gardebring reported.  The 
issue is visibility for the University, which has different campuses.  There have been things that increased 
visibility for the Twin Cities campus that works against the other campuses.  First, the University web 
page has been changed so that it features the Twin Cities campus; that particularly rankles on the other 
campuses.  The All-University web group had no Crookston or Morris representative before this year. 
There is no University web page anymore; the University's web page welcomes you to the Twin Cities 
campus (and its admissions office) and there are tags for the other campuses.   The argument made is that 
the University receives 60,000 hits per day on its web pages, 90% of which are for the Twin Cities 
campus.  That means, however, that there are still a large number of hits for non-Twin Cities campuses.   
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 He is concerned about what this does for the visibility of the other campuses, Professor Ratliff-
Crain said.  The web is the main place students shop for schools--and the other campuses are gone.  "Big 
Time" works for the Twin Cities campus but it is being brought out for the whole University that does not 
promote all the campuses.  He said he was glad to hear that funding is being provided the other campuses 
but remains concerned about the competition between campuses when they do not start on a level playing 
field. 
 
 Professor Davis said he has not heard this complaint at the Duluth campus.  There were Duluth 
representatives on the All-University web committee, Professor Ratliff-Crain said, and they apparently 
said they did not care about the change.  Professor Brorson said that a brief discussion of branding on the 
Crookston campus was not received well.  The question of how does "the brand" that was chosen apply to 
the Crookston campus?  There was concern, but little time was taken for careful consideration and 
discussion. 
 
 Professor Ratliff-Crain said he understood the effort of the Twin Cities campus to increase the 
quality of its undergraduates.  In doing so, however, it is going after the same students as the Morris 
campus.  There will be a multi-million-dollar branding effort for the Twin Cities campus while Morris 
will receive a billboard on I94. 
 
 Professor Martin recalled that at Penn State, applications are for the system.  There are criteria for 
attending the University Park campus; if students do not meet those criteria, or there are too many 
applicants, the students are parceled out to the other campuses.  Purdue is doing the same thing, Professor 
Feeney reported.  Perhaps the approach should be "welcome to the University of Minnesota; you will 
matriculate at the _____ campus."  Criteria can be set up.  Executive Vice President Maziar has said that 
the campuses are so different the University cannot adopt that approach, but Professor Feeney said he 
wondered about the possibility at least for general education.  Professor Sampson said that Morris is a 
very special accomplishment and it needs significant visibility in the University branding campaign--it is 
a first-rate liberal arts college.   
 
 The Committee discussed the pros and cons of a centralized admissions process.  It would help 
the other campuses draw on more resources, Professor Ratliff-Crain observed, and there are more and 
more similarities between the Morris and Twin Cities campuses in terms of the students they recruit.  
Professor Brorson said that that is true in general education.  The Committee could raise this issue with 
Dr. Maziar, Professor Martin suggested.  It is hearing about frustrations on the coordinate campuses 
around admissions and the disparity in information available; perhaps it would make sense to begin 
discussion about whether an all-University admissions process would make sense.  Alternatively, there 
could be discussion about changing the relationship between the Twin Cities admissions office and the 
admissions offices on other campuses. 
 
 The discussion should also focus on visibility, Professor Ratliff-Crain said, and what a well-
funded recruiting office could do for the University as a whole.  They are trying to increase their student 
numbers to about 2000 (they are about 1800 this year) and 50 students makes a huge difference for 
Morris.  Presumably the Twin Cities campus hopes to enroll more than 50 additional students.  He said he 
did not mind the Twin Cities campus raising its visibility, but it should not do so in a way that harms the 
other campuses. 
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 Professor Martin said she thought there was a legitimate concern.  One must almost know in 
advance that there are University campuses at Crookston, Duluth, and Morris and it seems there is not a 
level playing field.  Does this have to do with the boilerplate on University websites, Professor Feeney 
asked?  His group cannot use the materials it wants directly on the website--the "web gestapo" won't 
allow it--so they have to set up links from collegiate web pages to other sites on the University servers.  
The Committee should bring in people to discuss this because the current University rules stifle creativity; 
everything is supposed to look the same.  That approach is doing harm to programs.  There is a particular 
maroon and gold that must be used, Professor Ratliff-Crain commented.   
 
 Professor Brorson said she had raised the issue of centralized admissions with colleagues at the 
Crookston campus; they believed it could help a great deal.  She said she had the impression, however, 
that the Committee had asked for centralized admissions but that the response had not been positive.  The 
Committee never specifically asked for it, Professor Feeney said, but the initial response to the idea was 
very cold.  The question should be asked, he said.  It may not work but perhaps there could be variants of 
the process that would.  The University should not have competition between its own campuses, he 
concluded. 
 
4. Faculty Advocates 
 
 The Committee turned to the matter of faculty advocates.  The Senate office has very recently 
received two requests for faculty advocates, but not for grievances.  This issue came up when he was 
chair of the Committee on Faculty Affairs, Professor Feeney recalled:  someone had trouble with a dean 
or something similar and had questions about what they should do.  The committee took the position that 
there are usually people willing to help and there is an unpublished list of such faculty.  The list is so 
unpublished, however, that it is not available to the Senate office, it was said. 
 
 The Committee on Committees does not know who they are, Professor Wells said; the individuals 
who might be accessible for help must know University processes.  It is hard to get people who have 
served on the Judicial Committee, for example, because they know it is very time-consuming and they get 
nothing for doing the work, they cannot tell anyone they have done the work, and the commitment is 
open-ended.  This problem has been festering for years, she said, and will not be solved without 
something new (e.g., a stipend--but, she said, even then few will want to be advisors because they do not 
have the TIME). 
 
 Professor Bauer said it would help to have a central place to get information.  That is what she 
thought they were doing with the recommendations about the ombuds office, Professor Wells responded. 
 
 Many potential grievances are highly emotional, Professor Erdman said, but they can be 
smoothed over by a neutral party.  He suggested that the Committee continue to push for compensation 
for this kind of work.  The work also raises questions about liability and risk that need to be answered.  
The University should attack this problem and try to take down barriers to solving the problems, he said. 
 
 Professor Martin clarified, in response to a comment from Ms. Stuckert, that the Committee is 
really talking about faculty advisors, not advocates.  The Committee discussed this with Professors Born 
and Cooper and Ms. Chalmers last year, Professor Feeney said.  There will be no ombuds person but what 
is being done to marshal funds across the University to make the place more user-friendly, he asked?  
Perhaps the Committee should have a discussion with Professor Born. 
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 Professor Campbell said he found this to be a frustrating discussion.  He was part of such 
discussions in both the 1980s and the 1990s; he said he would like to know why both of the earlier efforts 
failed.  There was a lot of hard work done and then things died at the end of the academic year.  Professor 
Martin suggested the Committee seek from Professor Morrison information about what happened at least 
in the most recent attempt to address the issue. 
 
 One important point in the materials that the Committee looked at, Professor Feeney said, is that 
Ms. Chalmers, the University Grievance Officer, would like to have a few faculty advisors identified.  
She needs them because the system requires her to be neutral, but there are points when people need 
advisors and she could provide the training they need.  This is not a difficult part of the process and the 
Committee should consider whether it should go forward.  It will be difficult to get people to serve in the 
role because of the lack of time, compensation, recognition, and so on.  There was talk last year about 
using retired faculty and providing a small amount of compensation, he recalled. 
 
 What she has found amazing is that people do not know what information is available to them, 
Professor Bauer commented.  Some do not know they can see their annual reviews.  At a minimum there 
should be a sheet of paper outlining the information available to faculty.  Ms. Chalmers cannot tell people 
that but she could train advisors who would, Professor Fossum said. 
 
 It was agreed that Professor Martin would contact the chair of the retirees group about obtaining 
the service of retired faculty. 
 
5. Events for New Faculty 
 
 The Committee talked for awhile about a proposal to create a "mini-Bush" program to involve 
new faculty in governance activities.  Professor Martin observed that if the present members of 
committees do not want to serve forever, younger faculty must be recruited to participate.  Among the 
points made were these: 
 
-- There was considerable concern about involving young faculty before they have achieved tenure. 
 
-- The focus should be on faculty newly promoted to associate and to full professor.  There might be 

a WELCOME for new faculty, but an emphasis on those newly promoted for purposes of 
recruitment to governance.  At the same time, new faculty need to be aware of the governance 
structure so the seed is planted that they might participate in the future.  The problem with 
waiting until people are promoted to full professor is that they are so far down the road in their 
careers, without having participated, that it could be difficult to recruit them at that point.  The 
emphasis should be on those newly tenured. 

 
-- The suggestion that there be an annual dinner at the President's house (for new or newly-

promoted faculty) did not receive great support.  The reason people choose to participate is 
because they are encouraged by their department to do so. 

 
-- There needs to be recognition that participation in governance is positive, which is what a more 

organized program would help with.  It is not clear who would set it up and manage it. 
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-- At the new faculty dinners that were held, one was impressed by how poorly advised new faculty 
are and how seldom they have good mentors.   

  
 Professor Martin agreed that the focus should be on the newly-tenured faculty and explaining to 
them how governance helps them as individuals and helps the institution.  It is a wonderful way to learn 
more about the entire institution as well as to learn to know colleagues across many different fields.  She 
also noted that she was invited to be part of discussions sponsored by Employee Benefits in order to 
provide information about governance.  To the extent that kind of presentation is structured into regular 
activities, it helps, but if the faculty are to nurture the system, they need to focus on faculty once they 
obtain tenure. 
 
 She said she would ask the deans to provide to Dr. Engstrand a list of faculty promoted to 
associate or full professor; the Committee will then invite them to some kind of event to welcome them 
and explain the governance system. 
 
6. The AFSCME Strike 
 
 The Committee held a brief off-the-record discussion of the strike by the clerical employees, 
sparked in part by the appearance of an editorial in one of the Twin Cities newspapers. 
 
 Professor Feeney noted that there is apparently a lack of understanding about the institutional 
benefit pool concept.  As he understands it, units must pay a percentage of the salaries in that unit for 
certain things (e.g., Social Security, life insurance coverage, individual and family health care)  The 
contribution does not exactly match the actual cost incurred for that specific employee and his or her 
family, depending on the employee's salary.  It is a general average.  For civil service and bargaining unit 
employees, there is 17.1% of salary contributed to the health care pool; for faculty and P&A, the rate is 
10.3% of salary.  There are two pools:  civil service/bargaining unit and faculty/academic professional.  
Professor Feeney's concern was that the University's employees, as well as those commenting on the 
situation, may not understand the buffering effect of the current "benefit pool" approach.  Employees at 
the higher end of the pay scale subsidize employees at the lower end of the pay scale in each of these 
pools.  If the institution would go to a "direct charge" (equity?) structure, the costs (at least to units) 
would increase disproportionately for lower-paid employees and decrease for higher-paid employees in 
the same pool.  The potential effects could be increased costs to some employees or even a change in 
employment patterns.  The term "equity" can be interpreted in different ways, depending on one's 
perspective.  The employee share of family health care insurance costs for some employees increased 
about $450 (using the low-cost carrier), but lower-paid employees were offered an additional $200 one-
time cash contribution to partially offset the increased costs. 
 
 Professor Balas said he was concerned that the message is not getting out that faculty are paid 
more because they are in a national market.  Some believe that the University should not increase faculty 
salaries because they are already well paid and will not leave.  But the best will leave, he maintained, and 
raises are necessary to be able to recruit in the best talent pool, whether at the faculty, administrative, or 
clerical level.  It is true that for some in any group, they will not leave even without a salary increase, 
Professor Wells observed, because of family circumstances and so on.  What the low salaries affect even 
more is who will COME to the University. 
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 These are difficult issues, Professor Fossum said, and he does not like to see friends standing out 
on the picket line any more than anyone else does.  But this Committee took the position earlier that it 
would not take a position on the strike.  What Professor Feeney talked about is important for the long 
term but he said he would not like to see the Committee take a position.  People are free to express their 
opinions, and the administration should put out more information along that line, but the Committee 
should not go on record and should maintain a neutral position.  Professor Martin agreed.  She said the 
only "position" the Committee has taken is that there should be better information about cross-subsidies. 
 
 Professor Kane said she agreed the Committee should not take a position but said she would like 
to know more about what Professor Feeney talked about.  If the members of this Committee do not 
understand it, that does not augur well for what others know. 
 
 With respect to an editorial that appeared the day of the meeting, Professor Clayton commented, 
one might expect the University to respond--and if it does not, it may because it does not have a response 
or because it has its own reasons for not doing so.  The administration probably believes it has made 
information available, Professor Kane said.  It has, for example, repeatedly made the point that the $1.6 
billion raised in the capital campaign is not available for general and recurring institutional expenses. 
 
 Professor Campbell issued a caution about subsidies:  This is a VERY complex situation and if 
the subsidies change, with dramatic effects on some units, the administration will have to moderate those 
impacts.  The Committee on Finance and Planning has been asked to deal with the issue and he said he 
hopes it will be able to do so. 
 
 The problem is a need for a more balanced understanding of the issues, Professor Martin said, and 
it is not clear how to provide that balanced view to the world. 
 
6. Mt. Graham Resolution 
 
 Professor Martin reported that the Social Concerns Committee would request a change to their 
resolution at the Senate meeting -- from action to information.  The Astronomy Department and Social 
Concerns will each have five minutes, after which there will be a question-and-answer session.  The 
Social Concerns Committee is reported to be bringing outside people to the meeting. 
 
 The Committee discussed what items should be presented to the Senate and what guidance 
committees might be offered.  Professor Martin opined that it was unwise to ask the Senate to vote on a 
difficult issue that the Board of Regents has already made a decision on, and that there is a question about 
the propriety of Senate committee actions that affect the research agenda of individual departments.  
There is also a question of academic freedom, Professor Balas said; will the next position be that 
departments may not take funds from the Department of Defense?  Or, that they may not take funds for 
gay and lesbian studies?  There are no limits to these kinds of proposals, he argued.   
 
 There are parallels with the Committee's statement on the USA PATRIOT Act and the Mt. 
Graham resolution, Professor Campbell said.  And the Board of Regents has taken actions that the faculty 
objected to (e.g., during the tenure debate), so the fact that the Board of Regents has taken action should 
not determine whether the faculty take a position.  The question, however, is one of exercising judgment.  
It is also a question about how many times the Senate has to hear about something, Professor Feeney said.  
The questions, Professor Martin said, are about getting the Senate into a conflict with the Board of 
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Regents over this issue and about academic freedom.  What is the role of the University Senate in taking a 
view that is diametrically opposed to the Regents on this issue?   Does the faculty want the Senate on 
record as saying that this University has no business being part of the Mt. Graham Large Binocular 
Telescope project, thus providing a political tool for those who are opposed to the project? 
 
 On the other hand, Professor Sampson said, it is his understanding that faculty governance at 
Minnesota is as vigorous as at any place, and there could be virtue to an open debate.  But will the 
opponents of the project be permitted to bring up the issue again and again, Professor Wells asked?  There 
must be a filter on the ability of people to bring things to the Senate without the broad support of the 
faculty.  That is the tyranny of the majority, Professor Kane responded.  Perhaps, Professor Wells said, 
but these kinds of issues should not come up over and over. 
 
 One issue is information, Professor Feeney said.  Is there misinformation?  The discussion should 
not be stopped but there must be full information available.   
 
 Professor Erdman said that issues like Mt. Graham will continue to come up.  Perhaps some 
principles can be established:  One motion was already pulled from the agenda because it was not in a 
form the Senate could vote on, so something has to be in a form the Senate can act on; all the pertinent 
information must be available, which it may not have been in the case of Mt. Graham; and third, all of the 
appropriate committees must be involved.  This Committee should have the authority to send items back 
to a committee and ask that the process be done right or the item will not be put on a Senate docket, 
Professor Campbell said.  In this case, Professor Martin said, they did not realize at the docket-setting 
meeting that the Astronomy Department had not been involved in the discussion.   
 
 Professor Erdman said he had received two pieces of feedback about this Committee:  It seemed 
to have the same faces year after year and it often takes information from a committee and sends it 
elsewhere without letting the committee know in a timely way.  The chair of the committee needs to be 
informed. 
 
 Professor Martin adjourned the meeting at 2:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 


