
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, July 1, 2004 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Marvin Marshak (chair), Gary Balas, Jean Bauer, Susan Brorson, Charles Campbell, 
Carol Chomsky, Gary Davis, Arthur Erdman, Dan Feeney, Emily Hoover, Morris 
Kleiner, Kathleen Krichbaum, Scott Lanyon, Judith Martin, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Martin 
Sampson, John Sullivan, Carol Wells 

 
Absent: None counted for a summer meeting 
 
Guests:  Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost E. Thomas Sullivan 
  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Chief of Staff) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) Citizen's League meeting; (2) issues before the Committee (the current financial 
situation); (3) discussion with Provost Sullivan (work plans, budget issues, searches)]  
 
 
1. Citizen's League Meeting 
 
 Inasmuch as Professor Marshak was attending the meeting by telephone from the underground 
lab at Soudan, MN, Professor Martin served as chair pro tem for the meeting.  She convened it at 1:15 and 
turned to Professor Erdman for a report on a meeting of the Citizen's League panel on higher education in 
Minnesota that he had attended. 
 
 Professor Erdman said he had been invited to the meeting as a faculty member to talk about 
research and undergraduate teaching responsibilities.  It was a very good meeting, with three University 
representatives (Interim Vice President David Hamilton, Dr. Peter Zetterberg from Institutional Research 
and Reporting, and himself), along with representatives from the Federal Reserve Board, MNSCU, the 
Mayo Clinic, and the corporate sector.  Dr. Zetterberg reviewed the research mission of the University 
and how it meshes with undergraduate education, but little was said about outreach.  One Citizen's 
League panel member, however, said they would want to hear about outreach. 
 
 Following the discussion with Professor Erdman, the Committee concluded it should draft an 
additional statement for the panel about the role of undergraduate/liberal education at a research 
university, a statement that should include examples.  Among the points made at the meeting on this topic 
were these: 
 
-- The University was not well-represented at a recent conference about undergraduate research 
while other institutions in Minnesota were; there are a growing number of undergraduate research-related 
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activities happening nationwide, and the University's comparative level of activity in the area may be 
slipping. 
 
-- Some institutions require their top faculty to teach undergraduates so students are exposed to 
them; that is the primary reason that undergraduate education at the University is distinctive. 
 
-- It is not research opportunities per se that make undergraduate education at the University 
distinctive; it is exposure to leaders in the field--how those people find evidence and ask questions.  Such 
faculty offer a very different course from those who only teach. 
 
--          There is extensive effort within the European Union to stem "brain drain," and a significant part 
of that endeavor is focusing on European Universities. (The European Union consists of 25 European 
countries.)  Some 400,000 European researchers now live and work in the US, many drawn here by 
superior U.S. university Ph.D. programs. The continental European members of the European Union are 
trying to raise the level of their universities to the caliber that exists in the United States.  Minnesota runs 
a huge risk of experiencing what has happened to continental Europe--namely a decline in its public 
research university that results in Minnesota ceasing to be a magnet for world class talent.  There is no 
middle ground. The University cannot be a magnet for world class talent if the state curtails its 
commitment to first level higher education. 
 
-- The University has a group to look at mission differentiation.  Are other states dealing with this 
problem?  California is the classic example, with only the top students attending the University of 
California system, but with the size of the state population, there are still a large number of 
undergraduates at each of the research campuses.  The oddity of Minnesota is that it is the only large 
research university that is located in the metropolitan area where half of the state's population lives. 
 
2. Issues Before the Committee 
 
 Professor Marshak said the University is in a difficult situation, one that is hard to compare with 
the past, and it is a situation that has been sneaking up on it for some time.  The potential of further cuts in 
the state appropriation leads him to believe that it is not clear where the bottom is; the University needs to 
respond.  These issues came up in an earlier meeting with Dr. Sullivan; while the University is not in free 
fall, it does need to work on where it is going.  He said he believes the issues should be dealt with in the 
regular governance structure, and to do so it will need to focus on specific things. 
 
 Professor Martin noted several issues and identified the committees that are working on them 
(e.g., a revised budget model is being addressed by the Senate Committee on Finance and Planning).  
Professor Marshak also pointed out that there are a number of task forces, working groups, and so on, and 
Dr. Sullivan has promised to provide a complete list of them; he said he will circulate the list to the 
Committee.  Professor Campbell said that the list should include the working groups that reported to the 
Budget Advisory Committee (the groups have completed their work but their reports need to be 
addressed.)  These various groups are also separate from groups that the deans have appointed, Professor 
Feeney observed; Professor Marshak said he would speak with Dean Baugher, chair of the Twin Cities 
Deans' Council, to work with the deans. 
 
 With respect to suggestions that the Committee on Educational Policy look at closing/merger of 
graduate and undergraduate programs, Professor Hoover said that the committee can set policy but that it 
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would not consider specific program changes.  Who is the base-closing commission, Professor Marshak 
inquired?  For graduate programs, it is probably the Graduate School.  With respect to undergraduate 
programs, Professor Wells wondered if there are efficiencies to be achieved by combining certain kinds of 
classes that seem to be offered in many places on the campus (e.g., statistics).  Professor Martin noted that 
there is a committee that can be called into action if a dean believes another college is inappropriately 
offering courses.  The committee has never been requested to meet.  If anyone is monitoring course 
offerings, it would be Vice Provost Craig Swan.  But there is no one to answer the question about 
teaching statistics, for example, because there is no campus curriculum committee. 
 
3. Discussion with Senior Vice President and Provost Sullivan 
 
 Professor Martin welcomed Senior Vice President Sullivan to the meeting and asked him what 
matters he wished to discuss with the Committee. 
 
 Dr. Sullivan told the Committee that the primary work this summer, for his office and that of the 
President, will be devoted to two matters:  the University's budget model, and if/how it should be 
changed; and defining strategic directives, looking at the mission, values, and goals of the University.  
The intent of the two efforts will be to ensure that the institution's resources are aligned with its 
intellectual and academic priorities in anticipation of the legislative session.  With respect to the budget 
model, he has spoken with Professor Campbell about getting proposals from the Senate Committee on 
Finance and Planning as soon as possible so that the committee's recommendations can be taken into 
account. 
 
 Dr. Sullivan also described the meetings he plans to have with the deans and with department 
heads/chairs during the upcoming months.  He said he also wants the opportunity to visit with the faculty 
in each college to learn their notions about moving the University forward; he asked for the help of the 
Committee in ensuring that those meetings are effective.  In general, he said, he wants to get out of 
Morrill Hall to spend time among faculty and deans to obtain their views.  He cautioned that the 
University may face a tough legislative session as it seeks the 2005-07 biennial appropriation, and said 
that the best thinking about moving forward, in his view, rests in the colleges and departments. 
 
 Professor Feeney inquired if Dr. Sullivan believed there would be a significant change in the 
institution.  Will there be centrally-focused efforts to create a budget that people believe and that is 
credible, so the University does not lose ground compared to other institutions?  Or will there be minor or 
incremental changes and business as usual?  Dr. Sullivan said he believed this would be a transformative 
period; as a practical matter, he added, the changes to be made will depend in part on how well the 
University does with the legislature.  But it will be a difficult biennium, he surmised, and he expressed 
doubt that it would be business as usual.  They will make hard decisions and they will tell the state what 
is at stake. 
 
 Dr. Sullivan went on to say, in the course of conversation, what he had told the Committee 
earlier:  The University needs to spend a lot more money on human capital--faculty and staff salaries must 
be the top priority.  He said he is embarrassed when he sees that the University ranks 28th in faculty 
salaries among the top 30 research universities.  The University needs to do a better job of raising money 
for salaries, sabbaticals, endowed chairs, summer salaries; it also needs to focus on scholarships so that 
those from lower socio-economic backgrounds as well as those with the highest talent have access to the 
institution.  Too often, he said, the University has not had its human capital as the primary goal, and its 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
July 1, 2004 
 
 

4

human capital is core to its teaching and research and the measure of its quality.  Professor Martin 
commented that Dr. Sullivan would hear no disagreement on this point from Committee members, but the 
first reaction of many will be that they have heard this before but somehow human capital always slips to 
the bottom of the priority list.   
 
 Professor Hoover raised a question about outreach vis-à-vis the land-grant mission.  Dr. Sullivan 
noted that one paradigm of the land-grant mission is outreach and connecting teaching and research with 
the community.  The land-grant mission needs to be defined; it has changed over the years and some now 
view it differently.  The University needs to look at how its peers define land-grant.  Professor Lanyon 
said that there has been less underpinning for outreach in the current budget model; for the University to 
continue to support the state as in the past, it needs to do outreach.  But the University has not figured out 
how to value it.  Or how to connect it to the research mission, Professor Bauer added.  Professor Martin 
noted that the Committee has tried to have a discussion of the land-grant mission in the 21st Century but 
the budget issues predominated; she suggested the Committee should continue that discussion. 
 
 Professor Kleiner lauded Dr. Sullivan's emphasis on salaries and said that the Committee on 
Faculty Affairs will work on linking pay to productivity and ensuring that the process of deciding on 
salary increases is transparent and has faculty participation.  Professor Martin asked, with respect to the 
latter, that productivity be defined as more than the number of articles one has written.    Dr. Sullivan said 
that customs and cultures vary but he agreed the process should be transparent and that each dean and 
department head should be accessible to defend the decisions made.  If one knows that decisions must be 
defended, decision-making might be better.   
 
 Dr. Sullivan said that he also believed that decisions about how Morrill Hall spends money 
should be transparent.  If the administration takes money, it should report back on how it was spent.  
Knowing it must defend the decisions will sharpen central decision-making as well. 
 
 Professor Bauer said, apropos the budget model discussions, that a lot of grants are now denying 
payment of tuition.  That means the University must redefine graduate education and its relation to 
research.  Dr. Sullivan said that a key issue for the Dean of the Graduate School/Vice Provost for 
Research is graduate fellowship packages.  There is a need to identify secure funding for them in order 
that the University can attract the highest-quality graduate students.  This must be a very high priority, he 
said. 
 
 Dr. Sullivan invited Committee members to communicate with him with ideas or critiques, which 
can help inform the ultimate decisions.  He said he preferred to receive information or critiques before 
rather than after a decision.  He said he looked forward to working closely with this and other committees, 
and the deans, in a partnership, not a hierarchy.  "We are all colleagues trying to move the institution 
forward," he said, and the process needs to be open, honest, and transparent.   
 
 Dr. Sullivan provided the Committee an update on the various searches that are underway: 
 
-- The IT dean search:  candidates are being identified. 
-- Vice President for Research:  there will be a short list by the end of July or early August. 
-- Dean of the Graduate School, Vice Provost for Academic Affairs:  he said he hoped to announce 

the search committee members within a week to 10 days.  He said he would like to have small, 
nimble, and efficient committees.  He said that the Dean of the Graduate School search would be 
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national; Professor Balas reported that the Senate Research Committee had been told it would be 
internal.  Dr. Sullivan said he would like to hear views from Committee members on which it 
should be, and that he will also consult with the President.  Professor Feeney said that the 
Committee had accepted the decision to conduct an internal search but that Dr. Sullivan should 
not necessarily conclude that all Committee members supported it. 

 
 Professor Hoover inquired about the evaluation of deans.  Dr. Sullivan said he knows there has 
been concern about the lack of reviews, or the tardiness of the reviews.  He said he needs to get his arms 
around the process but that he wants a regular and predictable cycle of reviews.  Professor Marshak urged 
that the review of graduate programs not await the appointment of a new dean. 
 
 Professor Martin thanked Dr. Sullivan for joining the meeting and adjourned it at 3:05. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
 


