
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, April 15, 2004 

1:15 – 3:00 
210 Donhowe Building 

 
 

Present: Judith Martin (chair), Gary Balas, Jean Bauer, Susan Brorson, Charles Campbell, Carol 
Chomsky, Gary Davis, Arthur Erdman, Dan Feeney, Marvin Marshak, Fred Morrison, 
Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Martin Sampson, Carol Wells 

 
Absent: Tom Clayton, John Fossum, Emily Hoover, Marc Jenkins, Scott Lanyon, John Sullivan 
 
Guests: Regents' Professor Ron Phillips, Professor Sara Evans (Task Force on the 

Instrumentalization of the University); Professor Ray Wakefield (Chair, Senate Library 
Committee), University Librarian Wendy Lougee 

  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Chief of Staff) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) interim report, task force on the instrumentalization of the University; (2) the 
financial situation of the libraries; (3) committee vice chair; (4) Judicial Committee chair stipend; (5) IT 
dean search; (6) administrator reviews on the web; (7) meetings with chancellors; (8) Senate 
reorganization; (9) department chair issues] 
 
 
1. Interim Report, Task Force on the Instrumentalization of the University 
 
 Professor Martin convened the meeting at 1:15 and welcomed Regents' Professor Ron Phillips, 
chair of the Task Force on the Instrumentalization of the University.  She noted that he and the task force 
members took on a task that had been assigned jointly by this Committee and the Provost; it is a small but 
dedicated group of faculty who are looking at issues surrounding instrumentalization.  She said she 
invited Professor Phillips to give an interim report on its progress.  She also welcomed Professor Sara 
Evans, a member of the task force. 
 
 Professor Phillips thanked the Committee for the opportunity to make a report and noted that they 
are open to suggestions because they have not yet started writing their report.  The members of the task 
force, in addition to himself and Professor Evans, are Bert Ahern from Morris, Al Michael from the 
Medical School, Nelson Rhodus from Dentistry, Patricia Bauer from Education and Human 
Development, and David Bernlohr from Biological Sciences.  It has been an active discussion group, he 
reported. 
 
 The goal of the task force is to communicate the basic values of the University to Minnesota and 
beyond.  The report will not use a lot of data about patents and degrees and the like, but they have had 
discussions with various individuals, including the Provost, Professor Rabinowitz (who voiced concerns 
about these issues while on FCC), Vice President Gardebring and Ms. Anderson in Institutional Relations 
(about the surveys they do), Dean Bloomfield, Federal Reserve Vice President Art Rolnick, Vice 
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President David Hamilton, and four undergraduate students.  They could continue to bring people in, 
Professor Phillips commented, but they need to stop and think about the outline of a report. 
 
 Professor Phillips reviewed some of the major points he thought might be in the report. 
 
-- Education is not just teaching; it also occurs with research and outreach. 
-- There will be an emphasis on the University providing a public good. 
-- With respect to students, the goal is to provide creative problem-solvers who think analytically; 

the University is in the business of developing leaders for the future 
-- The University is the base for discussion of emerging and controversial issues; if such discussions 

are to occur anywhere, it should be at the University. 
-- The University is an INDEPENDENT resource for the state and beyond; it tries to generate the 

truth. 
-- Great cities have great universities. 
-- There is a lot of community engagement, not just on campus and through extension, but at many 

levels. 
-- Information generated by the University is available to all. 
-- The University makes and receives worldwide contributions, not just in Minnesota. 
-- The quality of life in Minnesota is directly related to the presence of the University. 
-- The University provides for the future. 
 
In addition, Professor Phillips assured the Committee, the task force will address the questions raised in 
the charge letter. 
 
 Professor Phillips distributed a handout with draft points and reviewed it briefly with Committee 
members, then turned to Professor Evans for additional comments. 
 
 Professor Evans recalled that she has been on many task forces but that this has been one of the 
most fun because they are talking about fundamental things, about the heart and soul of the University.  
The work can be discouraging; the University is not well understood and does not explain itself well, and 
tough times in Minnesota and across the nation mean that making the case is even more difficult.  
Because the task force was not enjoined to develop a lot of facts and figures, it is stepping aside from the 
University as an economic engine, although one can make that case as well and build on it.  The 
economic engine approach, however, represents a highly instrumental view of the University and the task 
force wants to look also at the danger of shaping the mission around that concept.  They know that they 
cannot completely step away from that view of the institution, but they are looking at how to address the 
heart and soul.  They have gotten off to a very good start, and with poetry in their draft.  What Professor 
Phillips has done with his draft report is lifted the discussion to another level so that it will not become 
another task force report that disappears into a black hole.  (Some of which she co-authored, Professor 
Evans recalled with a chuckle.) 
 
 Professor Evans asked for feedback.  What would the Committee like?  Bullet points?  Poetry?  
How long should the report be?  She said she envisions a report with pieces that could be used in various 
ways. 
 
 Professor Martin said she was struck by how accessible the points in the draft outline were.  
Many who make the University’s case can't be easily understood by those they address-- much about the 
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University is technical and obscure.  This draft is very comprehensible; she urged that the report stay 
addressed to the public. 
 
 Professor Marshak recalled that the Committee had heard from Vice President Gardebring about 
branding.  There are a number of phrases in this draft that he likes better than what was proposed earlier; 
he suggested the task force convey to Vice President Gardebring THESE ideas as possible branding 
phrases.  He reported that he has been looking at university websites, and a number of institutions have 
adopted slogans, none of which are really inspiring.  The theme in this draft report, however, is Minnesota 
as much as anything. 
 
 Professor Wells said she has been hearing about the task force but does not understand what it is 
doing.  What does instrumentalization mean, she asked?  It is a view of the University that sees its 
purpose and activities in purely instrumental terms, that the institution will generate things that can move 
to the community and make money, and research is driven by external agencies with money to fund it.  
The task force work arises in part because of anxieties about partnerships with outside organizations.  
Where is the heart and soul of the institution and what happens if they are lost?  The task force charge 
also reflects a frustration that most who defend and explain the University use one set of measures 
(economic) and do not talk about everything else the University does, Professor Martin commented; the 
task force report is intended to try to balance the conversation.  For those in the liberal arts, Professor 
Evans said, the value of the core arts and sciences do not seem to be visible or seen as important.   
 
 They have reviewed one paper that has a clear definition of instrumentalization, Professor Phillips 
reported, but there is a question about whether they should use the term at all if they want the report to be 
accessible.  Professor Bauer suggested keeping an executive summary that is very simple and crisp for 
external use.   
 
 Professor Erdman suggested that the report should be inclusive of the University's role in 
generating industry.  He related that he had just been involved in sponsoring a conference on medical 
devices and noted that some enormous companies have grown out of work done at the University.  That 
role needs to be included as part of what the University is, he said.   
 

Professor Sampson said that the state is in era of social change and economic dislocation.  He 
asked if the task force report's affirmation of the importance of the University speak specifically to an 
early 21st-Century audience of Minnesotans.  In other words, is the task force looking into the soul of the 
University to articulate its non-material mission, or is it doing that and also wondering how the concerns 
and values and aspirations of the audience of 21st century Minnesotans correspond to the contributions of 
the University? 
 
 The concern is how the face of the institution is changing, Professor Feeney said.  He suggested 
keeping the term instrumentalization in the report, even if only as a footnote.  Is the University an entity 
that provides things, or a conduit?  People do not understand its role.  This report is intended to restore the 
balance, he agreed with Professor Martin, and to provide perspective on what the University does beyond 
providing doctors and architects.  Professor Evans said they could write a cover letter explaining how the 
task force took on the concept of instrumentalization and how it grappled with the term, whether or not it 
is in the report. 
 
 Professor Martin thanked Professors Evans and Phillips for their report and urged Committee 
members to email one of them with any suggestions.  She said she believed the report would provide the 
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President an enormously helpful platform for conversations.  FCC members gave Professors Evans and 
Phillips a round of applause. 
 
2. The Libraries 
 
 Professor Martin turned next to Professor Wakefield, Chair of the Library Committee, and Ms. 
Lougee, University Librarian.  She told the Committee she had invited them to talk about the libraries in 
light of financial difficulties that the libraries have been facing. 
 
 Professor Wakefield said he asked to appear before FCC in part because of discussions with 
colleagues about the challenges to the libraries.  The faculty have no idea about the resource problems the 
libraries are facing; as the Senate Library Committee chair, he has an obligation to get the word out or the 
faculty will remain ignorant.  That is why he asked to join the FCC today:  it is important that the faculty 
have a voice in support for the libraries.  Ms. Lougee will do what she can to fight for the libraries but it is 
possible for the administration to see that as simply feathering her own nest.  But the libraries are all of 
our nests, he said.   
 
 It appears to him that the University libraries are losing ground in their competitive standing as a 
research library.  It has generally ranked 14th-15th in quality rankings among research libraries, Professor 
Wakefield said; since 2000, it has plummeted to 19th and is continuing to descend.  This is a cause for real 
faculty concern.  This is a period of scarce resources, and one must be careful with money, but even in 
this climate one can look at the library budget as a percentage of total university expenditures; by that 
measure, the University of Minnesota is below what other CIC institutions do.  The libraries continue to 
rate below peers every year on this measure.  This is a cause for alarm and he wants all faculty to be 
aware that the libraries are losing ground in comparison with their peer institutions. 
 
 Ms. Lougee said she would provide a high-level sketch of the health of the libraries, not just the 
dollar constraints.  And in some areas the libraries are doing well, she added.  She distributed copies of a 
set of slides and reviewed its contents.   
 
 In 2002-03, the libraries budget was reduced by $630,000; an additional $600,000 had to be 
internally reallocated/cut to cover cost increases. In this process, 11 FTE (22 FTE including students) 
were eliminated.  In 2003-04, it received $630,000 recurring funds in compact funding for new initiatives 
and began receiving $500,000/year for four years from royalty income.  In 2004-05, the forecast is that it 
will have to make reductions through internal reallocation to free up $1.1 million in order to 
accommodate mandated salary increases (about $480,000), increased operational costs in some areas, and 
decreased income from corporate services/fines; they will also face a mandated cut of $73,000.  While 
projections for inflation in collection costs are down from last year, the current estimate is 8.5% or 
roughly $800,000 in new funds would be needed to sustain current commitments to journals, electronic 
resources, and current levels of monograph purchases.  Without increases to the collection budget, 
collection reductions will continue.  Decisions on new funding through the compact process have not yet 
been made, however. 
 
 Ms. Lougee reviewed the emerging trends as libraries evolve from 20th-Century emphases to 21st-
Century challenges.  The former is collection-centric, focused on inventory management and control, 
facility-centric, bounded by time and place; the latter is characterized by distributed content resources, 
increased emphasis on expertise about content and academic alliances, and any-time/any-place access. 
There is also a new economic environment since many of the Libraries' investments create the 
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opportunity for savings in campus departments (e.g., electronic licenses to journals allow departments to 
eliminate subscriptions. 
 
 The general trends are a dramatic growth in e-resource use, increased demand for instructional 
support and virtual reference, (but also) steady or increasing facility use. The Libraries are also 
experiencing  continued publishing inflation of 8-10% per year, and increased borrowing from other 
institutions because the University Libraries do not have the content patrons need  (up by 33% so far in 
2004 with an associated cost of $100,000).   The diminished collection resources also mean the Libraries 
are not able to lend books and journals to other libraries at the level they once provided, thereby 
introducing new costs as reciprocal agreements cannot be sustained. Income that was once generated by 
providing copies of articles to corporate clients is also dropping as the collection weakens (projections for 
decreases in annual income in the bio-medical library may reach $250,000 this year).  
 
 The University of Minnesota has participated in a national survey to assess community 
expectations, library effectiveness, and user satisfaction. The results over three years reflect increasing 
user satisfaction with library services.  The focus of undergrads is still on the library as a place.  For 
graduate students and faculty, the focus is on access to content and the ability to find, use, and manage 
information resources through tools that provide personal control.  There is demand for more e-content, 
better access, and greater support.   
 
 The Association of Research Libraries (ARL), 124 research libraries in North America, rank-
orders data on over 40 variables.  In 1945, in rankings based on collection size, Minnesota was 6th.  In 
2002 it was 17th.  The Association also does an overall "index" ranking based on five variables (volumes 
held, volumes added, serials received, operating expenditures, professional/support staff); on that overall 
ranking, Minnesota dropped from 17th in 2002 to 19th in 2003.  Minnesota had consistently held at 14th or 
15th since the mid-1980's.  The institutions that have bypassed Minnesota in the last three years include 
Wisconsin, Princeton, North Carolina, Indiana, Chicago, and NYU.  Three years ago, Minnesota ranked 
14th; it is unusual for a library to drop five places in three years, Ms. Lougee commented.  On some of the 
Association's individual variables for 2003, the University's drop in rankings is even more pronounced: 
 
 Volumes added:   18th to 26th 
 Current serials:   29th to 35th 
 Operating expenditures:  12th to 22nd 
 Monograph expenditures: 39th to 50th 
 Monograph purchases:  64th to 66th 
 
The libraries do not need to be in the top 20 on every measure, but it is important ultimately who one is 
with in the rankings.  The question is whether these things matter or whether the University sees them as 
important, Ms. Lougee concluded.  [It should be noted that the data from the ARL include the Law 
Library; the budget data earlier in these minutes do not.] 
 
 Professor Martin asked what things were going well.  Ms. Lougee said that a number of new 
services and tools have been launched that have been very successful for research and teaching; an 
undergraduate initiative with focus on information literacy is underway. The Libraries have also had 
success in several recent grants and recruitment has been strong for librarian appointments. 
 
 Professor Balas said that on average there has been increased research funding for the University, 
but decreased funding for the libraries?  That cannot continue if the University wants to grow as a 
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research institution.  It is great that the Vice President for Research has given $500,000 per year in 
support to the libraries from royalty income, but a better source would be ICR funds, which are recurring.  
Ms. Lougee recalled that the swap of ICR funds out of the libraries' funding (when IMG was 
implemented) was intended to protect the libraries from fluctuation in indirect cost income.  
 
 Professor Marshak, noting the data on serials and monographs, said he has always thought there 
has been an over-emphasis on serials vis-à-vis monographs.  These data suggest he is right.  The 
University's peers are choosing a different balance of expenditures.  Ms. Lougee disagreed; she said there 
is a core journal literature in every discipline. In an effort to sustain the core in light of differential 
inflation between journals and monographs, it may appear that monographs are differentially impacted, 
yet each has been reduced. Many peer libraries have far larger collection budgets; Minnesota ranks 25th in 
collection expenditures, despite a far broader range of academic programs than many of the institutions 
ahead of it. But the point about impact on monographs is well taken, she said.   
 
 In terms of data on annual expenditures (provided on one of the slides), Professor Marshak said it 
appears the libraries were flat 1991-95, up steadily 1995-2001, and have now reached a plateau again.  He 
said his more general concern is a thrust in University leadership away from what the library represents.  
When there are growth spurts, that reflects changes in administration and who is making decisions.  The 
increase in the 1990s was due to expenditures on information technology, Ms. Lougee explained; the 
increase for collections was more modest. 
 
 Professor Sampson said he understood that the University libraries have been number one in 
loaning resources, which makes it a unique system that pulls institutions together.  Reductions in service 
thus affect the whole state.  Does she see stress and complaints about the things the libraries are unable to 
do because of budget cuts, he asked? The University of Minnesota has been number one in loans (among 
ARL libraries) for a number of years, Ms. Lougee agreed, and 43% of the loans are to other institutions 
within the state.  In January, the number of loans was down 40%, which will effect lending to other 
institutions in Minnesota as well. .  Within the state, the colleges know they are getting less from the 
University, major complaints have not been noted as yet.  
 
 Professor Balas asked about the distribution of expenditures between salaries and 
books/purchases.  Professor Lougee said she did not have the numbers with her but that the budget was 
roughly 17% for operations, 55% for staff salaries/benefits, and the rest for the collections.  These 
proportions have been relatively constant, although this is the first time in recent history when the 
libraries have had to absorb the cost of salary increases.  His concern, Professor Balas said, is that as the 
University relies more on tuition than state funds, units that generate tuition revenue are generally better 
off than those that don't.  The libraries do not but they are a critical component of all academic endeavors; 
the University libraries will be eating themselves with these budget decisions. 
 
 Professor Martin said she was reminded of conversations that occurred in the 1990s about 
common goods and how to pay for them with the new financial model (IMG).  The President has said he 
wants a new financial model for the University; this Committee needs to be sure that the consequences for 
the libraries are accounted for.  Ms. Lougee said that in discussions of common goods, the term is too 
often equated with central services.  There is a need to distinguish between academic common goods and 
those that are not; the academic common goods are affected not only by enrollment but also by program 
changes such as research emphases and new curricular trends and methodologies.  Just as the state does 
not recognize operating costs of buildings, but should, the University must recognize that new initiatives 
also require additional library resources, Professor Balas said. 
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 The swap of O&M money for University fees, highlighted on one of the slides, has a parallel with 
the swaps for tuition that has been occurring with the colleges, Professor Campbell said.  When the funds 
are swapped, there is not as much of a benefit to the units as might appear.  There is no direct link 
between the increase in the fee and the libraries' budget, Ms. Lougee agreed.   
 
 What can the Committee do, Professor Martin asked?  It will be involved in discussion of a new 
budget model; it can ask that the administration pay attention to the needs of the libraries.  It can also 
publicize the problems.  There is a general lack of awareness about what the libraries do, Ms. Lougee 
said; they have cut 1300 journals this past year (despite the new royalty funds) and over 8,000 journal 
titles have been lost since 1995; perhaps that information is not getting out.  It would be helpful if the 
Committee could help articulate the impact of the library's constrained resources on the teaching and 
research needs of the campus.  The Libraries are currently conducting focus groups to try to secure this 
type of information. 
 
 Professor Morrison suggested the Committee adopt a resolution.  The Committee, by email after 
the meeting, voted unanimously in favor of the following statement: 
 

The Committee views with alarm the clear downward trends in overall financial support 
for the University Libraries.  A strong library is necessary for the teaching and research functions 
of a strong University.  The present allocations for collections do not support a strong library.  

 
The Committee believes that unless the Libraries receive better support for acquisitions, 

quality will continue to decline and the corresponding impact on teaching and research will affect 
the University’s ability to carry out its mission.  The obvious downward trends in the measures of 
the Libraries' relative standing in comparison to its peers reinforce this concern. 

 
The Committee urges that more substantial support can be found for the upcoming year 

and that in future years a new budget structure at the University will make it possible to restore 
the libraries to their position as a national leader. 

 
Professor Martin thanked Professor Wakefield and Ms. Lougee for joining the meeting. 

 
3. Vice Chair 
 
 The Committee elected Professor Kane as vice chair for 2004-05.  Professor Martin said she 
would notify Professor Kane (who is on leave this year). 
 
4. Judicial Committee Chair Stipend 
 
 The Committee agreed that the chair of the Judicial Committee should receive a flat stipend of 
$10,000, rather than the equivalent of one month's summer salary (because the chair may have to spend 
substantial time during the summer on Judicial Committee business).  The stipend is intended to 
compensate the individual for time spent during the summer as well as during the academic year.   
 
 It was noted that there had been a recommendation to bring certain committee stipends into line 
and to raise all of them by a small amount, but the University's budget situation has not permitted those 
recommendations to be implemented.  Professor Martin said the issue will remain on the table. 
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5. IT Dean Search 
 
 The Committee again discussed the IT dean search. 
 
6. Reviews 
 
 Professor Balas suggested that there be a place on the web showing when administrators were 
hired and when they are to be reviewed, so that everyone knows the schedule. 
 
7. Discussion with Chancellors 
 
 Professor Brorson asked that the Committee consider having a discussion with the coordinate 
campus chancellors at least once per year.  The Committee hears frequently from the President, who 
provides updates on issues, often related to the Twin Cities campus; it would be healthy for the 
Committee to hear from the chancellors about how things are going.   
 
 The Committee agreed; Professor Morrison suggested that the Committee schedule a meeting 
when the Board of Regents are meeting, which is a time when the chancellors will be in the Twin Cities.   
 
8. Reorganization Issue 
 
 The Committee decided that since the past FCC chair should be a voting member of the Senate 
Consultative Committee, that person should also be a voting member of the Faculty Consultative 
Committee. 
 
9. Department Chairs 
 
 Professor Martin asked Committee members to review the list of issues from the earlier 
discussions with department chairs and to email her if anyone believes there are specific issues that need 
to be discussed.   
 
 The Committee was also informed that it would be receiving an invitation from the Council of 
Clinical Chiefs in the Medical School to join the Council for one of its meetings to discuss items of 
interest.  Professor Feeney said this arose originally with the discussion of the governance policy but that 
it could help to increase understanding across the campus.   
 
 Professor Martin thanked everyone for coming and adjourned the meeting at 2:55. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
  
  


