
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, December 14, 2000 

1:30 – 3:30 
300 Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Fred Morrison (chair), Wilbert Ahern, Susan Brorson, Les Drewes, Dan Feeney, Richard 
Goldstein, Joseph Massey, Paula Rabinowitz, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Charles Speaks, Billie 
Wahlstrom 

 
Regrets: Muriel Bebeau, Linda Brady, Marti Hope Gonzales, David Hamilton, Marvin Marshak, 

V. Rama Murthy 
 
Absent:  none 
 
Guests:  Executive Vice President and Provost Robert Bruininks, President Mark Yudof 
  
Other: Florence Funk (Office of the Executive Vice President and Provost); Pauline Oo 

(University Relations); Elizabeth Wroblewski (Office of the Chief of Staff) 
 
[In these minutes:  economic summit report; football stadium; funding for common goods; UMC 
workplan; FCC nominating process; resolution concerning Austrian faculty member; taping committee 
meetings; parking priority for probationary faculty; Faculty Senate membership; Benefits Advisory 
Committee] 
 
 
1. Discussion with President Yudof and Executive Vice President Bruininks 
 
 Professor Morrison convened the meeting at 1:35, welcomed the President and Executive Vice 
President, and inquired if they had any issues they wished to raise.  The President went first. 
 
-- The report from the economic development summit committee was released today; copies were 
distributed to Committee members.  The report advocates establishment of a statewide undergraduate 
scholarship program to keep high-performing students in Minnesota; the magnitude of the program is not 
clear.  The report also suggests a selective lowering of non-resident tuition in high-demand areas.  The 
committee also endorsed the University's biennial request, addressed workforce issues, and tax and 
investment issues.   
 
 The Committee discussed with the President the political issues that surround the report and 
funding for the University; part of the focus was on what other states are doing (such as California, which 
is putting an enormous amount of money into its higher education system).  One contrast was funding for 
research; California is putting about $100 million into nanotechnology, for example; the University has 
requested only slightly over $1 million.  Other states are making similarly large commitments and it may 
be that the University, by comparison, requested too little money. 
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-- The President reported briefly on discussions with the state and how the University might work 
with it on the provision of health insurance to employees.  The President said that he wants a broad array 
of plans for employees to choose from. 
 
-- The University's position vis-à-vis a football stadium is perhaps not being accurately portrayed in 
media reports.  The University is NOT beating the drum for a new stadium and the President said his 
position is that no University money will be spent for it.  The University will cooperate with the Vikings 
but also wants to be sure about the data that are used.  The President said he may back off any further 
comments on the issue in order to avoid appearing to support a stadium. 
 
 The President had to depart for another meeting; Professor Morrison thanked him for joining the 
meeting and wished him happy holidays. 
 
-- Dr. Bruininks distributed two one-page handouts dealing with the issue of funding for common 
goods that reflect the first discussions by the Budget Management Advisory Committee in response to the 
letter from Professors Ahern and Speaks and Ms. Phillips requesting a report on such funding.  He 
emphasized that these were only a first cut and they needed much work, including the development of 
appropriate terminology.  They do, however, represent a start in trying to build a conceptual framework 
for defining and funding common goods. 
 
 Committee members made a number of suggestions; Dr. Bruininks encouraged the Committee to 
think about the issues and give him ideas. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks also reported that he has appointed an ad hoc group to work with the Libraries to 
understand how acquisition funds are spent, to get baseline data, and to benchmark the expenditures with 
peer institutions.  The group is to get the facts on the table about where money is spent and the 
relationship between what is spent and user access to information.  The University should not have to 
argue about library funding every year and it needs an investment strategy, he said. 
 
 Professor Ratliff-Crain endorsed the effort to look more seriously at common goods but 
wondered if it is at odds with the idea of moving to a direct charge system for fringe benefits (discussed 
recently by the Committee on Finance and Planning).  Dr. Bruininks said the need is to develop language 
and conceptualizations about common goods and show where the money goes; after that, people can 
argue about the ways the money is spent. 
 
 It was agreed this issue would be brought back to the Committee in the near future. 
 
-- The work plan for the Crookston campus has been prepared.  Dr. Bruininks said he believed this 
effort a good example of how shared governance can work; it was a joint effort of the administration and 
this Committee:  the problem was studied, recommendations were developed, and implementation is now 
occurring.  He will return with a full work plan early in 2001. 
 
 Professor Morrison thanked Dr. Bruininks for his report and wished him happy holidays. 
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2. Various Items of Business 
 
-- Professor Morrison now drew the attention of Committee members to a handout describing the 
process by which members of this Committee and the Committee on Committees are nominated (in each 
case there is a special ad hoc nominating committee elected annually).  He suggested that perhaps it 
would be more effective to have a standing nominating committee, with rotating membership, that could 
make these nominations.  The Committee deliberated briefly about how such nominating committee 
might be structured; it was agreed that Professor Morrison would bring back a draft proposal for 
consideration. 
 
-- The Committee next took up a resolution forwarded from the Faculty Senate of the University of 
New Mexico concerning the treatment of Professor Anton Pelinka, a faculty member in Austria, 
following critical comments he made about an Austrian political figure.  Professor Morrison noted that 
libel/defamation law in Europe generally makes it much easier to bring criminal charges.  Professor 
Rabinowitz noted that this case had been the subject of a long letter in THE NEW YORK REVIEW OF 
BOOKS and that the arrest of Professor Pelinka has a chilling effect on academic freedom--even if he was 
eventually acquitted. 
 
 In light of the lack of information available to the Committee about the facts and disposition of 
the case, it was agreed that additional information would be sought before any action was taken. 
 
-- Professor Morrison next reported that a meeting of the Senate Committee on Social Concerns had 
been taped without the knowledge of those present at the meeting.  One issue that will be coming to this 
Committee, he said, is the use of primates in research.  The Committee on Social Concerns has heard 
presentations on it; he said he told the chair of the committee that the Senate Research Committee should 
also be involved in any issues concerning research. 
 
 The Senate Research Committee will take up the issue Spring Semester.  If the two committees 
present a common report, this Committee can forward it to the Senate.  If they present reports that 
conflict, the reports will come to this Committee as the Senate steering committee and it will have to 
decide how to proceed.   
 
 In the context of a contentious issue, there has been concern about a concealed tape recorder at a 
meeting.  His first reaction, Professor Morrison related, is that if it is a public meeting it is a public 
meeting and taping it is permissible as long as doing so does not disrupt the meeting.  He does not see 
anything wrong with taping but the Social Concerns Committee wanted advice from FCC on what to do 
in the future.  His view is that there is no rule against taping a public meeting but that if all or part of the 
meeting is closed, anyone besides committee members, invited guests, and staff would be asked to leave. 
 
 Committee members spoke in favor of taking no action that would bar taping.  Professor Ratliff-
Crain described surreptitious taping as "nasty, underhanded, but legal."  Professor Rabinowitz said one 
thing she likes about the University is that it has so many public meetings.  Professor Brorson commented 
that it is one thing to say concealed taping is legal but another thing for this Committee to go on record 
saying it is acceptable.  Professor Feeney said that anything this Committee does that would restrict 
taping would come across as promoting secrecy; it must be recognized that someone "will catch hell" 
even for something reported in minutes.  He suggested, however, that those present at a meeting could be 
asked to identify themselves. 
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 It was agreed that Professor Morrison would draft an amendment to the instructions provided to 
committee chairs calling for guests and others at meetings to identify themselves.  The Committee also 
concluded, however, that it wished to make no additional statement about the appropriateness of 
surreptitious taping of public meetings. 
 
-- Professor Goldstein next reported on an item from the Committee on Faculty Affairs:  it voted 
unanimously to recommend that tenure-track faculty be given the same priority in parking that is granted 
to tenured faculty (that is, they are given priority on the waiting list for a parking spot).  New faculty now 
have no priority, he said, and often no place to park.   
 
 Professor Speaks reported that Mr. Baker, Director of Parking and Transportation Services, said 
that two committees have affirmed the egalitarian policy that all faculty and staff put their name on the 
lists and are given a spot when their name gets to the top of the list.  Professor Goldstein took exception 
to the proposition that the system is egalitarian; he pointed out that senior administrators are given 
parking spots wherever they wish, tenured faculty have priority, all permanent P&A appointees have 
priority, and directors and associate directors have priority.  The policy is not egalitarian, he maintained, 
and said that SCFA is only asking that tenure-track faculty receive the same priority as tenured faculty. 
 
 Professor Goldstein also noted that the Twin Cities campus has 19,000 parking spots, a number 
that is expected to rise to about 22,000 in the next few years, while there are about 100 new probationary 
faculty appointed each year.   
 
 Professor Rabinowitz, while not disagreeing with the recommendation from SCFA, also urged 
that the Committee support the use of buses; she said it is a shame the Twin Cities campus has been 
turned into a commuter campus.   
 
 What was also objectionable, Professor Feeney said, is that deans can cut a deal for parking for a 
new faculty member.  Like the "bill of rights" for retirees, this proposal is intended to ensure that people 
are not treated differentially because of the actions or attitudes of a dean or department head.   
 
 Professor Goldstein said Mr. Baker told SCFA that the committee that drafted the current parking 
policies decided to leave off assistant professors because if they were given priority, then he would hear 
arguments from new civil service and P&A appointees.  But probationary faculty should have higher 
priority, he maintained.  Professor Speaks agreed; he said the University needs its civil service staff, and 
could not operate without them, but the market for faculty is nationally competitive and the University 
must recruit the very best people for these positions and that they should be provided some priority in 
access to parking.   
 
 Professor Brorson commented that to treat assistant professors differently creates the idea of a 
hierarchy--and that they are low in that hierarchy.  Crookston used to have lots set aside for faculty and 
administrators, but no more; that sends a message to students that they are extremely important but it also 
sends a message to the faculty. 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously in favor of supporting the statement from the Committee on 
Faculty Affairs and agreed that it would be brought up with the President. 
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-- Professor Morrison said he would like to raise the question of the membership of the Faculty 
Senate, given the new academic appointments policy.  The Faculty Senate includes representatives for all 
3,000 faculty and for all 4,000 P&A staff.  The P&A staff also vote for the Academic Staff Advisory 
Committee (ASAC).  He said he would like to bring to the Committee draft language changing the 
membership of the Faculty Senate so that it is only faculty, so that when votes are taken on such matters 
as Judicial Committee issues or the tenure code, it is only faculty who are voting on them.  (It was noted 
that this question had been raised during the tenure debate:  it seemed odd that P&A staff were voting on 
changes to the tenure code, which speaks only to faculty appointments). 
 
 The original purpose of the Faculty Senate was to deal with the ACADEMIC activities of the 
University, not administrative matters.  For the academic issues, brought to the UNIVERSITY Senate, it 
is appropriate to include those who have teaching appointments and with the new academic appointments 
policy it should be easier to identify those individuals who should be eligible to participate in the 
University Senate.  The list of those eligible should not include people who are directors and associate 
directors of purely administrative units, Professor Morrison said. 
 
 Professor Rabinowitz said she believed this a good idea but that she was at the same time 
concerned about it because it promotes the idea that one is a faculty member only because one teaches.  
This gives fodder to the argument that research and service are extraneous and it also undercuts the 
meaning of teaching at a research university.  If one calls it the Faculty Senate and includes people whose 
only assignment is teaching, that says being a faculty member at the University is someone who teaches--
when all the other statements about faculty say that their responsibilities are NOT just teaching.  At the 
same time, she said, she does not want to bar participation by the P&A teaching staff. 
 
 Professor Morrison noted that when the P&A staff were made eligible for Senate membership 
there was no elected ASAC; now there is.  The P&A staff have also voiced concern about being 
represented by the faculty.  At the same time, the UNIVERSITY Senate--as distinguished from the 
FACULTY Senate--would continue to have P&A members. 
 
 Professor Rabinowitz said this could be a case of winning the battle and losing the war.  She said 
that the objectives of the Regents, during the tenure debate, were to rewrite the tenure code and to alter 
the ratio of tenured to non-tenured faculty.  All of this work on academic appointments facilitates that 
second objective; it puts people in the classroom who are not tenured faculty and it makes it possible to 
reduce the number of tenure faculty.  Again, however, she said she did want the people who are here to be 
treated well. 
 
 Professor Wahlstrom pointed out that there is a category of P&A staff, those on continuous 
appointment, who teach, do research, and serve on committees.  They have the same portfolio as faculty 
but have no representation in governance.  There are two classes of P&A staff, Professor Massey agreed; 
he noted that when raises are to be given, deans tell the faculty to identify the faculty-like P&A staff, who 
then receive the same raises as the faculty.   
 
 Professor Morrison said it should be easier to distinguish between P&A appointments and said he 
would draft language for the Committee to consider. 
 
-- Professor Morrison recalled that the Senate had approved creation of the Benefits Advisory 
Committee (of which he has been appointed interim chair).  He said he will talk with the civil service and 
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P&A constituencies about appointments to the committee and assumes it will take the form recommended 
by the Health Plan Task Force:  4 faculty members, 4 P&A staff, 4 civil service members, 2 retirees, and 
2 graduate assistants as voting members if they are covered by the plan.  He said he would suggest that 
committee members serve four-year terms, since health care is negotiated on a two-year cycle.   
 
 Professor Morrison said his objective would be ensure that there is basic health care for all and 
that the faculty have the options that they need. 
 
-- The faculty retirees have written to the President to say they are happy with the new emeriti 
faculty policy and procedures; the President forwarded the letter with a suggestion that perhaps the 
faculty should not be so concerned about the grievance process proposal that he vetoed since the retirees 
did not object to it.  Professor Morrison said he would continue to pursue the issue. 
 
 He then adjourned the meeting at 3:20. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


