
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, September 6, 2001 

1:15 – 3:30 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Joseph Massey (chair), Wilbert Ahern, Muriel Bebeau, Susan Brorson, Les Drewes, 

Arthur Erdman, Dan Feeney, Richard Goldstein, Marti Hope Gonzales, David Hamilton, 
Candace Kruttschnitt, Marvin Marshak, Judith Martin, Paula Rabinowitz, Jeff Ratliff-
Crain, Charles Speaks, Billie Wahlstrom 

 
Regrets: none 
 
Absent:  none 
 
Guests:  President Mark Yudof; Vice President Christine Maziar 
  
Other:  Elizabeth Wrobleski (Office of the Chief of Staff); Pauline Oo (Institutional Relations) 
 
[In these minutes:   (1) process for electing FCC chair and vice chair; (2) statement on corporate funding 
of research;  (3) discussion with President Yudof (enrollment figures and graduation rates; University 
ranking; relationship with MnSCU; outreach; the compact planning process); (4) recognition of Professor 
Hamilton; (5) discussion with Vice President Maziar (federal funding for research at the University; the 
University Press; Graduate School applications; graduate student fellowships and fund-raising for them; 
public relations; private support for research); (6) intercollegiate athletics philosophy statement; (7) 
Committee on Public Understanding) 
 
 
1. Election of the FCC Chair and Vice Chair 
 
 Professor Massey convened the meeting at 1:15 and drew the attention of Committee members to 
the revision of the protocol governing how the FCC chair and vice chair are to be elected, as discussed at 
the retreat.   
 

The FCC chair and vice chair are to be elected by secret ballot at the first meeting of Spring 
Semester, to take office the following July 1. 
 

The Committee approved the protocol unanimously. 
 
2. Statement from the Senate Research Committee 
 
 The Committee turned next to a statement prepared by the Senate Research Committee: 
 

* * * 

                                                           
* 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 
represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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Principles Governing Private Support of Research 

 
Faculty, departments and colleges should be encouraged to seek private support for their research 
endeavors; 
 
Acceptance of private support should be the prerogative of, and according to the policies and 
procedures of, the University, not of the individual units or faculty; 
 
The University must exercise care when accepting funding from private sources that it is not 
unduly burdened to provide support for the infrastructure that the privately supported research 
will require; 
 
The University must exercise care in negotiating contracts with private entities to assure that 
academic freedom is preserved, particularly with respect to the faculty’s right to interpret the 
findings and to publish new discoveries in an appropriate timeframe, with appropriate 
consideration of the sponsor's proprietary information, and with the faculty’s right to choose the 
area of scholarship s/he wishes to pursue; 
 
The University must exercise care that the receipt of private funds does not adversely affect 
distribution of University resources or alter University priorities in areas that are not able to 
generate private support. 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Senate Research Committee believes that these principles must be adhered to when accepting 
money from private sources.  The Committee discussed over several meetings the potential 
implications for the University of Minnesota of private funding of university-based research.  The 
Committee recognizes the importance and necessity of non-public research funding, especially in 
areas in which federal, state, or University sponsorship is not readily available, but also 
recognizes the need to preempt or at least mitigate conflicts and negative consequences that might 
accompany it.  Any erosion of academic freedom and “disinterested inquiry” must be rejected, 
and public trust in the research process and products of the University, and in its adherence to its 
public mission, must be safeguarded. 
 

* * * 
 

 Professor Rabinowitz took exception to the word "encouraged" in the first bullet of the statement; 
even recognizing that much in the University may be privatized, the faculty do not need to encourage the 
process.  She also said that the phrase "must exercise care" is weak and does not have meaning.  Professor 
Kruttschnitt wondered if the first and second bullets of the statement were not contradictory.  Professor 
Martin said that people WILL seek private support for research but agreed that the Senate need not 
"encourage" it. 
 
 Professor Bebeau commented that one should not assume that because private support is being 
used the researchers will have to compromise their integrity.  Professor Erdman said he liked the 
statement and that with declining research funds in some fields, researchers will need to seek private 
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support.  He added that he enjoys working with companies and the University should encourage such 
activity. 
 
 Professor Martin suggested that Professor McConnell on the Senate Research Committee be 
notified of the concerns expressed by FCC members, although the Committee decided it would take no 
action on the statement and would let it go to the Senate floor for discussion. 
 
 After the discussion with President Yudof and Vice President Maziar, the Committee returned to 
the Statement and talked it over with Professor Hamilton.  He reported that the Statement represented a 
consensus from the Senate Research Committee that evolved over a number of meetings but that this 
Committee could send it back with an expression of its concerns.  He explained that the Committee had 
decided not to be prescriptive because that could create more problems than not but thought it likely that 
the Committee could come up with something different if asked to take up the subject again.  Professor 
Erdman argued against sending the statement back, since the University has no statement on the subject at 
all right now; Professor Bebeau suggested that perhaps footnotes could be added clarifying the intent.  
Professor Speaks joined in opposing sending the Statement back to the Senate Research Committee but 
suggested that Professor Massey alert the incoming chair of the Senate Research Committee about the 
concerns.   
 
 Professor Massey concluded it was the sense of the Committee that it would take no action on the 
Statement and that the Comment section should be expanded.  No one on the Committee disagreed.  
Professor Hamilton said he would work on revising the comment. 
 
3. Discussion with President Yudof 
 
 Professor Massey welcomed the President to the meeting.  The President brought up a number of 
matters. 
 
-- Enrollment is going well.  It appears the University will have 62,000 students this year; there is a 
very large class and more people are accepting admission than predicted.  This is a subject that will 
require more discussion with deans and the faculty.  The number of credits being taken by students is also 
up; the average for first-year students is 15 while the system average has risen from 13 to 13.4, a 
significant improvement.  This increase comes even though the University has twice as many part-time 
students as any other major research university.   
 

The University needs to examine, as an institution, the number of part-time students, the 
President said.  This is not a new phenomenon, Professor Martin observed; the President responded that 
he was unaware the numbers were that high.  Lifelong learning is fine, he said, but the question is whether 
that it is the University's mission to provide it; is there an issue of institutional culture involved?  should 
some students be in the College of Continuing Education?  If one-third of the students have no intention 
of graduating, that affects the culture.   

 
Why is it bad that students take more than four years, Professor Rabinowitz inquired?  What is 

wrong with students who simply want to read Kafka?  The problem is that the vast majority of students 
who take more than 4-5 years NEVER get a degree--the longer they string out their studies, the less likely 
they are to get a degree.  And at least in terms of income, the data suggest a significant increase in income 
for students who obtain a degree.  Another problem is that when large numbers of students do not obtain 
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degrees, the University seen as at fault; it is said that students stand a better chance of getting a degree if 
they go elsewhere.  A statement that is true, Professor Marshak pointed out. 

 
Is there any indication that students are taking more than four years because of tuition?  The 

President said it is his understanding that there is a correlation between tuition level and graduation:  the 
higher the tuition, the more likely students are to graduate in four years. 

 
Discussion later in the meeting returned to this topic.  Professor Martin said she was astounded by 

the 62,000 figure, especially at a time when one hears that the faculty is significantly smaller than it was 
25 years ago.  That means faculty are working a lot harder or there are a lot of non-faculty who are 
teaching.  The President said the University had lost about 500 faculty over some years (many in the 
Medical School); about 150-200 new positions have been added recently, so the faculty  is still down 
about 300.  This is an issue that needs to be thought about, he agreed.  This also occurs at a time when 
faculty salaries have not kept up, Professor Martin added. 

 
The entering class has increased from 4,000 in the recent past to about 5,200 this year, because of 

an improved admissions effort and improved reputation, Professor Marshak commented.  It is also 
because the deans are convinced that the last few students enrolled "are pure profit"--even though they 
lose money on all of them, he said. 

 
The University is in a position of relative strength, the President said, to examine what size it 

should be and the sort of students it should have.  It is clear that demand is high, despite one of the 
highest tuition increases in history--and students are not even really complaining about the increase.    

 
There needs to be more discussion about expenses, Professor Speaks said, such as the fact that 

supply budgets have remained flat and the expansion of support staff.  In addition, the President observed, 
part-time students cost the University more money in terms of support services, advisors, and so on. 

 
One also needs to look at where the increases in student numbers are occurring, Professor 

Kruttschnitt said; they are likely not across the board.  The President said that CLA, for example, is fairly 
flat, by its decision; numbers have increased significantly in the School of Management, however. 

 
The University should also look at what parts of the mission are affected by the low graduation 

rate, Professor Erdman said.  The President said that there should be room for exceptions to a general 
expectation of graduation in 4-5 years, but right now the University is a majority of exceptions.  He said 
he is reviewing the report on graduation rates from the undergraduate deans and will probably write to the 
Senate Committee on Educational Policy with some ideas that he supports.   

 
-- The Board of Regents is looking at a number of issues, the President next said, primarily a sort of 
"what should the University be in the future" approach.  He said he had urged the Board that such an 
examination be a joint venture with the faculty and said there must be faculty support.   
 
 The University is looking at the 14 critical measures approved previously by the faculty and the 
Board of Regents and comparing them with the 9 factors used in the recent University of Florida study.  
He said he would like to focus on the measures one at time, rather than in a helter-skelter fashion, and he 
cautioned that improvements on one measure may require trade-offs on another.   
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 There will also be a look at the University's relationship with MnSCU, especially in terms of a 
meaningful plan for metropolitan higher education and what the University's role should be.   Professor 
Martin inquired if the "2+2" programs, arrangements for students to take their first two years at a 
community college and their last two years at the University, guaranteed admission to the University; 
President Yudof said that each program determines its admissions cut-off and that admission is not 
GUARANTEED.  He suggested that the Committee on Educational Policy may wish to obtain data on 
success rates of these transfer students. 
 
 Outreach will also be considered and the related question of where, in a more tuition-driven 
budget, how outreach programs will be funded.  The President asked Professor Massey to appoint 
someone to represent FCC to work with Dean Casey and Regent Bergland on outreach issues. 
 
 With respect to the Commission on Excellence at the University of Minnesota, the "Pawlenty 
Commission," the President commented that Regent Reed had already decided that a faculty member 
should be appointed even before she had received a letter from Professor Massey asking that a faculty 
member be one of the three University appointees.  The staffing for the commission will be provided by 
the Provost's office; the President asked Professor Martin to assist the commission in this role.   
 
-- When the administration allocated the state funds and attributed the tuition, one consideration was 
which units will have financial problems in the long run.  These are complicated judgments, the President 
said, and part of the compact process will be to develop long-term academic and financial plans for units 
about which there is some worry.  There are no crises at hand, the President cautioned; all of the colleges 
are in good shape; this is an opportunity to start the discussions and do long-term planning.   
 
 The President also endorsed the idea, from the FCC retreat, that it is a good time to look at the 
compact planning process, in concert with the Executive Vice President's office, and identify ways in 
which it might be improved. 
 
 -- Where is the University going with the capital request, Professor Marshak asked?  The President 
reviewed the items on the list. 
 
-- Will the union negotiations with the state have an effect on the University in either health care or 
salaries, Professor Marshak then asked?  The President said did not know what effect they would have. 
 
 Professor Massey thanked the President for joining the meeting. 
 
4. Recognition of Professor Hamilton 
 
 Before going to the next agenda item, Professor Massey recognized Professor Hamilton for his 
long service to faculty governance at the University.  Professor Hamilton explained that he has accepted a 
position as assistant vice president for Vice President Maziar and has thus resigned as chair of the Senate 
Research Committee. 
 
 The Committee gave Professor Hamilton a round of applause and wished him well in his new 
position. 
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5. Discussion with Vice President Maziar 
 
 Professor Massey next welcomed Vice President Maziar to the meeting to discuss the issues of 
the day in research and graduate education. 
 
 Dr. Maziar began by distributing copies of a brochure that was handed out at the State Fair; in it 
was information about various research findings by individual faculty members as well as data on 
research funding at the University.  She pointed out that this brochure had a broader focus than last year's, 
which emphasized technology transfer; she said that next year it will include more emphasis on non-
sponsored research.   
 
 Dr. Maziar pointed out that the brochure also noted that federal funding for research at the 
University is up 10% this year while the percentage of funding from business and industry is down (not in 
actual dollars but in percentage, since the federal dollars increased so much).  She commented that it is "a 
fool's game to think that business and industry dollars will ever replace public support or could pick up 
slack in federal funding" for research. 
 
 To what did she attribute the increase in federal research funding?  "The outstanding work of the 
faculty" as well as a rapid increase in NIH budgets.  The University is seeing an increase in the average 
size of individual projects funded as well as MORE projects funded and more complex projects being 
submitted.  The Committee discussed for awhile the increase in funding, whether new assistant professors 
are receiving more funding (those data are not available) and the relationship of the increase to 
improvements in undergraduate education. 
 
 Professor Rabinowitz inquired what is being done for graduate education and for the University 
Press.  As far as the latter, Dr. Maziar said, she had put additional funding into the Press.  It is an 
outstanding university press, she said, and she personally gives people gifts of University Press books 
rather than a bronze plaque in recognition of service or help to the University.  The Press is in the black, 
she said, and she hopes it will stay that way.  Professor Bebeau said that the state does not know about the 
Press; Dr. Maziar agreed and said she would work with University Relations to develop better 
understanding of the Press. 
 
 On the Graduate School side, at the end of July the University had nearly 12,000 applications, up 
11% from the previous year, about one-third of which were through the web.  Dr. Maziar expressed doubt 
that any of the University's peer institutions saw an increase that large. They also had a record number of 
walk-up applications, over 1400.  About 50% of the applications were from international students, which 
is probably typical for an institution with Minnesota's profile.  The number of matriculants will not be 
known until later.  The percentage increases by Policy and Review Council area varied:   
 
-- biosciences, 4% 
-- education/psychology, 20 
-- health sciences, 12 
-- language, literature, and the arts, 3 
-- physical sciences and engineering, 13 
-- social sciences, 11 
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 Dr. Maziar then talked about the 21st Century Graduate Fellowship Fund, one of the ways the 
University is using the royalty dollars from Ziagen.  They have created a $17-million endowment for 
graduate fellowships, with a match by the Fellowship Fund, for a total of $34 million.  The fund has done 
very well, with donors quite willing to give money (despite the received wisdom that it is difficult to raise 
money for this kind of cause).  The Fund will match any donation of $25,000 or more, turning the 25 into 
50, which generates about $2500 per year.  While that is not enough for a fellowship, added to existing 
support it can help programs recruit students.   
 

There is no doubt that the matching provision helped raise the money.  One advantage to this sort 
of support is that the donors then become advocates for the programs; another is that it sends the message 
the University recognizes students as students. 
 
 Professor Drewes asked if the donors designate the programs; Dr. Maziar said they do.  The 
Graduate School has no development officer but works with the colleges to help the deans; the Graduate 
School does not want to compete with the colleges.  The distribution of the fellowships has, however, 
been relatively even across the University. 
 
 Professor Kruttschnitt asked if the Graduate School tracked whether grants-in-aid helped to 
generate external funding.  Dr. Maziar said they periodically look at the issue but added that generating 
such aid is not a criterion for the grant because some part of the University are unable to generate 
significant external funding and it would be unfair to judge everyone by that standard.  One could judge, 
for example, by a book produced, Professor Rabinowitz suggested; Dr. Maziar commented that that is 
difficult to measure.  Asked if the grant-in-aid funds are threatened, or growing, Dr. Maziar said they are 
stable, not growing, but there is a danger they could erode, and with many new assistant professors the 
pressures on the funds could increase.  She added that the first dollars from the Ziagen royalties are going 
to graduate fellowships; after five or six years, she would like to see the funds go to increase research 
support. 
 
 Committee members spoke with Dr. Maziar about public relations efforts that might be 
undertaken, such as drawing on faculty who receive research support or publicizing outstanding 
dissertations.   
 
 Does the University look like its peers in terms of funding from business and industry, Professor 
Erdman asked?  It looks like institutions with a medical school, Dr. Maziar said.  This is an issue on 
which she wants to work more with the Senate Research Committee.  An issue related to this, and with 
which she is working with the federal government, is export control, which has implications for who can 
participate in research programs.  There are several penalties for violating the federal regulations 
(including fines and incarceration) and is only a potential problem with research funded by business or 
industry.  Business and industry are under the same pressure as universities.  This creates a difficult 
situation in negotiating contracts with business and industry; faculty may hear that Sponsored Projects 
Administration (SPA) is holding up contracts over nothing, "but this is about what the University is 
about," she said. 
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6. Intercollegiate Athletics Philosophy Statement 
 
 The Committee turned next to the "Intercollegiate Athletics Philosophy:  Twin Cities Campus" 
statement that had recently been reviewed and revised by the two committees that deal with 
intercollegiate athletics before it was to be forwarded to the Board of Regents for adoption.   
 
 Committee members expressed an inability to understand the meaning of a few phrases in the 
statement so decided it wished to delete a few words.  The Committee unanimously approved the changes 
and to notify the two athletics committees of the changes it made.   
 
 Professor Kruttschnitt asked if athletes see the statement; Professor Erdman reported that 
everyone in the athletics departments sees the statement.   
 
7. Committee on Public Understanding 
 
 The Committee reviewed briefly a proposal to create a standing "Committee on Public 
Understanding," to promote better understanding of what faculty do.  The group existed on an ad hoc 
basis during the tenure debate in the middle 1990s; the question was whether it should be re-created and 
made permanent.  The Committee concluded it did not wish to take action on the idea now but agreed it 
would think about it. 
 
 Professor Massey adjourned the meeting at 3:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


