
SENATE COMMITTEE ON SOCIAL CONCERNS 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
NOVEMBER 24, 2003 
 
[In these minutes: Status of resolutions that went the Senate on October 30, 
Issues to study in 2003 – 2004, Committee charge, Set Up a December meeting 
date] 
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the 
University of Minnesota Senate or Twin Cities 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.] 
 
PRESENT: Margaret Kuchenreuther chair, Jennifer Oliphant, Karen Holtmeier, 
Ravi Norman, Susan Von Bank, Greg Schooler, Julie Sweitzer, Kenneth Heller, Mani 
Subramani, Twyla Treanor, Kara Ferguson, Joel Helfrich, Sarah Keller, Brian 
Wachutka, Melissa Williams 
 
REGRETS: Ruth Taylor, Michelle Dawson, Ben Senauer 
 
ABSENT: Roger Beck, Thomas Augst, Robert Blair, Bobak Ha’Eri, Joseph Nowak, 
Barbara Boysen 
 
OTHERS: Michal Haimov, Ted Held, Koby Nahmias, Amy Olson 
 
I). Professor Kuchenreuther called the meeting to order and asked all those 
present to introduce themselves. 
 
II). Report on status of resolutions that went before the Senate on October 30, 
2003: 

• Both the recycled paper and double-sided (duplex) printer resolutions 
passed. 

• Mount Graham evoked contentious debate on the Senate floor. Joel Helfrich 
the sponsor of the resolution was pleased with the discussion and 
encouraged by the fact that Senators were interested in learning more 
about the issue. 



 
Professor Kuchenreuther solicited members’ guidance on how to proceed with the 
Mount Graham issue. She announced that FCC Chair Judith Martin sent her an 
email requesting that both the Research and Social Concerns Committees prepare 
resolutions, either jointly or separately, for the March 25, 2004 Senate meeting 
on the Mount Graham issue. Professor Martin added that in FCC discussions on this 
issue the Committee struggles with the academic freedom issues that Mount 
Graham evokes. Therefore, any resolution should take this worry into 
consideration. 
 
One member noted another social concern raised by the Mount Graham issue is the 
affect of religious ideas on a knowledge base. There is a lot of encroachment in the 
world today on the knowledge base by belief groups. What is the separation 
between religious/moral beliefs and the generation of knowledge? In this member’s 
opinion, the Social Concerns Committee should not stand on one side of this issue. 
The Mount Graham issue impacts numerous social concerns. This is not an issue of 
social concerns versus academic freedom; this is too narrow of a view. Professor 
Kuchenreuther noted that she was troubled by the FCC’s discussion, which seemed 
to suggest that the Social Concerns Committee does not support academic 
freedom. 
 
Another member supports the idea that the Social Concerns Committee engage in a 
dialogue with the Research Committee concerning this issue. After all, the 
Research Committee passed two motions supporting the Astronomy Department 
and their efforts involving Mount Graham without input from the San Carlos 
Apaches, the Social Concerns Committee or the Department of American Indian 
Studies. In addition, it was suggested that the Senate and/or the Research and 
Social Concerns Committees sponsor a debate/dialog around this issue. 
 
The question was posed asking how the Social Concerns Committee can avoid 
getting stuck in the inertia of this issue. This is the third year the Social Concerns 
Committee will be dealing with this issue. The issue is becoming redundant and 
keeps coming back to the Committee. 
 
Professor Kuchenreuther feels Mount Graham has raised a lot of rancor and it has 
not been particularly constructive. Agreeing with Professor Heller, Professor 
Kuchenreuther noted this is a very large issue and raises the question of how the 
difference between values and knowledge can be mediated. 
 



It was not only the Mount Graham issue that was almost removed from the Senate 
docket but the recycled paper and doubled-sided printer resolutions were almost 
removed as well. What is it about Social Concerns Committee resolutions that are 
problematic? Should the Committee look into how best to present issues so it is 
more effective in its voice? 
 
Professor Kuchenreuther agreed to contact Professor Gary Balas, Research 
Committee chair, in an attempt to set a joint meeting. If a joint meeting date can 
be arranged, how will the Social Concerns Committee give them the information 
they need to make an informed decision? Alternatively, Professor Kuchenreuther 
stated that the Committee could take the stance that it has already voiced its 
opinion and it does not care to take any further action on this issue. 
 
Several members agreed it would be a good idea to focus on the forum aspect of 
the Committee’s charter. Joel Helfrich agreed to spearhead the Mount Graham 
issue by trying to bring about a forum around this topic. In order to share this 
information with the coordinate campuses, Professor Kuchenreuther volunteered 
to check into the feasibility of making the forum available by way of video 
conference to the coordinate campuses. 

• Professor Kuchenreuther reported that Professor Susan Craddock continues 
to work on the Essential Medicines Resolution and reworking it into an 
appropriate format. Professor Craddock is also working on making the 
language similar to that being used nationally by other organizations on other 
campuses. In addition, Professor Craddock is talking to a patent lawyer to 
better understand the patenting implications around this issue. 

 
III). Professor Kuchenreuther announced the results of the recent poll that was 
conducted to help the Committee narrow its focus this year. Issues that ranked 
highest (of most interest to a majority of Committee members) included: 

• Green Energy 
• Energy Conservation 
• Housing 
• Wild Rice 
• K-12 Education 

 
How does the Committee want to proceed? Should subcommittees be formed? It 



was noted that both SCSA and MSA are working on student housing issues this 
year. Professor Kuchenreuther reminded members that Divestment from Israel is 
still on the table from last year, however, it ranked fairly low in terms of 
Committee interest. Other items that ranked low in the poll were the stadium and 
the Lehman Brothers Resolution. According to Professor Kuchenreuther, this poll 
was conducted for information as a way to find out how the Committee feels about 
the various issues that have been brought forward. How does the Committee want 
to proceed? Committee responses/comments included: 

• The Lehman Brothers Resolution should be researched further. Supposedly 
the letter from Lehman Brothers to the University is inaccurate. This issue 
is not as moot as some on the Committee may think it is. 

• There may be a resolution coming forward from another group relating to 
the genetic manipulation of wild rice. Therefore, maybe the Committee can 
hold off on dealing with this issue at least for the meantime. 

• If the issue of K-12 is going to be taken up, then a subcommittee should be 
formed to start investigating this issue. One member mentioned there are 
University groups looking into K-12 Metro Education Strategies. 

• Deal with green energy and energy conservation simultaneously because they 
are related. 

• A member requested a 10 – 15 minute presentation on each of the top 
ranking issues to give members a better understanding of the issue and what 
the Committee might accomplish by taking the issue on. 

• It would be helpful to know if other groups are already working on a similar 
issue so this Committee does not recreate the wheel. 

• In response to a concern that many of the issues addressed by Social 
Concerns are very complex and time consuming, Professor Kuchenreuther 
read from a document titled Senate Committee on Social Concerns – 
Guidelines for Annual Review of Major Social Issues – May 1991. In this 
document it states that the Social Concerns Committee shall “annually 
provide a process that carefully reviews the documentation available on one 
or more issues of overriding concern to the University and the broader 
social community”. Professor Kuchenreuther stated as with all scholarship 
work, the Committee would, therefore, collect all the relevant information 
on a topic, then review, prioritize and assess this information and finally 
synthesize its findings into a report or resolution. If Committee members 
are to act as scholars the Committee will have to limit what it works on. 
Members requested this document be posted to the Committee’s website. 



• A member suggested that a subcommittee be formed to look into green 
energy and energy conservation. Brian Wachutka volunteered to chair this 
subcommittee. Susan Von Bank and Kara Ferguson volunteered to work with 
Brian Wachutka to identify information on this topic. 

• Professor Kuchenreuther noted that Mount Graham will be a continuing issue 
for this academic year as well. 

• One member reminded the Committee that the divestment issue is still on 
the table and the reason is because Committee members are not 
comfortable voting on it. Therefore, until the Committee gets comfortable 
with the issue it will have to be on hold. To make members and the 
University community at large comfortable with the issue, a series of fora 
will need to be conducted. 

• A member recommended the Committee discuss how the University should 
and should not be using its financial resources and activities as it relates to 
human rights violations around the world e.g. the role of the University as a 
socially responsible investor. The question that has never been answered for 
this member satisfactorily is why Israel as opposed to China, or multiple 
other countries with known human rights violations. Focusing on Israel raises 
legitimate religious questions. Therefore, maybe the Committee should 
address the broader question versus singling out Israel. 

• A couple other members stated that dealing with the issue broadly probably 
will not draw peoples’ attention to the issue and the issue would never get 
narrowed down. 

• Professor Kuchenreuther reminded members that Greg Schooler of Asset 
Management will be attending a conference in February 2004 that will 
discuss the role of universities as social investors. Also, Professor 
Kuchenreuther reported that she received a request from a student at 
Vermont Law School wanting to know what the Social Concerns Committee is 
doing with respect to socially responsible investing. There appears to be a 
growing interest nationally with respect to this issue. In Professor 
Kuchenreuther’s opinion, it would be very challenging to have a forum that 
would deal with both socially responsible investing in the abstract and then 
bring in the incredibly polarized issue of divestiture from Israel. 

• A member noted that by having the Committee vote the proxy resolutions 
every year is one way the University is trying to be a socially responsible 
investor. 

• It was further mentioned that unless members think they will ever actually 
vote on the divestment issue it should be tabled or at least tabled until 



people are willing to step up and do the work necessary to develop fora. 
Melissa Williams, sponsor of the divestment from Israel resolution, agreed 
to go back to the authors of the resolution to see if they are willing to take 
it off Social Concerns’ table for this year (realizing that she would more 
than likely bring it back next year) with the understanding that the 
Committee would sponsor a forum in the near future. Ms. Williams asked to 
have a discussion at the December meeting regarding a forum on the 
divestment from Israel issue. 

 
IV). Professor Kuchenreuther proposed the following be added to the Committee’s 
charge: “To annually determine which of the University’s investments have 
shareholder resolutions that should be of concern to the University and to 
recommend specific votes on these resolutions”. At the next meeting, the 
Committee will vote on whether they would like to incorporate this change. 
 
Next, the Committee proposed changing item a. under ‘Duties and Responsibilities’ 
to: “To make recommendations to the Senate for the University’s response to 
social problems concerns and to advise the president and senior academic officers 
with respect to these matters”. 
 
V). Due to the fact the Committee has many issues to deal with it decided to set up 
a meeting for December 8th. Some of the agenda items will include: 

• Discussion of Lehman Brothers resolution. 
• Report from Professor Kuchenreuther regarding her communications with 

Professor Gary Balas, chair of the Research Committee. 
• Update by the Green Energy/Energy Conservation Subcommittee.  

 
VII). Hearing no further business, Professor Kuchenreuther adjourned the 
meeting. 
 
Renee Dempsey 
University Senate 


