
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, October 1, 2009 

12:00 – 3:00 
323 Coffman Union 

 
 
Present: Michael Oakes (chair pro tem), Melissa Anderson, Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, 

Chris Cramer, Shawn Curley, Janet Fitzakerley, Kathryn Hanna, Caroline Hayes, Emily 
Hoover, Brian Isetts, Walt Jacobs, Jeff Kahn, Russell Luepker, Jan McCulloch, Martin 
Sampson, Kate VandenBosch, Cathrine Wambach 

 
Absent: Marti Hope Gonzales, Becky Yust 
 
Guests: Chancellor Jacqueline Johnson (Morris); Former FCC chairs Professors Jean Bauer, 

Victor Bloomfield, Dan Feeney, Judith Garrard, Judith Martin, W. Phillips Shively 
  
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) discussion with Morris Chancellor Johnson; (2) statement on faculty values; (3) 
candidates for vice provost and dean, graduate education; (4) protocol on senate committee involvement 
in central administrator searches; (5) policy on reorganization] 
 
 
1. Discussion with Chancellor Johnson 
 
 Professor Oakes convened the meeting at 12:20, explained that Professor Gonzales was out of 
town, and welcomed Chancellor Johnson.  He explained that there was no particular agenda for the 
discussion, only to catch up and identify issues of concern to the Morris campus. 
 
 Chancellor Johnson said she welcomed the opportunity to talk with the Committee.  She noted 
that this is her fourth year as chancellor and said that Morris has a beautiful campus with faculty who take 
research seriously but whose mission is a focus on undergraduate education.   
 

She told the Committee that the Morris campus has a story unlike any in the country.  It began in 
the late 19th Century as an Indian boarding school run by the Sisters of Mercy, was then taken over by the 
federal government, and then deeded to the state with the condition that as long as it remained an 
educational institution, American Indian students would be able to attend without paying tuition.  That 
remains true today.  From 1910-1963 the campus was an agricultural high school and boarding school, 
and it became the University of Minnesota, Morris, in 1960.  Next year the campus celebrates its 50th 
anniversary, along with the 100th anniversary of the agricultural high school.  The campus is also a 
National Historic District. 

 
The academic year at Morris begins two weeks before the Twin Cities starts, and this year they 

saw an increase of about 100 students, to a total of 1706 (headcount).  That may not seem like a lot to 
people on the Twin Cities campus, but for a small school 100 students makes a big difference.  The 
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campus is selective, not highly selective, and is like CLA on the Twin Cities campus.  Morris competes 
with Gustavus Adolphus, St. Olaf, Concordia, and so on—and, more recently, the Twin Cities campus.  
They have the capacity to add another 100-200 students, which would make for a healthier and more vital 
campus.  About 17% of their students are students of color, and they have seen an increase in Latino and 
African-American students (although face more difficulties in recruiting the latter), and they are also 
attracting Hmong students.  Almost all of their students come from the traditional college-age cohort. 

 
Morris is very proud of its undergraduate education as well as its work on renewable energy.  The 

campus has a national reputation for its plan to be carbon-neutral and energy-independent by next year 
(although barriers do keep appearing).  They plan to add two more wind turbines (in addition to the one 
that is already there), which will put about $500,000 into the local economy—a not-insignificant sum in a 
small town.  They also have purchased, and will soon activate, a gasifier that converts corn waste and 
prairie grasses to energy. 

 
The University is also present in the area because of the West Central Research and Outreach 

Center and the West Central Experiment Station, which are partners to the campus.  They are lucky to 
have the brain trust that they do for a small town because it allows them to have a significant positive 
impact on the area. 

 
The Morris campus has recently had three national citations.  When West Point and the U.S. 

Naval Academy were added to the category of public liberal-arts colleges by U.S. News & World Report, 
Morris fell out of the top five, but it seems odd that West Point and the Naval Academy would be 
classified as "liberal arts" colleges.  Forbes magazine ranked Morris as in the top 100 best buys, Fisk 
college ratings identified Morris among the 300 most interesting colleges in the U.S., and, perhaps best of 
all, Mother Jones has labeled Morris as one of the top 10 schools that will "blow your mind but not your 
wallet." 

 
They recently retained a marketing firm to evaluate the views of the campus by many different 

audiences, and from that work developed an authentic description of "who we are."  Their "headline" is a 
renewable and sustainable education and they have a new commemorative symbol.  At the same time, 
Chancellor Johnson said, they understand the importance of a singular look for the University, although 
they find it difficult to get away from the association of the block "M" with the Gophers and Division I 
athletics. 

 
Professor Luepker inquired about the gasification plant.  Chancellor Johnson described a few of 

the difficulties they have faced in getting it operational, and commented that it is serial number 1.  One 
would rather be number two or three in something like this, but the plant is intended to be a research and 
demonstration platform as well as providing 85% of the heating and cooling needs of the campus.  There 
was a recent article in the newspaper about evaluating "green" campuses, and Morris is doing a great deal 
in this regard, including working with technical colleges. 

 
The Morris campus, like the rest of the University, is facing economic challenges.  It had to deal 

with an unallotment—a term she had never encountered before coming to the University, Dr. Johnson 
related.  They also modeled 5% and 8% cuts, as did Twin Cities units, and took the exercise seriously.  
They made significant changes on the campus and laid off 6.5 FTEs (which has a big effect in a small 
town and on morale).  The most significant changes were in continuing education, which was mostly 
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dismantled and a small number of courses moved into academic departments (because those courses are 
mostly serving Morris resident undergraduates rather than generating additional revenue).   

 
The inability to increase salaries has a serious impact on the Morris campus, because no matter 

what peer-group comparisons one uses, Morris is on the low end, Dr. Johnson reported.  This is a problem 
that is difficult to address in tough economic times and is an enormous challenge.  There are many 
benefits to being part of the University of Minnesota system, but when one asks artists and academics to 
relocate to a small town, they almost need to pay them more.  The challenge is even greater when there is 
a spouse or partner involved.  They have had great support from Vice President Pfutzenreuter and his 
office, and have learned that the Crookston and Morris campuses are twice as dependent on state funding 
as the Twin Cities campus.  They do not have additional ways to generate revenue like the Twin Cities 
campus does, so if state funding declines, the decline has twice the impact on the smaller campuses than it 
has on the Twin Cities campus.  This will be an issue for the University in supporting campuses with 
unique missions. 

 
Professor Curley commented that there is always a tension between central versus local control.  

Morris is part of the University system but clearly offers a different experience from the Twin Cities, 
which typically has a higher tuition and a different funding model.  One idea that has floated around is 
centralizing the University's admissions process and then referring students to the various campuses.  But 
Morris, with its different experience, is likely to attract a different kind of student.  Where does she come 
down on centralized versus decentralized admissions? 

 
Chancellor Johnson agreed that the question starts with tensions within the system and whether 

there should be local control in the case of admissions.  She agreed that in some cases students attracted to 
the Twin Cities and Morris campuses will be different—but that is not always true.  If a student wants a 
Big Ten, urban experience, Morris is not for him or her, but if a student is looking for a rich and rigorous 
academic program, Morris could be as attractive as the Twin Cities if he or she is willing to have a small-
town experience.  The Twin Cities actually trailed the Morris campus for a number of years on important 
elements of an undergraduate education, such as research opportunities.  She said that while there may be 
interest in a single admissions system, what is in place now seems to be working (applicants to the Twin 
Cities campus are automatically issued a letter about the other University campuses). 

 
The Morris campus is lost in the marketing of the Twin Cities campus; it is not Division I and it 

is not urban, and has a decidedly different mission.  It can't really come in on the coattails of a campaign 
for an urban, Division I campus.  Most people at Morris would not be enthusiastic about taking "rejects" 
from the Twin Cities campus; Morris is looking for a particular kind of student who is academically-
motivated and who has certain other characteristics.  They do not believe a single admissions system 
would work for Morris, she concluded, because it would change the nature of the students who come to 
the campus.  She has been at two different private institutions, and their marketing to bring students is 
very different from what the University does.  They would be a different place if the Twin Cities kept all 
the high-achieving students.  Professor Carpenter added that if the University is concerned about four-
year graduation rates, sending students who are not properly prepared for it to the Morris campus would 
have an adverse effect on graduation rates because many of those students would not stay. 

 
Professor Curley said one could argue that BECAUSE Morris has local control, it has the ability 

to act quickly on things.  This could be in the category of "be careful what you wish for" if the campus is 
looking for a closer connection to the central administration.  Chancellor Johnson agreed but reiterated 
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her point that it is a tremendous advantage to be part of the University of Minnesota system, including in 
such ways as help with emergencies, support from the Office of the General Counsel, the technology 
infrastructure, the ability to partner with faculty at a Research I campus, the availability of single-
semester leaves, and so on.  She said she does not know of another system like it in the country, with five 
very different campuses.  It has both advantages and disadvantages and each campus simply has to 
navigate the tensions that exist. 

 
Professor Kahn asked Chancellor Johnson about her intimation that Morris is now competing 

with the Twin Cities campus for students.  Was there worry that the residential honors college on this 
campus would have an effect on Morris?  Did it?   

 
Dr. Johnson said she did not know if it had an impact.  But other developments have.  She said it 

is her impression that the Twin Cities campus, by dissolving General College and refocusing on the 
undergraduate student, has been doing what is important—what everyone in liberal-arts colleges knows is 
important.  The shift in attention and focus is worthy of praise, and Morris had done it before the Twin 
Cities.  With these changes, however, and the trajectory of the academic profile of students on the Twin 
Cities campus, it started to go up in the rankings, whereas Morris had been up for years.  The Twin Cities 
is now catching or surpassing Morris on some measures of undergraduate education.  A lot of good things 
have happened for undergraduates on the Twin Cities campus, but by definition that puts it in competition 
with Morris. 

 
Professor VandenBosch asked Chancellor Johnson about the campus's interaction with its 

"neighbors," the West Central Research and Outreach Center, the Morris Extension Office and the USDA 
Soil Lab, and if there are obstacles to interacting and how they are surmounted.  The obstacles are 
primarily bureaucratic, Dr. Johnson said, and not just with the University itself.  The different parts of the 
University in the area have different reporting lines, even though they are all within a mile of each other.  
It may be that there is a duplication or redundancy in services.  The Morris campus is the biggest of the 
three units, and they work with the staff in the other units, but they don't really have enough staff time to 
do what needs to be done on the campus.  It works because there are people who have vision and a 
commitment to the region—not because of the organization but almost in spite of it.   

 
Professor Sampson said he believes the Morris campus to be "a gem" but worries that the 

demographic numbers are going the wrong way, and that another campus, Rochester, is joining the 
University's list of what needs state support.  Is it possible to develop academic programs around 
sustainability and renewability in order to draw students from other parts of the country and from other 
University of Minnesota campuses, perhaps for a semester?  That would establish an academic identity, 
bring in revenue, and increase credibility with prospective college students.  They can, Dr. Johnson said, 
and have such curricula.  They have also talked about a "sustainability semester" that would draw 
students from the Twin Cities and Duluth and are working on connections with other institutions to 
exchange students.  Professor Sampson commented that such programs would be a way to fill dorms; 
Chancellor Johnson explained that they are already at capacity in their residence space, but when they can 
bond for the construction of a new living and learning sustainable community, there will be additional 
spaces for students and a place for students, teachers, and policymakers to learn.   

 
They also need to look more at how they connect with graduate programs on the Twin Cities 

campus, such as through 3+1 or 3+2 programs, using the Morris undergraduate experience to move into 
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Masters programs.  Those have not been exploited as fully as they should be.  Morris students are good 
and many of them get into Twin Cities graduate programs. 

 
Professor Oakes and Committee members thanked Chancellor Johnson for coming to the Twin 

Cities to meet with the Committee. 
 
2. Statement on Faculty Values 
 

Professor Oakes now welcomed several past chairs of the Committee, Professors Bauer, 
Bloomfield, Feeney, Garrard, Martin, and Shively, to discuss a possible statement on faculty values from 
the Committee (that might be part of an op-ed article, for example) in light of recent reports of conflicts of 
interest and academic misconduct that have occurred both at the University of Minnesota and elsewhere 
in the country.   

 
Professor Bloomfield said he was disturbed by elements of the possible statement, including the 

omission of the facts that the University has systems in place to monitor conflicts of interest and conflicts 
of commitment, and training to deal with them, and that it is a national leader in addressing these kinds of 
conflicts.  One can be dismayed at recent incidents but one can also be proud of what the University is 
doing.  He also expressed dismay with the seeming conflation of allegations of misconduct with actual 
misconduct and pointed out that there has been no demonstrated misconduct in one recent case that has 
received much publicity.  The faculty should not play into the hands of politicians who are trying to take 
advantage of such incidents; the University is investigating and also looking at its policies.  There may be 
things that need to change, but the University is in step with national rules, has been a leader in 
implementing policy, and any statement could do harm.  In response to a question from Professor 
VandenBosch, Professor Bloomfield said he was afraid any statement would call attention to a problem 
that's not on people's radar screen. 

 
Professor Martin said she thought the Committee could make a statement, in its leadership role—

but not now because it is too close to current events.  It should do so in a less contentious time.   
 
Professor Shively said that it was too defensive; it essentially argues that there are a few rotten 

apples in the barrel.  Professor Hanna agreed and wondered why the Committee needs to point that out. 
 
Associate Dean Garrard also expressed concern about conflating allegations with findings of 

misconduct; accusations are not necessarily founded in the truth.  She suggested anything the Committee 
says should emphasize faculty responsibility for scholarly work, academic freedom, and the privilege of 
tenure that guarantees it.  

 
Professor Bauer said that anything from the Committee must not play into the current political 

environment and the interest of certain members of Congress in pursuing conflicts of interest.   
 
Professors Chomsky and Kahn suggested that the attempt to craft a statement reflects the 

frustration faculty feel at the slow pace of the University in addressing conflict-of-interest issues and the 
slow pace and inadequate University response that leaves the faculty unable to defend what they do.  Is 
there something worth saying?  Perhaps it needs to tell the University it needs to be out in front more on 
addressing these issues. 
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If the Committee wants to be active in this matter, it should ask Ms. Zentner what progress she is 
making on a revised policy, Dean Garrard suggested.  She noted that she chairs the Council of Research 
Associate Deans (CRAD), on which Professor Anderson sits in her role as chair of the Senate Research 
Committee, and perhaps this Committee and the Research Committee should meet with CRAD about 
their concerns.   

 
A point that has gotten lost in this conversation is the idea of faculty taking responsibility for 

faculty instead of the administration and deans adopting rules, Professor Oakes said.  It is the idea that 
faculty must respect each other.  Dean Garrard responded that the committees that deal with misconduct 
allegations are faculty committees. 

 
Professor Feeney began by noting that he chairs the institutional conflict-of-interest committee, 

which is distinct from the process for considering individual conflicts.  The Committee could make a 
statement on faculty values, he said, but will need to be careful that it does not simply react to outside 
political pressures.  If there is concern about the conflict-of-interest policies, he encouraged the 
Committee to bring in the conflict-of-interest committees chairs—in addition to him, Professors Cipolle 
and Erdman—and Ms. Zentner.  He pointed out, too, that often people are constrained in what they can 
say by instructions from the General Counsel's office.  Considering the political situation, any statement 
could be inflammatory, or add to the flames, as well as interfere with activities already underway inside 
the University. 

 
What the Committee wants to do, Professor Kahn commented, is articulate the culture it believes 

should exist around the University and hope the institution will adopt policies that represent that culture.   
 
Professor Anderson said that the idea of collective responsibility is absent from the sentiments 

that were proposed and that they only speak to dealing with the few bad apples.  What is needed is a 
statement from the Committee to its colleagues, something that will ultimately make its way to the public 
but not directed at it. 

 
Professor VandenBosch observed that the effort to develop a statement sprang from the 

Committee's retreat, at which it heard different sides of the story from Vice President Himle, Senior Vice 
President Cerra, and other visitors.  They never heard a statement about core values vis-à-vis conflict of 
interest.  The discussion makes it sound like there is no good yardstick for identifying conflict of interest, 
although it should be possible to articulate a clear standard.  In the absence of a clear, public articulation 
by the University, the spirit of a statement from the FCC could be to spell out the values of the faculty, 
the way they operate, and the way they make decisions. 

 
Professor Martin reported that there had been a group that met earlier and reported on academic 

freedom and responsibility and suggested it was not necessary to reinvent the wheel.  Professor 
Bloomfield agreed that faculty have a gut sense of the proper values—but the University is run by the rule 
of law (i.e., policy), not by gut feelings.  When it tries to formulate a policy, people argue over every 
word because there are different judgment calls about what is and what is not acceptable.  There are 
policies and training programs in place that make sense and that the University can be proud of (which 
developed after the institution went through a period of troubles).  Perhaps the policies and training need 
to go further, now, but there are processes in place and the faculty governance system should weigh in on 
them if it believes it necessary. 
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Professor Shively commented that no set of policies or procedures will ever make everyone 
happy because there are so many different forces to be balanced.  In terms of articulating the culture, he 
said this committee is a good body to do it.  Organizational cultures do need to be reaffirmed, he said, and 
the Committee's motivation is good.  The administration is not in a good position to do this kind of thing; 
this Committee is.   

 
In terms of what is currently happening, Professor Feeney reported that the decisions of the 

conflict-review committees that he and Professors Cipolle and Erdman chair will now have the force of 
University policy, and should individuals violate any conflict-management plans approved by one of the 
committees, there will be sanctions.  If this Committee has concerns about inconsistencies about policy 
application or interpretation across groups at the University, or believes that policies and procedures 
should be strengthened, the three conflict-committee chairs would like to know about the sentiment. 

 
Professor Martin said it makes sense for the faculty to say something about the values they 

espouse, and perhaps link a statement to the President's State of the University address. 
 
Professor Sampson said the faculty has one shot to make a statement; after that it loses control of 

the issue and/or no one will listen to subsequent statements.  He agreed the Committee should think about 
the earlier academic freedom and responsibility report because few universities have thought as clearly 
about these issues and the faculty should keep that discussion alive as new circumstances arise.  He said 
he liked the idea of continuity with earlier reports because it makes the point that the faculty have been 
thinking about these things for a long time.  The faculty here are ahead of the curve because they lived 
through a battle and almost lost tenure and academic freedom, so they take it very seriously, Dean 
Garrard observed. 

  
Another motivation for a statement, Professor Oakes said, is that the University is heading into 

troubled waters in the next few years, and citizen support for the institution is undermined by news 
articles about misbehavior.  How does one convey the view that these do not represent the faculty of the 
University?  Professor Hayes suggested the Committee have a conversation with Vice President Himle 
because this is a communications issue, and a knotty one. 

 
One way this Committee speaks to a large number of faculties is through its minutes, Professor 

Chomsky said.  The record of this discussion can serve as its communication for the moment, and it can 
also check later whether the institution's policies conform to the principles enunciated in the report(s).   

 
Professor Kahn said that there will likely be a draft of a new conflict-of-interest policy released 

soon.  It may be that the Committee should consider some kind of statement as a narrative introduction, 
parallel to the preamble to the tenure code.  That way a statement would live in a University document 
and would not be at odds with what the University is trying to do.  Professor Bauer and Martin agreed that 
would be better than a statement in conjunction with the President's address. 

 
Professor Anderson said she would not like the Committee to give the impression that the faculty 

have been responding to encouragement from NIH and the University to engage with industry—but will 
now pull back because of a few incidents.  The frustration is at the slowness of the University's 
explanation that faculty are involved with the commercial sector, to the benefit of the University and the 
state.  Dean Garrard agreed that public-private consultation is often for the good of the people of the state.  
So any statement should not say that the first time the faculty is pushed, they will back off from 
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engagement, Professor Anderson emphasized.  Professor Sampson said he said he found reasonable 
Senior Vice President Cerra's observation that if a university has no problems with conflicts of interest or 
public-private partnerships, there's nothing going on at the place.   

 
Professor Bloomfield recalled a recent newspaper article highlighting how the University of 

Wisconsin is doing well with public-private partnerships but Minnesota is not, comparatively.  His 
impression is that the public generally looks favorably on public-private partnerships.  Perhaps once per 
year, there needs to be a statement that draws from the academic freedom and responsibility report and 
articulates value of public universities to the state and the people.  Faculty governance should find a 
regular occasion to say these things. 

 
Professor Oakes thanked the guests for joining the meeting. 

 
3. Candidates for Vice Provost and Dean of Graduate Education 
  
 Committee members discussed their reactions to the public presentations and interviews with the 
three candidates for Vice Provost and Dean of Undergraduate Education.  It was agreed that Professors 
Gonzales and Oakes would prepare a report of the Committee's views for Provost Sullivan. 
 
4. Protocol on Senate Committee Involvement in Central Administrator Searches 
 
 The Committee agreed to several amendments to the protocol, including removing itself from 
involvement in searches for EVERY associate and assistant vice president and vice provost (but retaining 
a Committee role for certain positions, such as Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs) and 
loosening up the process by which committees may be involved in interviewing finalists for a position. 
 
 Professor Chomsky agreed to craft a few additional amendments to the protocol, which will be 
brought back at a future meeting for approval and placement on the Senate docket. 
 
5. Policy on Reorganization 
 
 Professor Oakes turned to Professor Wambach to start a discussion of the Policy on 
Reorganization. 
 
 Professor Wambach reminded Committee members that this Committee asked the Committee on 
Educational Policy (which she chairs) to review the policy in light of the contretemps over whether it 
applied to the Graduate School.  The Committee on Educational Policy realized quickly that the Policy on 
Reorganization goes far beyond teaching because it provides that faculty should have a role in 
organizational changes.  The strategic-positioning approach to reorganization has supplanted the model 
envisioned in the policy.  The policy calls for the president or provost to come to the Committee before an 
announcement, but the practice has become to make an announcement and then consult about it.  What 
does the Committee expect consultation to consist of in this new environment? 
 
 Professor Curley agreed that the issues go beyond the responsibilities of the Educational Policy 
committee.  He pointed out that reorganization usually starts with the administration; "colleges do not 
usually jump and say they should be disbanded."  But the arc of the process is not clear nor is the role of 
consultation in it. 
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 Professor Chomsky agreed with Professor Wambach that there does seem to be a parallel 
structure used for developing reorganization recommendations.  There is consultation, but it has not been 
through the governance system.  One question is whether the administration should be checking in with 
the governance committees on alternative mechanisms to be used.  If it is to be consulted, the 
organization of governance does not conform to the administrative vision.  The Graduate School did not 
fit, and the Committee needs to think about the structure of the University and how consultation should 
take place. 
 
 Professor Hanna commented that if the University is to take seriously faculty participation in 
discussions of reorganization, this could be an important document over the next three to five years, as the 
budget problems hit and there are discussions about cross-college centers and interdisciplinary structures.  
There needs to be consideration of what happens to faculty positions when reorganization takes place, 
Professor Kahn said; he recognized that tenure resides in the University but suggested that the policy 
might also refer to the Academic Freedom & Tenure committee. 
 
 Professor Chomsky agreed to convene an ad hoc subcommittee including Professors Gonzales, 
Kahn, and Martin to edit the policy. 
 
 Professor Oakes adjourned the meeting at 2:55. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


