
 Minutes∗ 
 
 Faculty Consultative Committee 
 September 27, 1990 
 
 
Present: Warren Ibele (chair), Thomas Clayton, W. Andrew Collins, Amos Deinard, Paul Holm, 

Norman Kerr, J. Bruce Overmier, Thomas Scott, Burton Shapiro, Charlotte Striebel, 
Shirley Zimmerman 

 
Guests: Marcia Fluer (University Relations), President Nils Hasselmo, Ken Janzen (Regents' 

Office), Professor Janet Macy, Maureen Smith (Brief) 
 
 
1.   Closed Session with the President 
 
 Professor Ibele began the meeting by announcing that the President wished to discuss with the 
Committee the renewal of the search for a new vice president for the health sciences and that the 
Committee would go into closed session for that consultation. 
 
 Following discussion, it was the clear sense of the meeting that the Committee approved the 
President's plan. 
 
 The President, before departing, invited the Committee members to the State of the University 
address he would be give on October 3; it will be, he said, a pilot project which will be assessed for its 
usefulness as a means of communication. 
 
2.   Other Personnel Items 
 
 Professor Ibele kept the Committee in closed session to discuss recommendations for the Advisory 
Council on Sexual Violence.  The Committee agreed it would make recommendations at its meeting the 
following week. 
 
3.   Discussion with Marcia Fluer, Director, University Relations 
 
 Professor Ibele then introduced Ms. Fluer to the Committee.  Ms. Fluer began her comments by 
recalling that her office had received a call from a faculty member who had said she wanted an article in 
the Daily the following Wednesday--that call summarizes the perceptions and problems of University 
Relations.  They cannot contact a news organization of any kind and have a story placed.  They can try to 
create stories and provide information but have no control of what will be written or even whether or not 
it will be accurate. 
 
 She told the Committee she has been surprised, having been on the other side of the news business, 
at the commitment to openness which she has found at the University.  The administration and the 
president are committed to telling the truth and to being accountable.  The frustration arises when the 
University cannot get its good news out, for whatever reason. 
                                                      

∗ 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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 One Committee member complimented Ms. Fluer on the handling, earlier in the year, of the Eldred 
Smith case.  As much as the University might sometimes wish simply to conduct its business without the 
intrusiveness of the media, it is never an option to "run and duck."   The University, in an earlier age, 
could tell reporters to go fly a kite and would catch little flak for it; that is no longer the case. 
 
 When she took the job, Ms. Fluer explained, she explored the reasons why the University may not 
get its positive stories out.  One is that people are not trained to communicate with media representatives; 
researchers want the world to know what they are doing but do not know how to reach out to explain.  
They often do not even know that University Relations exists or, if they do, do not even reach out to it.  
Using the 5 reporters in the news service (out of a total of 26 in University Relations) there has been an 
attempt to be in touch with the "communicators" in other University units in order to gather stories from 
them and to help train faculty so they can work with reporters.  Ms. Fluer related examples of drawing on 
the expertise of the University when the Berlin Wall came down in order to help the local media as they 
reported on the stories.  University Relations also, for instance, maintains a constantly-updated list of 
experts on the crisis in the Middle East. 
 
 One source of confusion to many in the University, Ms. Fluer was told, was whether or not the 
charge to her unit included "public relations"--putting the activities of the University in the best possible 
light.  If that is part of the responsibilities of her office, it may be somewhat contradictory to the duties of 
the news service.  Is there a difference, she was asked, and to what extent should the faculty look to 
University Relations for public relations? 
 
 Ms. Fluer said there may be a misperception of what "public relations" means.  When she took the 
job it was suggested by some that she would become a shill for the University, a "spin doctor."  Those 
perceptions imply deception and duplicity--which is not what her office is about.  She is, she said, the 
communications officer for the University, not its public relations officer.  Their job is to get the story out 
and to deal with the media and with internal and external audiences.  That is what public relations consists 
of now.  There are, however, ways in which one can communicate the news which are better than others--
shaping the message to be honest and a true reflection of the context.  Her job is certainly not to make the 
news look worse than it is but they are under no obligation to make it look better and certainly not to lie.  
It is a single mission.  The University, to remain credible, must be accountable, and the accountability 
must be credible--which will not be the case with old-fashioned "PR." 
 
 Asked about the relationship between her office and the Health Sciences Public Relations office, 
Ms. Fluer said there is a strong and active relationship between the two offices.  Other University units, 
she commented in response to a question, have public relations offices (such as the Extension service) 
which work with her office.  Last year, she said, they established the Communications Council, which 
consists of about 40-45 people who are the designated public relations people in units around the 
institution. 
 
 Ms. Fluer was asked if there is any policy about how faculty should respond to calls from the 
media--is there any obligation to let University Relations know what is going on?  There is no policy, she 
said; it would be difficult to ask faculty to report all media contacts.  The obligation is take it upon oneself 
to let someone who has expertise in media contacts know about what is going on; the repercussions of 
certain events can be dramatic (such as the disposal of radioactive waste in the garbage). 
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 Is her office involved with the development of any general "public relations" plan--in the positive 
sense of the term--which might involve advertising, videos, and other efforts, Ms. Fluer was asked.  There 
has been concern about the presentation of the University.  Her office does prepare advertisements for 
University events; they also do long-range planning on communication (such as on major themes which 
might be taken up the President's Cabinet or the Consultative Committee).  Another example, it was 
pointed out to her, was for the University to talk about what it means economically and culturally to the 
State and the metropolitan area to have the University where it is; other institutions, it was said, do a 
much better job in this respect.  This has to do with the problem of the broader story; University Relations 
often has seemed more concerned about dealing with a specific story or with brushfires.  Ms. Fluer said 
that University Relations is actively engaged in promoting stories on how the University affects the lives 
of people in medicine, technology, business, and so on--stories which are often used.  They are trying to 
find stories which show definite impact on the lives of people in the Twin Cities and the State.  There are 
a lot of those stories at the University; the problem is a lack of staff to dig them up--which is one reason 
they use the Communications Council.  They prepare 10 of these stories per week; at least 2 or 3 usually 
appear (although they may seem to be spontaneous news reports rather than stories which originated with 
University Relations). 
 
 It was said that the public relations effort of the University is a huge business; is there any 
overview of what is occurring?  Different units may have divergent views of "truth" and what should be 
reported.  There is, Ms. Fluer, increased coordination among units responsible for public relations; they 
have now been told what is to be expected rather than never being consulted. 
 
 Many organizations--universities, the State Department, others--have designated spokespersons.  
One Committee member recalled having received calls last year, calls from people who were very 
irritated because they had been referred to others two or three times.  There should be a place where 
individuals can be referred to obtain the University's position, on a general level, or if more specificity is 
required, where the names of those more expert can be reached.  There is no spokesperson for the 
University, Ms. Fluer said; her office should not be speaking for the health sciences or student affairs.  
University Relations is the point at which most reporters begin, however, and they know to do so.  They, 
in turn, can find out who must be spoken with or put the reporter in contact with the appropriate 
individual.  One important point which must be understood, she said, is that no one at the University can 
speak for all parts of the institution nor should anyone presume to speak for an area or unit not their own. 
Being polite to reporters but not presuming the speak for "the University" can be of great value. 
 
 One Committee member reminded the Committee and Ms. Fluer that the University is a complex 
and diverse place and that on many issues there are more than one "University" position.  Such diversity 
needs to be accepted, not papered over.  Ms. Fluer agreed and said reporters should not be kept away 
from that diversity of views. 
 
 Professor Ibele thanked Ms. Fluer for meeting with the Committee.  She invited Committee 
members to call her whenever they wished. 
 
4.   Report of the Chair 
 
 Professor Ibele commented on several items: 
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 -- An agenda of items for the year, and tentative decisions on referrals to other committees, 

has been compiled; it will be distributed to Committee members in advance of the next 
meeting.  He reviewed several of the major ones (the biennial request, possible Gramm-
Rudman rescissions, the ROTC problem, tuition levels). 

 
 -- He received an invitation during the summer to participate in a meeting of faculty 

governance leaders at the CIC institutions (Big Ten plus Chicago); Professor Scott has 
agreed to attend on behalf of FCC. 

 
 -- He has received a set of procedures for searches from Senior Vice President Kuhi and Ms. 

Mullen and a request that they be discussed and prepared for action by the Senate.  They 
will be distributed with the agenda for the next meeting; the subject will be one taken up 
with the President at the October 4 meeting.  Committee members were asked to give 
thought to whether the Senate should receive it for information or for action. 

 
 Professor Collins reported that the Minnesota Alumni Association had restructured its executive 
body and had, in the process, decided to include a representative of the faculty; the chair of FCC has been 
designated as the individual to serve.  Professor Ibele, Professor Collins said, had asked him to serve.  He 
was very favorably impressed with the meetings he attended; they are dealing with issues of importance 
to SCC and FCC, particularly the quality of the undergraduate experience and diversity. 
 
 One Committee member found it troubling to have the President describe the difference between 
University policy and the ROTC policy on sexual preference as a "policy anomaly"--it is a serious matter 
of fairness.  Another responded that the President's view had not changed but that the only organization 
which could change the policy is the Congress; the universities could "dis-invite" the ROTC programs.  
Such a decision, however, might be unattractive on other grounds, such as having officers educated at 
institutions where the larger population is represented rather than exclusively at military academies.  
Nonetheless, it was argued, the President should have declared that the ROTC policy remains a clear 
violation of the University's equal opportunity policy. 
 
5.   Statement on Academic Freedom 
 
 Professor Ibele drew the attention of Committee members to the materials which had been 
distributed with the agenda relating to the Statement on Academic Freedom.  The question of reviewing 
the statement arose after the incident last Spring with Dr. Kwame Ture. How, he inquired, does the 
Committee wish to proceed?  Should the Academic Freedom statement be modified as needed, but 
continue to apply primarily to the classroom, and a separate speaker's policy be developed (as is the case 
at Michigan)?  Or should a wholly new document be drafted? 
 
 One Committee member cautioned that writing such a document can often be overly broad and 
vague and serve to intimidate as well as invite misuse to restrain freedom of expression.  Unless there is 
an overwhelming number of incidents the Committee should be reluctant to act to draft policy which 
could abridge freedom of communication.  The University is not in such a position now.  The 
differentiation between insulting speech and expressions of heartfelt views is extremely difficult.  Further, 
the existing sexual harassment policy contains language which is extremely awkward and dangerous 
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(inasmuch as it permits the hearer to determine whether or not they are uncomfortable with the 
discussion--which depends on the attitudes of particular individuals).  The subtle influences of such 
policies can have a significant impact of the University to conduct its business. 
 
 There is, however, a problem, another Committee member observed--there is a conflict between 
those who wish to exercise their First Amendment right to freedom of speech.  What is to be done when 
there is a speaker at the podium speaking and members of an audience who do not agree with him--and 
who wish to exercise their rights by shouting.  Choices must be made. 
 
 There are two types of documents, came the reply.  First is the speaker's rights document, which is 
a "right to be heard" statement.  The other is a document which proscribes what can be talked about and 
where.  They are quite different.  He would not oppose the development of a speaker's rights document 
but would have serious concerns about a document which proscribes content. 
 
 Speech should never be restricted on the basis of content, it was agreed--that is the First 
Amendment.  Other restrictions, on time, manner, and place, are acceptable and there are many such 
restrictions.  They must be carefully drawn, however, so they are not overly broad or vague--but such 
restrictions should be examined.  This is not a free-for-all, it was said; this is a University, which implies 
certain things about the time, manner, and place of speech.  It would be better to try to make these things 
explicit. 
 
 Another Committee member joined in the argument against trying to develop a policy in the 
absence of a large number of incidents.  Such a policy can inhibit people from exercising legitimate rights 
and too many policies are contrary to the exercise of individual liberty and of freedom of thought. 
 
 It was suggested to Professor Ibele that he might inquire if General Counsel Surell Brady is doing 
anything on these matters.  It was also suggested that Ms. Brady be asked for an opinion about the 
speaker's policy now in place at the University of Michigan. 
 
 The Committee was reminded that the President had explicitly asked FCC to review the Academic 
Freedom statement irrespective of whether or not it might wish to consider a speaker's policy.  In addition 
to the stylistic problems of the Academic Freedom statement noted by several, one Committee member 
pointed out that there are elements of the statement which need examination.  One of them is the apparent 
conflict between academic freedom to do research and "department mission," the latter of which is often a 
factor in tenure decisions.  (There appeared to be agreement, among some members of the Committee, 
that "department mission" should, in any event, be set by the members of the department, not a college.) 
 
 It was pointed out that of the three existing academic freedom policies none are intended to 
supersede the other.  It would be useful, if a new umbrella document were prepared, to specifically note 
that it supersedes earlier statements.   
 
 There was agreement that a small ad hoc committee of (perhaps three) experts from the faculty 
should be appointed to review the existing academic freedom documents; the Committee discussed names 
of people who might be asked to serve. 
 
 The Committee reserved the question of whether or not to develop a speaker's policy. 
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6.   Options in Athletics 
 
 Professor Ibele explained that the reason for bringing this item to the Committee was the series of 
votes and discussions in the Twin Cities Assembly over the past year which appeared to express 
underlying faculty discontent with the governance or conduct of intercollegiate athletics.  Now that the 
Page-Merwin Committee has completed its work, he said, it is time for the Assembly to be asked what it 
wishes done, if anything.  That report does not, it seems, address the range of faculty concerns which 
have been expressed.   
 
 The set of four options distributed with the agenda were not intended to be exhaustive nor need 
they be retained; they were intended solely to serve as a starting place for discussion. The options set out 
were:  Do nothing and assume implementation of the Page-Merwin Committee report will resolve most 
problems; appoint an ad hoc faculty committee to address issues which the Page-Merwin report does not; 
reconstitute the Assembly Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics so it is more heavily faculty and appoint 
faculty who are perhaps more dispassionate about athletics; or vote on the abolition of athletics or 
terminate faculty involvement in the governance of athletics. 
 
 One Committee member said the suggestion of the debate in the Assembly had been that the 
faculty have no control over athletics and there is no reason to pretend that they do.  There is no reason to 
vote to abolish athletics; the point is to quit the pretense of control.  It is possible that the Page-Merwin 
recommendations will help the conduct of athletics but the question of faculty control is not addressed. 
 
 Another Committee member concurred that there is considerable faculty frustration; one possible 
solution to relieve the perception of lack of faculty control on ACIA is to increase the faculty majority on 
the committee by not counting the Presidentially-appointed faculty representatives to the NCAA and Big 
Ten as regular faculty members.  Another possibility is to restore to FCC the appointment authority of 
faculty members to ACIA.  While not solving all the problems, it may give the Senate a sense of better 
control; it could then also follow up on the recommendations of the Page-Merwin committee.  Another ad 
hoc committee would not be desirable. 
 
 This list, it was noted, should itself--however amended and revised--be presented to the Assembly 
in order to obtain a better sense of what the body desires. 
 
 It was contended by one Committee member that there are two solutions to the problem of a lack of 
faculty control:  one is to re-exert and reestablish real faculty control; two is to back away and say that the 
faculty do not want control--let athletics go and say "we don't care."  The latter is more desirable; it is not 
possible to have faculty control so the attempt should be abandoned. 
 
 It was pointed out that the option to withdraw faculty involvement in control of athletics could 
include withdrawal from the Big Ten inasmuch as faculty control is required.  The President and Board of 
Regents, however, would then simply bypass the governance system and appoint a faculty committee of 
willing advocates who would provide at least the form of control; they will not walk away from 
intercollegiate athletics.  It was agreed that this option should be presented to the Assembly. 
 
 There was also agreement that if the option to abolish intercollegiate athletics is to be presented, it 
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should be presented as a hypothetical because there is no chance that athletics will actually be abolished; 
the vote would be one of venting frustration rather than stimulating reasoned debate.   
 
 The Committee was informed that other institutions have taken a different tack, appointing a 
special committee which made recommendations and called for unilateral adoption of them if their 
administrations were unable to persuade their conferences to adopt them. 
 
 The Committee agreed to rework its list of options at its next meeting and to then place it on the 
agenda of the November 1 Assembly meeting.  There was a suggestion that a paper ballot be distributed 
to the Assembly members and that rank-ordered voting be requested.  The members of ACIA and the 
athletic directors should, it was suggested, be invited to attend the meeting.  
 
7.   Continued Discussion, Academic Freedom 
 
 Committee members returned, with vigor, to the question of academic freedom, freedom of speech, 
and a speakers policy.  There were extended exchanges of views on steps which might be taken. 
 
 -- Speakers should be required to take into account the impact or consequences of their 

speech on the audience. 
 
 -- Outside the classroom, there absolutely should be no such requirement (although a 

speakers policy--a "right to be heard" policy--would be desirable). 
 
 -- Speeches sponsored by the University creates certain expectations on the part of the 

audience which have to be honored; the University stands for certain things. 
 
 -- The University indeed stands for certain things; anyone invited to speak should be able to 

speak as they will and need not try to meet audience expectations. 
 
 -- Evidence should be brought to bear on a proposition. 
 -- One person's evidence is not that of another. 
 
 -- Anyone who doesn't like what a speaker is saying can stand up and leave. 
 
 -- There should be no policy which shades into prescribing content because the impact might 

not be socially appropriate for the culture; the risks are too great.  "The world is not all 
sweetness and light.  There is almost nothing you can speak about that somebody is not 
offended by or put at a disadvantage by, on some basis." 

 
 -- There is an obligation at a University to provide a hospitable climate to work; people do 

not want to come here and "be spat on" or vilified.  There is a difficult balance, a middle 
ground between absolute freedom of speech and restrictions on speech.  The University is 
not a series of soap boxes.  Anyone can come in and say vile things; this is an institution 
where certain expectations obtain and those of a delicate frame should be able to trust that 
they will not be unexpectedly vilified. 

 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
September 27, 1990 
 

  8

 -- The audience has a free choice.  The invited speaker has a right to be heard.  The audience 
can leave or not attend--which is a statement itself.  The University has an obligation to its 
students to provide an opportunity to be "confronted with absurd and outrageous points of 
view."  The students have the responsibility of attending or not staying.   

  
 -- The problem is when the student cannot avoid being in the audience--such as when 

walking across the Mall. 
 
 -- The problem should be narrowed to those times when an invited speaker is prevented from 

speaking by students or others who insist on speaking. 
 
 It was agreed the discussion would continue. 
 
9.   ID Cards 
 
 Professor Ibele reported that he has written to James Preus, Coordinator of Student Support 
Services, requesting that the designation "faculty" be returned to faculty identification cards.  Others have 
raised the question as well; he said he assumed the problem would be settled promptly. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota  


