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The ninth meeting of the Faculty Senate for the year 1972-73 was con
vened in Nicholson Auditorium on Thursday, March 1, 1973. Checking or sign
ing the roll as present were 71 voting members of the faculty, 2 members of
the Administrative Committee, and 7 nonmembers.

Vice Chairman Frank J. Sorauf presided.
The following items were considered and action was taken as indicated.
Burnham Terrell, the chairman of the special committee to make nomina-

tions for vacancies on the Committee on Committees, was recognized. He re
quested suggestions of nominees together with qualifications. Elections to fill
vacancies on the committee will occur at the meeting of the Twin Cities Cam
pus Assembly, April 26, 1973.

The vice chairman then reviewed the action at the meeting of the Faculty
Senate, February 22, 1973. At that meeting, the Faculty Senate voted to post
pone action on Section 18 of the Tenure Code to a time certain, and also voted
to convene again as if in committee on the whole on March 1, 1973.

The vice chairman then requested the chairman of the University Appeals
Committee to restate his motion to separate Section 18 from the Tenure Code
with the understanding that Section 18 might, at a later date, be added to the
Tenure Code as a supplement. The motion was seconded. After discusison, the
motion was defeated.

The chairman of the Tenure Committee was then requested to present
Section 19. After the presentation, a modification from the Minnesota Fedem
tion of Teachers was rejected.

An amendment to Section 19.071 of the Fourth Supplemental Report (page
9) to provide for selection of the members of the Judicial Committee by the
Faculty Senate instead of the Consultative Committee was defeated.

Subsequent to this action, a proposal was made that the nine members of
the Judicial Committee, after being selected by the Consultative Committee,
should be reported to the Faculty Senate for confirmation. The Tenure Com
mittee accepted the suggestion.

A suggestion to insert the word "designated" before the word "representa
tives" of Section 19.09, Fourth Supplemental Report (page 14), was accepted
by the Tenure Committee.

Following discussion of the language on page 122 of the first report, a
motion was made to delete on page 15 of the Fourth Supplemental Report the
sentence at the bottom of the page "No person ... may be designated as an
observer." (The sentence ends on page 16.) The motion carried.

There was no discussion of Section 14 which had not been considered
earlier during the meetings since no comment had been received by the com
mittee. There was no debate on Sections 20, 21, and 22 and they were accepted
as presented.
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The chairman of the Tenure Committee stated that the Preamble (Fore
word) would be rewritten. It was suggested that the Foreword as redrafted
should contain a strong statement on Academic Freedom, preferably something
taken from previous statements of the Board of Regents.

The Faculty Senate adjourned.

W. DONALD BEATTY
Clerk of the Faculty Senate
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Appendix

ABSTRACT OF DISCUSSION

The meeting was called to order at 3:30 p.m. Frank Sorauf, professor of
political science and vice chairman of the body sitting as a committee of the
whole to consider the tenure document, presided. He noted that a quorum did
not exist but that the discussion could continue, since it was a first reading and
members were sitting as a committee of the whole. Burnham Terrell, professor
of philosophy and chairman of the committee charged with presenting nomi
nees from the Twin Cities Faculty to fill next year's vacancies on the Commit
tee on Committees, asked the Faculty Senate to assist his committee by send
ing in suggested names, together with their qualifications.

The discussion resumed where it had left off the previous week on Sec
tion 18, Complaints and Procedures. Fred Amram, associate professor and di
rector of HELP Center and chairman of the University Appeals Committee on
Academic Freedom and Responsibility, restated his motion for separation of the
section so that his committee could meet with Tenure Committee members and
work out grievance procedures. The section could then be presented to the
University Senate and appended to the final approved tenure document at a
later date, he said. Fred Morrison, professor of law, opposed the motion, hold
ing that the faculty grievance procedure lay within the jurisdiction of the Fac
ulty Senate, and that approval of the motion would mean reducing the juris
diction of the Judicial Committee without putting anything in its place, thus
reducing protection to the faculty. He pointed out that the section could be
amended later after there had been more experience in working with it. Carl
Auerbach, acting dean of the Law School and chairman of the Tenure Com
mittee, said the Amram committee should bring its proposals in writing to the
Tenure Committee so that the two groups could resolve their differences. The
Amram motion was defeated and the chair announced that discussion of Sec
tion 18 would be postponed until April.

Mr. Auerbach proceeded to Section 19 on Judicial Committee procedures,
which he reported contained a number of changes in the present function of
the committee. One dealt with the composition and selection process and
another set forth for the first time the essential procedures under which the
committee would operate, including hearing panels and hearing officers. The
selection process would not involve the President but be placed in the hands of
the Faculty Consultative Committee, he said. Again, the committee would be
authorized to amend Section 19 as experience dictated, after conferring with
the Tenure Committee. A hearing officer would be appointed to assist each
panel. Also, as a compromise between making the hearings secret or public,
each participant in a hearing would be able to invite observers.

Michael Perlman, associate professor of statistics, speaking for the UMFT,
contended that those who most needed the procedures would be least served
by Section 19. He held that appointment of the Judicial Committee under the
proposed procedure could only work to the disadvantage of the faculty member
whose views were different from those prevailing at the University. The hear
ing officer, he feared, would exercise too much power and would tend to in
trude legalisms into issues that were primarily academic and intellectual. He
proposed that hearings be held by an independent panel, consisting of one
person appointed by the faculty member, one by the Judicial Committee, and
that those two name a third. He outlined a procedure for naming the third
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party in the event the two members failed to agree on a name. Mr. Morrison
responded that the function of the Judicial Committee was to represent an
academic judgment exercised by a broadly based faculty committee. Under the
Perlman proposal, he said, votes of the two representatives on the panel would
offset each other and the net effect would be that decisions would be made by
the third person. He denied that the hearing officer would have excessive
power, since the Hearing Panel could overturn any rulings. This new position
would provide expertise without overburdening a small segment of the faculty.
The Perlman amendment was then defeated.

John Wertz, professor of chemistry, asked where hearing officers could
be secured who would have the proper background. Mr. Auerbach explained
that lawyers with expertise in the field were available, but the University
would have to be willing to reimburse them. Toni McNaron, associate profes
sor of English, moved that members of the Judicial Committee be selected by
the Senate instead of by the Faculty Consultative Committee from a list pro
vided by the Committee on Committees. Mr. Krislov disagreed, saying that the
kinds of needed specialization could not be known by such a large body, nor
would the Senate have the time to take on approval of more committees and
still do an efficient job. Caroline Rose, professor of sociology and chairman of
the Judicial Committee, held that the Consultative Committee was in the best
position to provide proper balance to the committee, but she suggested that its
recommendations could be brought to the Senate for confirmation. She ex
plained that heretofore panels had been chosen from those who had the time
as well as the expertise, eliminating those who might have to disqualify them
selves. Kent Bales, associate professor of English, held that the Senate was the
appropriate body to make the selection, that the Consultative Committee was
too small to bring the required balance to the committee. Mr. Morrison re
sponded that the Consultative Committee would be better able to discuss a
full list of candidates and he pointed out that often committee members had
to be persuaded to serve, a task better carried out by a smaller group. Leon
Green, professor of mathematics, suggested that the McNaron proposal be
changed to call for Faculty Senate confirmation of the Consultative Commit
tee nominees. However, Ms. McNaron asked for a vote on her original motion.
Her proposal was defeated, and the Green suggestion accepted by the Tenure
Committee.

Vernon Weckwerth, professor in public health, asked whether members of
the news media could be included as observers in hearings. Mr. Auerbach re
sponded that the parties themselves could designate observers, who would have
an obligation to abide by the restrictions of publicity while the case was pend
ing. Mr. Green inquired whether those rules would apply to all hearings, and
expressed concern that there be some recourse for a faculty member who felt
there were irregularities during the hearings. Mr. Auerbach said there would be
a hearing transcript, so that alleged irregularities could be pointed out and a
brief filed with the President. Mr. Green objected to the exclusion of faculty
members of the academic unit involved from serving as observers. He pointed
out that the faculty member who was little known outside his own department
would be at a disadvantage. Mr. Auerbach said that the rule had been intended
as a precautionary measure, inasmuch as there was no way to know how many
of such faculty members might be needed as witnesses. The Green motion was
then approved.

There were no comments on Sections 20 and 14, and the discussion pro
ceeded to the Foreword. Mr. Auerbach explained that it would be rewritten to
comply with the changes in Section 16 made earlier by the Faculty Senate.
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Mr. Krislov asked the committee to include in the Foreword a statement out
lining the University stand on academic freedom and responsibility derived
from past statements approved by the Board of Regents. His move to that
effect was approved.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:30 p.m.

W. H. AHERN
Abstractor, pro tern
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