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Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
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SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 

AND 

DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

February 5, 1987 
10:15 - 1:45 

Regents Room, Morrill Hall 

AGENDA 

Approx. time 

10:15 

11:15 

11:45 

DISCUSSION WITH THE PRESIDENT 

1. Reorganization of central administration. 

2. Filling central administration positions: Search guidelines, 
search procedures. (Attached for SSCC: Senate guidelines; FCC 
please bring guidelines sent in packet for 1/22 meeting.) 

3. Legislative Request (including child care). 

4. The president's items. 

INFORMATION AND DISCUSSION 

5. Report of the Implementation Committee on Undergraduate Education. 
Guest: Assistant Vice President for Academic Affairs 0ohn Wallace, 
Chair. (A~tached fmr SCC is a copy of the report.) 

6. Reports: 

A. Finance Committee (Chair, Professor Shively) 

B. Student SCC (Chair, Mr .. St. Laurent) 

C. FCC/SCC (Chair, Professor Berscheid) 
(Attachment for information only: "Universities and Government: 

A Lesson From Britain," from Chronicle of Higher Education, 
1/14/87) 

D. SDI forum update (Ms. Ellingboe) 
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12:15 

12:45 

1:30 

E. Special Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics Committee 
(Professor Murphy) 

F. Grievance Procedures (Professor Murphy). 

Lunch. 

7. Interim Report of the Special Committee on Minority Programs 
in Support of Commitment to Focus. Guest: Professor John Taborn, 

Chair. (Attachment to SCC: the interim report.) 

8. Final plans for visit of external governance reviewers. 
(Attachment: Schedule for February 9 and 10.) 

ACTION 

1:35 9. Approve minutes of January 15 (attached). 

10. Approve agenda for February 19 Senate and Assembly meetings 
(to be distributed February 5). 

11. Approve charge and membership for Phillips subcommittee on 
Academic Professional and Administrative representation. 
(Attached: Charge letter.) 

1:45 Adjourn. 

NOTE: FCC and SSCC will reconvene separately at this point to complete 
their separate agenda. 
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MINUTES APPROVED 3/5/87 

SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
AND 

DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

February 5, 1987 
10:15 - 2:15 

Regents Room, Morrill Hall 

Members present: Tim Allison, Ellen Berscheid (Chair), Mark Brenner, 
Charles Campbell, Kim Carlson, Shirley Clark, Brenda Ellingboe, Jill 
Gaudette, Ron Kubik, Joseph Latterell, Clean Melsa, Paul Murphy, Ronald 
Phillips, W. Phillips Shively, Roy St. Laurent, Andy Seitel, Bruce Vandal. 

Guests: Vice President Roger Benjamin, W. Andrew Collins (Chair, SCEP), 
Patty Finstad (Coordinator, Child Care), David Hamilton (Chair, Research 
Committee), Rick Heydinger (Senior Assistant to the President), President 
Kenneth Keller, Gretchen Kreuter (Ass't. to Vice Pres. for Academic Affairs), 
v. Rama Murthy (Associate Vice. Pres. for Ac. Affairs), Sallye McKee 
(Ass't. to Vice Pres. for Ac. Affairs), Tim Pratt (President, MSA), Marsha 
Riebe (Exec. Ass't. to President), Maureen Smith (Editor, u. Relations), 
John Taborn (Chair, CTF Minority Programs Committee), John Wallace (Ass't. 
Vice Pres. for Academic Affairs), Richard Purple (faculty liaison to legislature). 

DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

1. Reorganization of central administration. 

President Keller distributed copies of the January 1987 proposed 
management organization chart; discussion ensued. 

Five vice presidents will hold a provost title: Vice President for 
Academic Affairs/Provost for the Twin Cities Campus; Vice President/Vice 
Provost, Health Sciences; Vice President/Vice Provost for Agriculture, 
Forestry, and Home Economics; Vice President for Student Development/Vice 
Provost for Student Affairs; and Vice President, Finance and Physical 
Planning/Director of Twin Cities Operations. Vice Provost reporting 
is to the Provost. Vice presidential reporting is to the President. 

In response to a question about the relative positions of the Dean 
of the Graduate School and the Vice Provost for Student Affairs, President 
Keller told SCC that the Dean of the Graduate School has long been integrated 
into the academic structure and, in fact, sits with the vice presidents 
on many occasions. In the proposed structure, undergraduate educadtion, 
via the vice provost, will be integrated as well. 
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Budgeting under the new structure will be changed from a purely technical 
operation to one which clearly reflects the academic mission. 

2. Search guidelines. 

President Keller has found that the existing Senate guidelines do 
not preclude the kind of give and take between central administration 
and a search committee that he believes is crucial for a successful search 
process. 

3. The 1987 legislative request. 

President Keller reported that the Governor's recommendation for 
the University better than all the state's other educational systems, 
but is about 60% of what the University has requested. It appears that 
most of the funds appropriated for Commitment to Focus will have to go 
to faculty salaries to achieve the average 5% annual increase the University 
believes essential. The University will support everything in its request 
but will put its greatest effort into getting as large a total appropriation 
as possible. 

Some in the legislature allege that the University seeks to become 
elitist and limit access; President Keller believes the state universities 
should also be recognized as desirable institutions for the state's high 
school graduates. President Keller also cannot accept that accessibility 
without adequate funding is a reasonable solution. The State University 
System and the University of Minnesota both regard Commitment to Focus 
as a plan for the whole state, not for the U. of M. alone. 

The discussion with the President concluded at 11:15. 

SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

4. Implementation Committee on Undergraduate Education Proposals Under 
CTF. Guest: John Wallace, Assistant Vice President for Academic Affairs 
and chair of the Implementation Committee. 

(The sec membership had received, several days before the meeting, copies 
of the Implementation Committee's preliminary report.) 

sec members viewed the report as moving well beyond the point reached 
last spring, but as largely hortatory and lacking in implementation plans 
necessary to effect change. The charge to this special committee sought 
to elicit a clear plan for implementation. SCC told Dr. Wallace it hoped 
his committee could make its recommendations with greater specificity 
and with some detail about resources. 

Dr. Wallace indicated his committee shared this concern. He said 
they have not had the expertise or the time to study budgeting. Later 
this spring, his committee would like to interface its recommendations 
with Strategy for Focus, to give them specificity. 
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Professor Berscheid found the report at this point to treat professors 
inadequately: they are asked to make changes and submit to routine evaluation 
without information as to what resources would support the changes and 
without being able to submit their views on the kinds of changes which 
would add value. Dr. Wallace said it is one of his committee's assumptions 
that the projected drop of 8000 students with no decrease in revenues 
will mean more resources to spread around. The report will set directions 
for those resources as they become available over the next five to six 
years. Professor Berscheid asked that the report so state. Professor 
Campbell anticipated some tension over how much to retain to enhance 
undergraduate education and how much to shift to enhance graduate education. 

Professor Campbell, who chairs the Provost's Advisory Task Force 
on Academic Planning, recommended that a preliminary version of the Implementation 
report, preferably with the Provost's endorsement, be disseminated rapidly 
to the colleges, while they are still preparing their planning documents. 

Dr. Wallace was sympathetic to the concerns over lack of specificity; 
he said that in some areas the design of implementation needs to be left 
up to the professors. 

Professor Shively recommended building in real budgetary incentives 
for activities the committee identifies as being particularly important, 
and dedicating other money to resolving specific problems (e.g., those 
connected with the largest-enrollment classes). 

The term ''co-curricular" raises a red flag for students, who do 
not agree that all extra-curricular activity need have an educational 
component. They believe some room should be left for sheer fun. Dr. 
Wallace suggested union activities would provide greater benefits if 
students had responsibility for real planning and if faculty were more 
involved. 

Problem of the lack of sense of community on campus. 
need here, as elsewhere, for bold suggestions. Professor 
the lack of access, i.e., parking spaces, as the key. 

sec saw a 
Campbell identified 

Poor English language skills in some foreign graduate assistants. 
Professor Phillips asked whether there could not be an active process 
prohibiting graduate students from teaching until they could be understood. 
This is a problem not singled out in the report. Dr. Wallace said TA 

language instruction is subsumed under the report's recommendation for 
more TA training. 

Changing our expectations. Professor Clark asked whether the committee 
could separate out what the administration can order done from 
what is contingent upon other activity. The climate needs to be changed 
by publicizing what is actually being started. 

Dr. Wallace said his committee would soon have a version of a preliminary 
report suitable for wide distribution. It may enumerate the top 5 things 
which could be done without new resources and the top 5 which would require 
resources. 
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Professor Campbell called for liaisons with the state's high school 
teachers and counselors so they have an up-to-date understanding of the 
University. 

Dr. Wallace asked the sec's view on whether the report his committee 
will complete later this month should be intended as its final report 
or as a step in an interactive process. Professor Berscheid said sec 
would like to meet again with him after his committee has received and 
considered comments from other groups. 

(Afater a lunch break, the SCC meeting continued.) 

5. Reports. 

A. Finance Committee. Professor Shively. 

In its January 15 meeting SFC discussed with Vice Presidents Benjamin 
and Lilly (l) PUF chair commitments and distribution, (2) program budgeting, 
(3) faculty mortgage plan extension (approved), (4) the plan to pool 
into a general academic budget the prof~ts from University services (SFC 
approved, excepting Bookstores). 

Today's (February 5) agenda: (l) program budgeting, (2) financial 
state of the Supercomputer Institute and implications for the University. 

March 5 agenda: Examination of a long-term tracing of the University 
budget by units. 

Mr. St. Laurent commented that it was not good for the University 
that TA salaries were frozen last yea~. (It is believed that will not 
recur.) 

There was a brief discussion about the positive value of "program" 
or "functional" budgeting which the University is preparing to use for 
the first time. 

(Reports continued following item #6.) 

6. Special Committee on Minority Programs in Support of Commitment to 
Focus: Preliminary Report. Guests: Professor John Taborn, Chair, and 
Dr. Sallye McKee, ex officio member. 

(SCC members had received copies of the report several days in advance.) 

Professor Taborn explained that the report had been sent to a few 
committees and would get wide distribution in the week of February 9. 
His committee has talked with SCEP and with the Implementation Committee. 

Professor Berscheid called attention to the February 19 Senate forum 
on the report. 
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Discussion followed on the report and many of the issues it addresses: 

- Decline in the number of minority faculty members over the past 
five years; 

- Call for more attractive financial aid/scholarship packages; 

- Need for coordination of minority student programs; 

- Need for data on the relative effectiveness of different programs; 

- Lack of meaningful data concerning minority students; 

- Clear parallels between this report and that of the Implementation 
Committee; 

- Need for strengthening the mentor program: Faculty interest is 
genuine and faculty service must be recognized for the contribution 
it is; the mentor program coordinator must have adequate resources 
and be in a strong position with the faculty; 

- the need for development of predictive instruments to identify 
high-potential students; 

- Need to expand on the reach-out recruitment activities which have proved 
successful (e.g., IT's and the Health Sciences'); 

- Need to calculate the probable costs of implementing the recommendations; 

- Expectation to be able to dovetail implementation to some extent 
with changes U is already making under CTF. 

- Paucity of minority involvement in student activities. 

There was a cordial interchange between SCC members and Drs. Taborn 
and McKee. sec regarded the committee as well on its way to having a 
very useful set of recommendations. 

5. Reports (cont.) 

B. Student SCC. Mr. St. Laurent introduced the new member from U~ID: 

Tim Allison. 

C. FCC and SCC. Professor Berscheid. 

(1) Assembly Committee on Student Affairs. Upon rece1v1ng an 
inquiry from Linda Ellinger, ACSA chair, regarding limits on that 
committee's authority, Professor Berscheid encouraged the committee to 
pursue its inclination to become much more active, including closer over
sight of the committees which report to the Assembly through ACSA and more 
coordination with the Office of Student Affairs. 

(2) Assembly attention to ACIA procedures. Question has been 
raised whether the Intercollegiate Athletics Committee's revised procedures 
on investigations of athletics departments require the Assembly to act or 
only to be informed. Steering Committee agreed that approval is not required 
of procedures, only of policy; item will go to the Assembly for information. 

D. Provost's Academic Planning Task Force Hembership. Professor 
Campbell reported that both students and nearly all the faculty have 
accepted. Membership announcement and an organizational meeting are 
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expected soon. Mr. St. Laurent announced that the graduate student 
and undergraduate student will participate fully on the task force, including 
serving on subcommittees. 

E. SDI forum plans. Ms. Ellingboe reported that the planning groups 
are meeting and have tentatively entitled the forum/symposium "Academic 
Freedom, University Research Policy, and the SDI.'' The formal part of 
the symposium is expected to include national and international speakers. 
At the informal part local faculty and students may present papers. 
The President's Office will underwrite at least some of the costs. 

F. Status of revised University grievance procedures. Professor 
Murphy. 

(Background notes: Late in 1982 the Faculty Consultative Committee 
charged a special subcommittee of then-sec member Phyllis Freier and 
University Grievance Officer Carol Pazandak to propose a revision to 
the University's grievance system. Among the concerns prompting the 
action were these: Professor Freier, a former Judicial Committee chair, 
regarded the system as overly legalistic and believed it desirable to 
provide for more resolutions short of the Judicial Committee process; 
many people thought the Judicial Committee not the appropriate body to 
resolve salary disputes; clearer procedures should exist at the college 
level for grieving against administrative actions. The Tenure Committee, 
Academic Freedom and Responsibility Appeals Committee, and Judicial Committee 
commented extensively in winter 1986 on the draft sec sent them.) 

Professor Murphy reported that at this year's recent workshop for 
grievance officers, organized by Professor Pazandak, many questions were 
raised about the proposed new procedures. The procedures are supposed 
to include a section on dealing with research fraud but no definition 
of research fraud has yet been developed. The Senate Committee on Research 
will try to write a definition. Professor Murphy said that Professor 
Charlotte Striebel, the University's Academic Staff Assistance Officer, 
described the proposals as complex, confusing~ and overlapping, and offered 
to critique the Procedures and make suggestions for simplifying them. 

The Judicial Committee also has concerns about the current draft. Professor 
Murphy hopes the SCC together with Professor S:triebel can later this year 
examine the draft procedures as presently amended. 

Professor Clark asked that SCC ascertain whether the original intent 
had been to consolidate policies into a single document or to make new 
policy. 

7. Meetings with External Governance Review Team. 

Professor Berscheid will chair the session with past SCC chairs 
and Professor Campbell will chair the open, advertised session to which 
this year's and last year's chairs of all Senate and Assembly committees 
have been sent invitations. 

8. The minutes of the January 15 meeting were approved. 
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9. Senate and Assembly dockets for February 19. 

The sec agreed that the chair would submit a brief written report 
to the Senate on the steering of the CIA recruitment motion which had 
been introduced in the November meeting and forwarded to SCC for steering. 

10. Phillips Subcommitte on Academic Professional and Administrative 
Representation in the Senate and Assembly systems. 

sec members had no objections to the proposed charge letter and 
membership. The SSCC will name a student to the committee. At Mr. St. 
Laurent's recommendation the SCC agreed to incorporate into the charge 
letter a principle it accepted last year when considering expanding civil 
service participation: for a personnel group to have reprsesentation 
on any given committee it should have a vested interest in the work of 
that committee. 

The meeting adjourned at 2:15 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Meredith Poppele 
Executive Assistant 
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VI. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITIEE 

SEARCH COMMITTEE GUIDELINES 
(20 minutes) 

That the University Senate approve the following proposed guidelines for the estab
lishment and functioning of search committees for filling major administrative positions at 
the University of Minnesota. 

I. Purpose of Search Committees• 

Search committees are expected to seek out and identify the best qualified nominees 
available for administrative positions, irrespective of sex, religion, race, national origin, age, 
or any other criteria violating affirmative action statutes. One reason for the use of search 
committees is to assure that all primary constituencies served by the office will have a voice 
in the identification of nominees. A second is to take advantage of the knowledge that these 
constituencies have of the necessary qualifications for the position and of potential sources 
of nominees. 

II. University Administrative Positions for which Search Committees Should be Formed 
Search committees should be established to fill major University administrative posi

tions which serve multiple student, faculty, civil service, and/or administrative constituen
cies. Among these positions are those of President,** the various Vice Presidents, the 
Deputy Vice President and Dean of the Institute of Agriculture, Forestry, and Home 
Economics. Dean of the Graduate School, Provosts of the coordinate campuses, Vice 
Provosts for Academic Affairs, Deans of all collegiate units, and the Director of University 
Libraries. This list does not preclude formation of search committees to fill other administra
tive positions when the President and the Senate Consultative Committee mutually deem 
the interest of the University to be served thereby. 

The length, range, and mechanics of the search process will depend on the nature of 
the position, the complexity of its constituencies, and the number and diversity of potential 
candidates. Committee composition will also vary. The search process for the key aca
demic officers should be most thorough, in recognition of their multiple constituencies. But 
a more abbreviated approach may be suitable for such positions as Vice President for 
Institutional Relations, Vice President for Administration and Planning, and Vice President 
for Finance, in recognition oftheir unique relationship with the President. The President and 
the Senate Consultative Committee should work out mutually agreeable search proce
dures for filling these positions. 

Ill. Formation of Search Committees 

Members of search committees and their chairpersons shall be chosen by the Presi
dent (or the President's agent) after consultation with appropriate Senate, campus, Uni
versity, or collegial bodies representative of the constituencies clearly affected by the 
appointment. In the case of the central administrative officials, the appropriate body shall 
be the Senate Consultative Committee. Reference should be made to college constitutions 
for any specific requirements of individual colleges for the composition of search commit
tees for Deans. 

'The term search committee as used in these guidelines designates any committee constHuted for the purpose of 
performing any or all of the functions of compiling lists of candidates for vacant posHions, screening (and eliminating) 
candidates in accord with agreed-upon selection criteria, and determining the slate of nominees for submission to the 
President. 

"The selection of the UniversHy President is the legal responsibiiHy of the Board of Regents. The search committee for 
th<s office is drawn from members of the Board. This committee has customarily asked that the Senate ConsuHative 
Committee function as an advisory committee, and has delegated to H responsibility for certain aspects of the search. It 
is hoped that the policies outlined in this statement will govern the work of such an advisory committee. 
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The number of committee members will vary depending on the complexity of the 

constituent relationships of the position, but since large committees often find it difficult to 
organize as working groups, committees should be limited as a general rule to no more than 
ten members. 

Membership on search committees shall not be based upon quotas for any minority 
group or other protected class. It is the responsibility of each member of all search 
committees to be aware of and to carry out the affirmative action policies of the University of 
Minnesota. 

If a member of a search committee is nominated to the position being searched, and if 
the member allows his/her name to remain on the list of active nominees, the member 
should promptly resign from the committee. 

IV. Charge to Search Committees 
The President (or the President's agent) shall instruct each member of the committee 

in writing as to the following: 
A. Approximate date for submission of list of nominees. 
B. Number of nominees. 
C. Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity requirements including these guidelines. The 

committee should also consult with the Equal Opportunity Officer at the outset of 
the search. 

D. Arrangements for financial and staff resources (including provisions for travel, 
long-distance telephone calls, meals, and housing). 

E. Personal responsibility of each member for affirmative action and discretion. 
F. Need for keeping minutes of meetings and records of committee decisions. 
G. Any unique concerns with respect to the position. 
The committee has the prerogative of discussing with the President (or the President's 

agent) any of the terms of the charge. 

V. Committee Procedures 
A. Formulating the Position Description 

The position description, to be prepared by the committee in collaboration with 
the President (or the President's agent), shall include a full account of the responsi
bilities of the position and describe the educational background, experience, and 
competencies desired of the candidates. It should specify those criteria that will be 
given weight in making the selection and should indicate the information to be 
provided about each nominee or applicant. 

B. Posting the Position 
The President (or the President's agent), or the chairperson, shall file notifica

tion of the position in the office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs and the 
appropriate publications, taking care that women and members of minority groups 
and other protected classes are made aware of the vacancy. Members of the 
committee are urged to inform their respective constituencies as to the position 
description and the selection criteria. Often, well-qualified candidates will not 
volunteer their names for such positions. In addition to advertising, therefore, the 
members of the committee should make every effort to contact knowledgeable 
sources off and on campus for names of the best qualified individuals, including 
women and members of minority groups, and names of institutions at which such 
potential candidates are most likely to be found. 

C. Selection Process 
Each committee will establish its own plan for screening and evaluating 

nominees and applicants. Whatever procedures the committee may elect to em
ploy in arriving at its slate, the entire committee is responsible for the legitimacy of 
the process. Every member at every stage of the search shall have full access to 
the names and files of all persons under consideration. 
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The function of initial screening is to identify and eliminate, early in the search 

process, nominees and applicants who are clearly unqualified. Unwillingness on 
the part of nominees with obviously exceptional qualifications should not militate 
against eventual consideration until it is definitely established that the potential 
candidate cannot be persuaded to become interested in the position. The list of 
persons who remain under consideration after the initial screening will be those to 
whom the committee will be giving careful consideration and about whom the 
committee may be seeking additional information. Responsibility for requesting 
such information should be clearly delegated and its form clearly specified. Agree
ment should be reached as to assurances of confidentiality to be sought and 
assurances to be given. 

When the committee has narrowed its list to those candidates whom it wishes 
to interview, the chairperson and the President (or the President's agent) should 
collaborate in making arrangements for the interviews. The committee may wish to 
develop a set of questions to be directed to each candidate, but committee 
members should not be limited arbitrarily to such a list. 

Although the committee will wish to seek consensus on the slate of nominees 
to be submitted, a formal vote should be taken by secret ballot and the results 
recorded. No committee member should divulge, without authorization of the full 
committee, the results of the voting. Only the names of fully qualified candidates 
should be included on the final slate. The committee's list of nominations should 
then be communicated by the chairperson to the President (or the President's 
agent). The committee or the President may also wish to schedule a meeting for 
mutual discussion of the slate. 

D. Communicating with Nominators and Applicants 

All nominations and/or applications should be courteously acknowledged, and 
so far as possible candidates should be apprised promptly of elimination from 
consideration. It is particularly important that the persons who have been inter
viewed be promptly informed when an appointment is made. Files should be kept 
on each candidate and carbons of all correspondence. Throughout the entire 
process, insofar as it is possible, candidates should be treated alike. Every precau
tion should be taken to restrict materials to the eyes of committee members and 
committee staff. 

E. Responsibility of Individual Members for Affirmative Action and Discretion 

II is the responsibility of any member of a search committee who recognizes 
that proper affirmative action procedures are not being followed to communicate 
this concern immediately and privately to both the chairperson of the committee 
and the Director of the Office of Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action. If this 
does not result in a resolution of the difficulty, the committee member should then 
communicate directly with the President (or the President's agent). 

F. Filing Affirmative Action Reports 

The President (or the President's agent) (in collaboration with the appropriate 
equal opportunity officer and the Director of the Office of Equal Opportunity and 
Affirmative Action) shall instruct the chairperson of the committee as to what official 
reports are to be filed. The chairperson shall file the necessary reports promptly 
and accurately. Before submitting its final slate to the President, it is the commit
tee's responsibility to inform the Equal Opportunity Officer of the make-up of the 
pool of applicants and of those candidates interviewed. 

G. Disposition of Files 

Promptly after the position is filled and all affirmative action reports submitted, 
but not until then, the chairperson shall be responsible for reviewing all applicants' 
files. After personal data are returned to the applicants or to other sources request
ing them, the files shall be disposed of in accordance with current applicable laws 
and regulations, available to the chairperson in the office of the University Attorney. 
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VI. General Statement on the Relationship of the President (or the President's agent) and 

Search Committees 
The mutually desired end of filling positions with those persons best qualified to occupy 

them will be best achieved if channels between the President (or the President's agent) and 
committees are kept open. Like any other interested person, the President (or the Presi
dent's agent) may submit nominees at the appropriate time for the consideration of the 
committee, and at any point in the search may inquire as to the committee's progress. The 
committee, on the other hand, may ask for suggestions or guidance from the President (or 
the President's agent) or for a reexamination of the charge. Since the purpose of the search 
is to attract top talent acceptable both to the search committee and the President (or the 
President's agent) there should be a close working relationship between the two . 

After submitting its final slate, the committee should expect in the case of long delay in 
filling the position some explanation of the difficulty. When committee nominees are 
unavailable for appointment, or unacceptable to the President (or the President's agent), 
the committee may be asked to provide additional nominees. In such a contingency a full 
explanation of the circumstances requiring reopening of the search process should be 
rendered to the committee. The committee may decline to participate in any further search. 

When a search committee is unable, for whatever reason, to fulfill its charge, the 
President (or the President's agent) may discharge it. 

Since conformity to affirmative action requirements is imperative and the committee's 
responsibilities in this area are obligatory, the committee chairperson may wish at any point 
in the search process to seek information from the Equal Opportunity Officer. Doubts about 
the legality of procedures being followed should be resolved when they arise. 

INFORMATION: 

The Senate Consultative Committee has reexamined the guidelines for search com
mittees for filling major administrative positions at the University, as passed by the Univer
sity Senate on March 4, 1976, and recommends the changes contained in the above text. 
Those changes ( 1 ) emphasize the affirmative action aspect of a search and charge each 
search committee member with responsibility for seeing that affirmative action policies of 
the University are carried out; and (2) eliminate sexism in the guidelines' language. 

WENDELL P. GLICK, Chairperson 
Subcommittee on Search Committee Guidelines 
RICHARD L. PURPLE, Chairperson 
Senate Consultative Committee 

VII. QUESTIONS TO THE PRESIDENT 
(15 minutes) 

none 

VIII. OLD BUSINESS 

none 

59 

Approved 



' 
REVIEW OF FACULTY-STUDENT GOVERNANCE 

AT THE 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
Tentative Schedule for February 9-10 visit of 
Martin Trow, Kenneth Mortimer, and Mark Filip 

Monday, February 9 

7:45 

9:00 
-9:30 

9:45 
-10:25 

10:35 
-11:00 

11:00 
-11:30 

11:40 
-1:30 

2:00 
-2:50 

3:00 
-3:30 

Breakfast at the Campus Club, 4th Floor, Coffman Memorial 
Union, with Senate Consultative Committee and Finance Committee 
officers: Ellen Berscheid (SCC Chr.), Shirley Clark (SCC 
Assoc. Chr.), Roy St. Laurent (Student SCC Chr.), Andy Seitel 
(Student SCC Vice Chr.), Phil Shively (Finance Comm. Chr.) 

238 Morrill Hall (Regents Room): Wally Hilke (incumbent 
student/recent student regent) , Mary Jane Plunkett (adviser 
to student governance bodies). 

Regents Room: Andy Collins (Chair, Educational Policy Committee), 
David Hamilton (Chair, Research Committee), Geoffrey Maruyama 
(Chair, Faculty Affairs Committee). 

Regents Room: Rick Heydinger, senior assistant to the 
president. 

Regents Room: President Kenneth H. Keller 

Lunch and discussion, 608 Campus Club, with the Student 
members of the Senate Consultative Committee: Brenda Ellingboe, 
Jill Gaudette, Roy St. Laurent, Andy Seitel, Bruce Vandal 
(Twin Cities Campus); Tim Allison (Duluth Campus), Kim Carlson 

(Waseca Campus), Don Peterson (Crookston Campus), Ron Kubik 
(Morris Campus) 

Regents Room: Past chairs of the Senate Consultative Committee, 
including many of the following: William G. Shepherd, Alfred 
Nier, Jack Darley, Sam Krislov, Leon Reisman, Paul Murphy, 
Betty Robinett, Mahmood Zaidi, Marcia Eaton, Douglas Pratt, 
Pat Swan, John Howe, Jack Merwin, Deon Stuthman, Richard 
Purple. 

Regents Room: Roger Benjamin, Vice President for Academic 
Affairs and Provost 



Monday, February 9 

Page 2 

3:30 
-3:55 

4:00 

5:00 

Regents Room: Walter Johnson and Norman Kerr (Executive 
Committee, AAUP);Alfred Aeppli (Acting President, University 
of Minnesota Education Association, Twin Cities). 

Regents Room: Open session for interested University community 
members; 1985-86 and 1986-87 chairs of the Senate and Twin 
Cities Campus Assembly committees will be specifically invited. 

Adjourn. 



Tuesday, February 10 

8:45 
-9:30 

9:35 
-10:20 

10:25 
-11:15 

11:30 

1:30 

2:30 

(Breakfast at the Radisson University Hotel) 

Regents Room: Members of the Special Senate Committee on 
Governance (authors of 1986 report): Linda Hanson (Chr.), 
Eleanor Fenton, Paul Murphy, Michael Rodriguez, Roy St. Laurent, 
Andy Seitel, Rod Squires, Burnham Terrell. 

Regents Room: Other current and recent student governance 
leaders: Jim Clark (Rep. to Regents, u. Finance Committee, 
student legislative lobbying, Board of Student Publications); 
Mary Davey (Current chair, Student Reps. to Regents); Charles 
Farrell (SCC; Morris Campus governance); Judy Grew (Current 
Rep. to Regents); David Lenander (SCC student chair; many 
other Senate committees); Tim Pratt (SCC student chair; 
current Twin Cities student body president); Roy St. Laurent 
(current SCC student chair; Council of Graduate Students); 
Paul Schulte (SCC student chair; numerous other committees). 

Regents .Room: Dr. Charles McGuiggan (Chair, University of 
Minnesota Board of Regents) . 

608 Campus Club: Lunch and discussion with members of the 
Faculty Consultative Committee: Ellen Berscheid, Charles 
Campbell, Shirley Clark, Richard Goldstein, Paul Murphy, 
Ronald Phillips (Twin Cities Campus); Clean Melsa (Crookston 
Campus). 

608 Campus Club: Discussion with faculty members active 
governance structuring and proposals for restructuring: 
W. Donald Spring, Patricia Swan. 

608 Campus Club: Wrap-up session, with or without sec members. 
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oint of View ____ ~---'----------:-------
By David Bouchier 

Universities and Government: 
a Eessollfrom Britai!l 

Bureaucracy is triumphant-and the academic spirit is nearly destroyed 
< ;·;·-.-· ,_ 

B
RITISH UNIVERSITIES have a nostalgic, roman· 

tic image for many Americans. Summer visits 
to Oxford and Cambridge and winter eve
nings spent watching Glittering Prizu or 

Bridesh~ad RttYisitttd inspine visions of spires, dreamy 
dons, and cultured, vaguely anarchic students in black 
gowns. 

Anyone who has been on a fellowship or exchange 
program to a British college knows that the reality is 
different. Most of the nation's 4S universities are or 
recent Jate, monuments to architectural brutalism on 
the outside and welfare-state paternalism on the inside. 

• 
1 While the faculty members are as good as any in the 
--•arid and the students selected by highly competitive 

examination, the sense of stagnation is palpable. When 
I was about to leave for the United States last summer, 
an envious colleague summed up a common feelins 
when he said, "There's nothing left here but the pay· 
check and the pension." 

All the universities in Britain save one are stale· 
supported, and in the past decade the Conservative 
government has chopped the money they get by a fifth. 
The new Minister of Education, Keith Baker, has just 
allocated an additional $94-million for 1987-88, but 
near! y half that amount is reserved for restructuring 
and "redundancy costs," payments universities make 
to academics who agree to leave their jobs voluntarily. 

One highly visible consequence of the cuts has been 
a steady exodus of disaffected faculty members. A 
lucky few, mainly scientists and computer specialists, 
have found better financial prospects elsewhere. But 
the majority of university teachers have simply had to 
put up with the erosion of salaries, research opportuni
ties, and general working conditions. They live in dread 
of the day when the antique photocopier finally gives 
up, the remaining library books are stolen, and the last 
switchboard operator retires, leaving dead all lines to 
the outside world. Twenty years ago, university teach· 
ing was one or the most desirable careers for the intel
lectualiy talented in Britain; now it is one of the least. 

I am one of the academic refugees. After 14 years in 
the lecture room, I abandoned a tenured post at the 
University of Essex for an uncertain future. What 
prompted me was not the desire for more money
academic salaries in Britain are perfectly adequate and 
the teaching load is not onerous. It was the degradation 
of higher education as an experience for students and 
teachers. 

Such a statement has overtones of nostalgic snob
bery-as though in my intellectual superiority I had 
found the universities no longer "good enough" for 
me. I don't want it to sound thai way. I am a product of 
London's working cia'S, and benefited, as a returning 
student. from the opening-up of higher education. Per· 
haps that made me an idealist, but I never harbored any 
illusions about the Good Old Days of British edu~:ation, 
when members of the elite learned to rule at Oxford and 
Cambridge while the masses acquired useful skills at 
technical schools. 

In the span of my short career as an educator, some
thing went terribly wrong. During the 1960's, existing 
institutions were ~xpanded and half a dozen brand new 
one' huilt, in the high democratic hope that each and 
every British child would have the chance to go as far 
as his or her talents would allow. In the early ye·"'· 

when I entered the system along with a lot of other new 
teachers, there was tremendous excitement over inno
vations in the curriculum designed to break down old 
disciplinary boundaries and to synthesite'whole new 
areas of knowledge. Every new university, including 
mine, created stimulating, untraditional, radical cross
disciplinary programs to make students think. 

They thought. They rebelled, occupied buildings, 
produced manifestoes, rewrote the future of Western 
civilization, and generally created hypertension among 
conservatives. Breaking the ancient mold of higher ed
ucation inevitably fostered some creative anarchy. 

But while we were congratulating ourselves on pro
ducing such energetically thoughtful-if sometimes ir
ritating-students, a quieter revolution was Iakins 
place behind our backs. University expansion had 
brought with it modem managerial styles. The govern
ment had made a huge investment in the new institu
tions and, although funds were distributed by the sup
posedly neutral University Grants Committee, many 
government ministers had an explicit desine to take 
more control. 

When the Conservative government was elected in 
1979 on a pledge to cut public spending, the universities 
were suddenly vulnerable, both politically and eco
nomically. While we teachers had been absorbed in the 
new ways ofleaching and learning, the bureaucrats had 
been gathering the threads of power into their hands. 
With the budget crisis, the bureaucrats came into their 
own. •. 

There is a fundamental contradiction between the 
needs of bureaucratic institutions and the nature of 
humanistic tasks. A bureaucratic structure is a wonder
ful device for organizing the Row of widgets in a factory 
or the timetable for servicing buses. As a way to go 
about the pursuit of knowledge. it is a catastrophe. 
Anyone who has ever tried to negotiate l>etween the 
needs of students and the needs of the scheduling office 
or sat through endless meetings about nothing has an 
inkling of what happens when bureaucracy gets the 
upper hand. Bureaucratic maneuvering is not what a 
university is about, but it was, increasingly, what we 
spent most of our time doing. 

biases, our style, and try to pass them on to students 
through enthusiastic involvement in numerous face-to
face exchanges. This personal style and personal con
tent are what the professor professes; otherwise a com
puter could do the job. 

As teachers increasingly identified with powerful bu
reaucrats and began to structure and •ystematize their 
work as bureaucrats do, teaching changed. The stock-

. in-trade of the modem British university became the 
committee-designed and committee-taught course 
leading to a committee-compiled exam-all aimed at 
"balancing the interests" and "spreading the load" 
within and among departments. Students and teachers 
hate such courses. which tend to have the intellectual 
impact of 2.5 hours of As the World Turns. 

Once bureaucracy took hold, it spread, like ivy, into 
every aspect of university work-bureaucratic ways of 
handling students, bureaucratic ways of thinking, writ
ing, teaching, and testing. Everything innovative, 
risky, creative, or quirky went out the window. The 
humanities in Britain have been the hardest hit in this 
regard, and it is in those fields that the desire to play 
safe is strongest. Research grants have been cut to the 
vanishing point, and other funds have been channeled 
toward the sciences and engineering. 

The underlying cause of this situation is that the 
stale, in the fonn of the Department of Education and 
Science, now intervenes directly and repeatedly in the 
management of higher education.ln return for financial 
support, the department demands guarantees of "good 
managerial behavior" on the part of universities (more 
committees). Research is under the Whitehall micro
scope, and the grants committee ha~ been asked to 
"rationalize" courses and departments as part' of the 
drive for efficiency and economy. 

T
HE FATE of British universities is a reminder 
of the capacity of the state to fragment intel
lectual work, to centralize power, and to 
command obedience. Somehow the British 

have managed to create the worst possible combina
tion: a small, elitist higher-education sector that takes 
in only 14 per cent of secondary-school graduates, and 
a lop-down management sYstem that destroys the vir
tues of the small scale and reproduces instead the fac
tory-like qualities of mass education. No wonder Brit
ish students feel and act more like an oppressed prole
tariat than the privileged elite they actually are. Paid by 
the state to study, and locked into an increasingly rigid 
state definition of what studying means, many of them 
view their college years as a necessary formality rather 

The most destructive outcome of the power shift in 
British universities has been its crushing effect on the 
educational experiment that was begun in the 60's. The 
heart of the bureaucratic method is separation. Aca· 
demics know that knowledge is a seamless web, but as 
players in the bureaucratic drama, they are required to 
break knowledge apart into discipline-shaped pieces, 
to fit the structure and provide handy career stepping.< 
stones. 

1 · There have alway• been domains of knowledge. 
l"than an opportunity for growth and learning. 
1 In Britain, reliance on the state led in the 60's to 

Now there are fiefdoms, surrounded by moats and 
fiercely defended. By a process less logical than psy
chological, academics who feel hemm.-d in by bureau
cracy instinctively draw in their departmental bound
aries. narrow their thoughts, and discipline their imagi
nations. That may be all very weU in the post office. It 1 doesn't work in the university. -J 

The l>ureaucratic imperatives that m<~de nonsense of 
the intellectual product also degraded the educational 
proce". Teaching, especially in the humanities, is in
ten,ely personal and interactive . .\s teachers, we de
velop our special knowledge, our preoccupations, our 

democratization. innovation, and expansion in higher 
education. By the mid-80's that reliance ha~ hrought 
al>out the near-destruction of university life and spirit. 
The British experience should provide professors in 
America-where bureaucratic control in large univer
sities reaches baroque heights unimagined elsewhere
with an example to rellect on, whether or not it finds its r 
way onto the agenda or their next committee meetingj 

David Bouchi~r tought .•ocinlogy at the Uni•·usity of 
Ess~:r until last yttar. lie is now a writer living n~ar 
Nr..- York City. 



l5'i1 UNIVERSITYOFMINNESOTA 

January 28, 1987 

To: Ellen Berscheid 

From: Edward Foster 

Re: Academic Review of Service Units 

Office of the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs and Provost 
213 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 625-0051 

You asked for a note outlining the discussion I had with the Senate Planning Committee on how to 
achieve faculty review of the plans of academic support units and service units. 

The cleanest approach would be to include this task in the charge to the Advisory Task Force now 
being organized, and draft 5 of the charge to the task force does that. The potential problem in 
doing so is that the task force might be overwhelmed with too much work. The mechanism 
proposed by the Planning Committee to mitigate the problem is to designate a subcommittee of the 
Task Force to review service units, and to draw in as members of the subcommittee academic 
administrators and students who would serve on the subcommittee but not as members of the full 
committee. 

Of course the organizational issue will have to be considered by the Task Force, and it might be that 
they will be unable to deal with the extra work, even if we bring in additional subcommittee 
members. I have already had signals that the work of the Task Force should be finished by June 
15, and it may be impossible to meet that deadline and still give careful consideration to the plans of 
the service units. But given your interest and ours in having the Task Force look at the whole 
campus, I would like to try. 

cc: Roger Benjamin 
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January 27, 1987 

To: President 
Vice Presidents 

! 

Office of the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs and Provost 
213 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

. (612) 625-0051 

Academic Affairs Planning Committee 

From: Edward Foster 

Re: Attached revised draft, charge to the advisory task force on planning 

For those of you who are able to keep track, this latest revision (draft 5) is changed in three main 
ways from draft 3: 

• It reduces three charges to one, in order to emphasize the committee's responsibility to 
produce recommendations on campus-wide priorities. 

• It folds academic support and service units into the process. 

• Because recommendations on service units outside Academic Affairs will require discussion 
with all other vice presidents, it changes the document back to the form of a charge from 
Roger to the Task Force members, indicating that he will then meet with other vice 
presidents to formulate final recommendations to the President 

Please let me or Roger know if you have concerns about the revision, preferably by February 3. 

Thank you. 
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DRAFTS 
January 27, 1987 

CHARGE TO THE TASK FORCE ON PLANNING 

CHARGE: Make recommendations on campus-wide program priorities to the Office of the 

Provost. Colleges, academic support units and service units have each been asked to construct 

their own priorities. The Task Force is asked to provide recommendations for campus-wide 

priorities; recommendations may include reorganization of the priorities within colleges and service 

units as well as the setting of relative priorities across units. In order to do this you will probably 

want to review some dewils of changes in individual progra..~s and departments; but it is not 

intended that the task force become deeply involved in the details of each unit plan; rather you are 

asked to form a perspective on broad issues of academic policy. 

The most important issue in formulating priorities is to form a judgment as to whether or not the 

University is moving toward a significant improvement in the quality of its programs, each judged 

in terms of its own mission. Priorities should be formulated in light of Commitment to Focus and 

the principles enunciated in the instructions to colleges, academic support units and service units 

summarized in the Strategy for Focus documents. The Task Force is asked to consider the 

following aspects of the University's overall program, to be sure that its own recommendations and 

the college priorities take them into proper account: 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

faculty development 

research 

undergraduate education 

graduate and professional education 

interdisciplinary programs 

international programs 

programs that directly serve the state and region through teaching, transfer of technology 
or other direct service 

affirmative action . 

Recommendations concerning campus-wide priorities and priorities within colleges and service 

units may fall within the following categories (in the list below, a "program" is intended to 

mean any coherent activity or set of activities): 
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• creation of a new program 

• increase in expenditures for a program 

• maintenance of a program at its current level 

• consolidation or merger of programs 

• reduction in expenditures for a program, and 

• elimination of a program. 

DRAFTS 

January 27, 1987 

When budgetary shifts are recommended, either between or within units, the first set of 

recommendations should be based on an assumption of a balanced budget: increases in one part of 

the budget should be offset by decreases elsewhere. If the Task Force wishes to also indicate its 

priorities for a 5% increase in the overall academic budget, those recommendations would be 

welcomed. Recommendations on any policy issues that do not translate into budgetary priorities 

but which arise during the course of your review of priorities would also be welcomed. 

Recommendations should be submitted in a written report to the Office of the Provost in June. 

IN ORDER TO CARRY OUT THIS CHARGE, THE TASK FORCE SHOULD: 

Review the plans of Twin Cities colleges, academic support and service units. The review will 

require examination of college and other unit plans from two vantage points: first to understand the 

implications of the separate plans for the University's total program, and second to review the 

individual plans given that background. 

Meet with deans, directors, committees,faculty and staff as needed. During review of college and 

other unit documents, Task Force subcommittees are encouraged to meet with appropriate 

individuals to clarify any information presented. The goal is to have the Task Force spend a 

majority of meeting time in informed deliberations in order to approach consensus on the 

recommendations for priorities. 

PROSPECTIVE OUTCOMES OF THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS: 

College deans and directors of service units will be given the opportunity to respond to Task Force 

recommendations. I will meet with other academic vice presidents (Agriculture, Forestry and 

Home Economics, and Health Sciences) to formulate recommendations on academic programs, and 

with other relevant vice presidents to formulate recommendations on service programs; these will 
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fmally be submitted to the President and Regents. 

DRAFTS 

January 27, 1987 

THE TIME COMMITMENT REQUIRED: The review will be·tightly scheduled. College 

and service unit documents will be submitted by the end of March, 1987. Copies will be 

distributed to Committee members immediately. Depending on the Task Force's own decisions 

regarding organization, most of the task will probably be delegated to subcommittees; however 

each member will be expected carefully to review each plan. A rough time estimate suggests that 

the committee will require approximately a half-timt', commitment during the Spring term: 15-20 

hours per week, plus some additional time for study of the plans submitted and for drafting reports. 

Ex officio members would not be expected to participate in subcommittees. 

SUPPORT FOR TASK FORCE MEMBERS: To help faculty members rearrange their 

schedules, the Office of the Provost will provide funds to each regular member's academic 

department. The funds might be used, in conjunction with course reassignments, to release the 

(.., member from departmental responsibilities or to assist him or her in other ways. 

Staff support and expenses for the Task Force will be provided by the Office of the Provost. 

Support needs for the subcommittees will be reviewed when they are organized; in view of the total 

number of meetings it will not be possible for a regular employee of the Office of the Provost to 

attend each meeting of each subcommittee. 

Roger Benjamin, 
Provost and Vice President 
for Academic Affairs 
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N307 Elliott Hall 
75 East River Road 

, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone: (612) 626-1850 

February 28, 1987 

To: Ron Phillips, Chair (Faculty; Senate Consultative Committee) 
Steve Heppelmann (Academic Professional) 
David Lenander (Student; Business and Rules Committee Chair) 
Michael Rodriguez (Student; Morris Campus) 
Muriel Ryden (Faculty; Committee on Equal Employment Opportunity 

for Women) 
Myrna Smith (Academic Administrative; Academic Staff Advisory 

Council) 
George Shapiro (Faculty; Committee on Committees) 
Robert Kudrle (Faculty) 
Shirley Doyle (Academic Professional) 

From: Ellen Berscheid 

Re: 

Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 

Subcommittee on Academic Professional and Administrative class 
representation in the Senate and the Campus Assembly 

The Senate Consultative Committee (SCC) would greatly appreciate 
ycur serving on an extended subcommittee to consider whether Academic 
Professional and Administrative Staff (AP&A) participation in the Senate 
and Twin Cities Campus Assembly system ought to be increased. 

Last spring, following Senate and Assembly approval of regularizing 
civil service membership on additional Senate and Assembly committees, 
Gregory Fox, chair of the Academic Professional and Administrative Staff 
Advisory Council, wrote SCC asking that the Senate consider increasing 
the participation available to AP&A employees. The constitutions of 
the Senate and Assembly now limit AP&A representation in the governance 
system to "academic professionals who hold continuous, probationary, 
or fixed terms of two years or more in length." These number, very roughly, 
125. The total number of University staff in the categories of Academic 
Administrative (93xx) and Academic Professional (97xx) is approximately 
2215. It should be noted that many academic administrators (e.g., department 
chairs and heads, deans and associate deans) also hold faculty rank and 
are eligible to participate in the election of senators. 

The Senate numbers 241 (including the 19 SCC members who are voting, 
ex officio Senate members), of whom 157 are faculty or academic professionals 
and 84 are students. For election purposes, faculty and eligible academic 
professionals are presently treated as a single constituency within their 
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respective colleses. Thus, when an academic professional serves in 
the Senate or on a committee it is in place of, rather than in addition 
to, a faculty member. 

The principle we ask the subcommittee specifically to consider is 
whether AP&A people ought to have a voice in all Senate and Assembly 
areas except the Tenure and Judicial Committees. In last year's discussions 
of extending civil service representation, the sec decided to be guided 
by the question of whether that class of employees had a vested interest 
in the work of any given committee. We ask you to consider whether that 
question should also guide any expansion of AP&A representation. Attached 
is a copy of the constitution, bylaws and rules of the Senate and the 
Assembly. These documents include the duties and responsibilities of 
each committee. 

Without anticipating the substance of the committee's deliberations, 
we can imagine you might decide that representation from the AP&A class 
ought to be increased. If you do so, however, you should be aware that 
faculty are concerned that there is neither a clear nor a strong faculty 
voice at this University. Thus, we would want you to consider whether 
additional AP&A representation, insofar as committees are concerned, 
when taken together with the additional civil service representation 
on committees enacted last year, would serve to decrease unduly the faculty 
voice and its representation, as well as the student voice and its representation. 

The committee might also consider recommending a change in the manner 
of determining AP&A membership in the Senate, such as by increasing the 
eligible pool and at the same time creating an AP&A category in the Senate 
separate from the faculty category. We would want the subcommittee also 
to consider whether that, too, would unduly decrease or dilute faculty 
and student voice and representation. 

We should like to have your recommendations concerning the process 
by which the University community ought to resolve the relevant points. 
For example, should the Consultative Committee at some point take a resolution 
to the Senate to approve in principle an increase in the AP&A representation? 
If so, should that be combined with a motion for other reapportionment 
of Senate membership? Should the Committee on Committees at some point 
be asked to play a role? 

You should also know that Dr. Betty Robinett, Associate Vice President 
for Academic Affairs, has made a strong argument against the appropriateness 
of any governance role for members of the academic administrative ranks. 
We urge you to call on her to present the rationale directly to you. 
You would also find in her assistant, Ann Bailly, a valuable resource 
person, as she has a detailed awareness of the composition of the AP&A 
ranks. 

An attached chart shows the current make-up of the committees of 
the Senate and Campus Assembly. The Senate and Assembly constitutions 
prescribe the faculty/academic professional and student memberships of 
these governance bodies. A third attachment shows the AP&A ranks by 
number, title, and population. 
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For purposes of this study, we believe you can disregard the Minnesota 
Extension Service ranks (96xx). The unit has 24 regular tenure-track 
and tenured faculty and 47 academic professionals who are eligible for 
Senate participation. Most of the other people in 96xx are county extension 
agents; they are not campus-based, and most of their salaries are paid 
by their counties. The professorial part of their titles is secondary. 
Two of the 97xx ranks are very irregular: Lecturer (9753) and Teaching 
Specialist (9754) . People in these ranks are hired on a quarter-by-quarter 
basis. Altogether you will notice, as you study the rank titles, that 
the range of positions classified as academic professional and administrative 
is extremely diverse. 

We ask you to report your recommendations and comments regarding 
the principles you agree upon, or regarding further study of the issue 
by other bodies, to the Senate Consultative Committee by May 22. 

On behalf of the Consultative Committee, I thank you for undertaking 
this task. Professor Phillips will be in touch with you to arrange the 
first meeting. If you cannot serve, please call Meredith Poppele in 
the sec office at 626-1850. 

c: Shirley Clark 
Associate Chair, SCC 

Roy St. Laurent, 
Chair, Student SCC 

Andy Seitel 
Vice Chair, Student SCC 

Greg Fox 
Chair, Academic Prof. & Admin. Staff Advisory Council 

Betty Robinett 
Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs 

Roger Benjamin 
Academic Vice President and Provost 

Kenneth Keller 
President 

Attachments: 

Fox letter of 6/3/86 
Chart of current membership of Senate and Assembly committees 
Senate Constitution, Bylaws & Rules 
Assembly Constitution, Bylaws & Rules 
Table of AP&A ranks, titles, and populations (10/14/86). 


