
 Minutes∗ 
 
 Faculty Consultative Committee 
 January 3, 1991 
 
 
Present: Warren Ibele (chair), Thomas Clayton, W. Andrew Collins, Paul Holm, Norman Kerr, J. 

Bruce Overmier, Thomas Scott, Charlotte Striebel, James VanAlstine, Shirley Zimmerman 
 
Guests: Geoff Gorvin (Footnote), President Nils Hasselmo, Geoffrey Maruyama, Barbara Muesing 

(Regents' Office), Maureen Smith (Brief) 
 
 
1.   Continued Discussion, Reallocation 
 
 The Committee took up the subject of reallocation, following the comments and exchanges with 
the President at the meeting of SCC immediately preceding.   
 
 Committee members spent time discussing the plans of one of the colleges and its implications.  
When it is proposed that a department be dissolved, individual faculty members should be given options--
beyond what the dean decrees--on where they might go. 
  
 There are two reasons why this principle should obtain, it was said.  First, there was an implicit 
promise to a faculty member, when they were brought to the University, that they would work in an 
environment which would foster their research; if they are to continue to be productive and enthusiastic 
they should have some role in their future.  Second, they are the ones who best know where they can 
continue to make their best contributions to the University--a judgment validated when there is another 
program willing to take them. 
 
 The problem created is that there will be shifts of line-items across college and vice presidential 
lines.  Will the receiving unit be required to give up a line item to pay for the transferring individual?  Or 
will the colleges be realigned?  This is an important question; the colleges should not be permitted to 
retain the line item when a faculty member transfers to another unit.  And there must be a "receiver 
evaluation" when any transfer occurs. 
 
 Committee members speculated on a number of units which could be combined and consolidated.  
It was agreed that the administration should be pressed on issues related to these units. 
 
 There was discussion of the principles which should obtain for faculty transfers which would 
provide equity for the individual and for the institution as it realigns itself.  Given that tenure is in the 
University, one proposal (which will be discussed at greater length at the next meeting) included the 
provisos that when a unit is disestablished the line item should attach the faculty member, and the faculty 
should be able to go to any unit where he or she is welcomed. 
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 One possible problem is that the faculty member wishes to go to a department, and the department 
is willing to receive him or her, but the department is one to which the college does not wish to devote 
additional resources. 
 
 Line items, it was noted, can be protected.  The transfer of a line item could be designated as only 
for the duration of the faculty member holding the appointment; at departure or retirement the line could 
revert to the original college. 
 
 One Committee member commented that the process of transfer for a faculty member can be 
degrading; they must often go around "hat in hand" looking for a department.  Could the process be made 
easier?  Another replied, however, that the search and assessment process conveys information to the 
University about the demand for the expertise and the importance that domain is accorded; no department 
will want to commit to an individual who will represent a net loss for it.  Some people may have received 
bad advice or were inappropriately advanced; it will be unpleasant "but the piper has to be paid."  Even 
giving faculty the opportunity to go "hat in hand," moreover, may be better than the alternative, that is, 
assignment by the dean, unless options are provided or permitted. 
 
 One arrangement which has worked in the past is for the dean's office to determine a series of 
likely home departments for a faculty member and check to learn if the units are willing to accept the 
person.  Then when the faculty members go to the department they go knowing they will be accepted by 
any of the three or four units.  The faculty member can then exercise choice on where he or she will go.  
The sorting and winnowing goes on in advance, under the aegis of the dean's office. 
 
 One Committee member observed that the relocation problems for the coordinate campuses are 
more substantial than those for the Twin Cities campus; an individual must move not only to a new 
academic department but also must move their family and purchase a new home.  Will the University buy 
vacated housing?  Moreover, the requirements for tenure at Crookston and Waseca are substantially 
different than for the Twin Cities; research is a minor part of the responsibilities and usually consists of 
developing teaching materials.  Counterpart departments on the Twin Cities campus would not 
necessarily be interested in such faculty members because they will not bring the required research 
credentials.  The Committee might wish to take up these questions with the President. 
 
 One suggestion made was that there might be inter-system transfers.  If the State were to declare 
that there will be campuses closed but that no faculty would lose their jobs, it could realign the systems 
and facilitate movement by faculty to the most appropriate institution.  There is, however, no central 
office in Minnesota higher education powerful enough to effect such a change. 
 
2.   Report on Activities in Response to Racist Incidents in Bailey and Frontier Halls 
 
 Professor Ibele next turned to Professor Collins for a report on meetings in which he has been 
involved.  
  
 Professor Collins reported that the President had expressed a desire to hold a convocation, during 
which classes would be dismissed; discussions with students caused it to be scheduled on January 14, the 
first day of Martin Luther King Week.  He attended the two meetings held thus far of the committee 
charged with organizing the convocation.  It has been decided that fifth hour classes will be excused on 
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the Minneapolis campus (12:20 - 1:10) and fourth, fifth, and sixth hours on the St. Paul Campus.  What 
will occur during that "time out" is not yet clear; whatever it is will be in Northrop and will be televised 
around the campus and to the coordinate campuses. 
 
 It was suggested that events, especially those January 21, should be publicized widely; Professor 
Collins said there are plans to publicize many of the events for Martin Luther King Week.  There was 
also a question if non-University people have been involved; Professor Collins affirmed that there will be 
a number of individuals from the community participating in the events. 
 
 Some concern was expressed that the scale and nature of the events being planned might possibly 
provoke some of the very behavior being denigrated--without appropriate deterrence or sanctions 
available.  It was the sense of the Committee that the prominence of the program was a necessary prelude 
to efforts in progress by other groups to address various aspects of the campus environment and diversity. 
 
3.   Report on the Meeting of Big Ten Faculty Leaders in Indianapolis 
 
 Professor Ibele next asked Professor Scott to report on the meetings of Big Ten faculty leaders he 
had attended last November.  (A summary of the discussions had been circulated to the Committee 
earlier.) 
 
 The event was in large part a sharing of experiences, Professor Scott reported.  There are 
substantial differences in campus structures and histories, however, and it is therefore difficult to always 
extract lessons from the experiences of others.  Learning of the common problems and concerns, 
however, is useful; two of those are undergraduate education and accountability (both student outcomes 
and faculty post-tenure evaluations).  Also of concern is the increasing number of ties between 
universities and industry. 
 
 There were two items which came out of the meeting.  First, there is interest in a joint meeting of 
Presidents and faculty governance/Senate leaders in the Spring; the President of the University of Iowa 
has invited both groups to such a meeting.  Second, there was interest in having the campus groups adopt 
a resolution, developed at the meeting, on the importance of teaching.  The point of the resolution, in 
part, is that the faculty governance leaders of the Big Ten universities express concern and interest in the 
importance of teaching at these kinds of institutions.  (It was agreed that the teaching resolution would be 
circulated to the Committee.) 
 
 Illinois, he reported, has proposed to modify its tenure code so that a faculty member must be 
productive in two of the three areas of teaching, research, and service.  The change is intended to address 
the multiple missions of research universities and to sort out faculty responsibilities; the intent is to 
reduce the spreading of talents and resources too thinly.   
 
 At the time of the meeting, only Wisconsin and Minnesota have expressed any interest in the 
question of ROTC policies vis-a-vis sexual orientation. 
 
 There was also general discussion about intercollegiate athletics at the Big Ten meeting.  The 
Committee also considered the Report of the President to the Board of Regents concerning intercollegiate 
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athletics and the recommendations of the Page-Merwin committee, in particular the structure of 
budgeting of intercollegiate athletics. 
 
4.   Report from the Faculty Legislative Liaison 
 
 Professor Ibele turned next to Professor Maruyama for a report on his perceptions of the legislative 
prospects and plans for contact with legislators. 
 
 It appears, Professor Maruyama reported, that the Governor's budget will not be issued until 
February, which will only serve to prolong concerns.  It will, therefore, be difficult for legislators to 
know what they will work on before that (unless they decide on rescission).  He said that he will continue 
to organize get-togethers between faculty and legislators; the (twelve) districts in the metropolitan area 
with single-party legislators will be targeted and an attempt will be made to have all three legislators 
present.  These meetings have been useful in the past and serve primarily to educate the legislators about 
the University.  The optimal time for the meetings would be January or February. 
 
 One issue that the faculty will probably push, Professor Maruyama said, is unfunded student aid 
requested by HECB.  One of the problems underlying discussions of student costs is that HECB formulae 
do not recognize the actual costs of being a student--so the students end up working, which takes them 
out of school and means they pay more for school over a longer period. 
 
5.   Discussion with President Hasselmo 
 
 Professor Ibele welcomed the President to the meeting and began the discussion by reviewing the 
comments earlier in the meeting about units and departments which might be combined or consolidated.  
The President said that the units identified in the FCC discussion were part of the reallocation plans; he 
reported that the college plans include intercollegiate reallocation.  Some of the plans can also be phased 
in over time--but it would be known that by 1995 or 1997 there will be a single department of X and 
personnel decisions can be made accordingly. 
 
 Professor Ibele also reported to the President on the discussion about implications of transfer of 
faculty members between units.  The President commented that the University has an obligation to 
continue the employment of the faculty member under conditions which are as compatible as possible 
with the faculty member's expertise.  There will need to be a lot of negotiating, in each case, and units 
will have to be flexible, but faculty members cannot be carried in unproductive environments.   
 
 It was noted that any dean will be willing to accept a faculty member if he or she comes with 
funding; if it costs the college a line item there will be a disposition to look much more closely and 
carefully at the individual.  A dean will, equally, be unwilling to phase out a unit and its faculty if the 
college will lose the line items.  Sometimes it will be necessary to phase a unit out; the question becomes 
the degree to which the faculty member is consulted about the appropriate home department. 
 
 The President's attention was also called to the particular problems associated with transfers of 
faculty among campuses.  He said there are no plans to deal with the sale of homes in a community; he 
expressed the hope that there would be a minimum of such cases and that they could be resolved on an 
individual basis as they arise. 
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 The President was asked if there have been any discussions among the system heads about the 
systems might work together, as units are phased out, to share faculty more effectively.  There are no 
formal agreements, he said, but meaningful consolidation will require action across systems.  The 
President agreed that the Governor may make some proposals along these lines.  He also voiced support 
for continuation of the cooperative model among the systems rather than increasing the authority of 
HECB. 
 
 An inquiry was posed about how searches would be affected if a faculty member is transferred 
from one unit to another.  The President said that some opportunities for national searches may be 
eliminated because of the need to reassign faculty members.  He agreed that this might provoke lawsuits--
but a failure to reassign could also engender a lawsuit.  "Opportunities to be sued seem to be plentiful 
these days," he added. 
 
 The President was informed about the exchange with Senior Vice President Kuhi about the extent 
to which the central administration is overseeing the college plans for their "conceptual consistency with 
the University's global view of itself and its mission."  He was urged to test all of the college plans 
against the several criteria that were laid out as well as against the mission of the University in the 
broadest sense. The President said that the administration is trying to do this; the deans and vice 
presidents have been asked to do so as well.  He also expressed the hope that faculty members will be 
willing to look at alternative organizational structures to carry out the institutional missions; in many 
cases it will not be a question of phasing out an activity but rather of changing the organizational 
structure under which the faculty operate. 
 
 The President also suggested that the reallocation process should be thought of as the first wave of 
changes.  The University will be involved over the next several years in a continuing evaluation and 
restructuring process.  It will be necessary to evaluate what is done and, where necessary, backtrack.  The 
considerable financial and political pressures on the University to demonstrate change cannot drive it 
away from making the changes that will take it in the right direction.  "We have occasionally already 
barked up the wrong tree, I think, and must have a process where we can re-evaluate these things."  And 
the University, one Committee member commented, may simply have to live with some mistakes it 
makes, sad as that may be. 
 
 The future of the Associate of Arts degree was raised; the President said that the proposal before 
HECB has been tabled (until April) in light of current circumstances.  Generally, the future of the 
Crookston campus will depend on regional planning on the provision of educational opportunities in the 
Northwest.  There is a role for Crookston and the AA degree is compatible with the regional plans but 
coordination with the other systems is necessary.  The discussion will continue, both internally and with 
the Technical College system. 
 
 The President assured the Committee that those units identified in the plans for reduction or 
combination or elimination will have opportunities to make their case.  The Board of Regents is planning 
an open forum; FCC, he suggested, might wish to hold such a session as well. 
 
 The President told the Committee, in response to a question, said that in some instances 
previously-laid plans, in a few units, will be altered--and the administration will be quite explicit about 
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why the changes must be made.  But previous plans, in many cases, will be continued.  The University is 
doing everything it can with the legislature, the President said, to ensure that it will continue to be able to 
plan its future; there are continuous contacts with the legislature and with the members of the new 
administration.  The President also affirmed that there will be aggressive attempts to obtain faculty and 
staff salary increases. 
 
 The President was asked if the University had taken any position on faculty salaries as against 
allocations for new faculty positions.  The two senior vice presidents have expressed the view that 
reallocated funds should not be used for salary increases, a view that he generally shares.  There is a 
rumor that there will be a hiring freeze by the State; this is a blunt instrument which he hopes can be 
avoided and said he hoped that the critical needs of the University could be met, both in salary and 
retention. 
 
 Asked about whether or not the colleges have been discriminating in their plans (rather than 
proposing across-the-board cuts), the President said he was impressed by the seriousness and 
judiciousness with which proposals have been made.  The cuts are not proposed to be across-the-board 
nor has there been any sign of game-playing (such as retrenching a unit which could not possibly be 
eliminated).  There is not, however, consensus on the directions in which the University should move. 
 
 Professor Ibele again thanked the President for his time. 
 
6.   Discussion 
 
 The Committee concluded, after considerable discussion, that it did not wish to have its own open 
forum on reallocation.  The faculty, through Footnote, should be informed of the Regents' forum and also 
told that they could and should write to the Board of Regents if they have comments about the plans.  
Copies of any comments, it was agreed, should be sent to Professor Ibele as well [at 125 Mechanical 
Engineering]. 
 
 On the question of treatment of faculty in units which are to be combined or eliminated, it was 
agreed that a proposed resolution will be taken up at the next meeting of FCC.  How these faculty will 
fare in light of tenure code provisions will also need to be addressed (which require a vote of the tenured 
faculty in a "receiving" department in order for a faculty member from another unit to be accepted).  The 
administration should be reminded that these provisions of the tenure code will have to be dealt with. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 2:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


	Faculty Consultative Committee

