
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































dent for academic affairs, all the best in his new position as chancellor of the
University of Massachusetts, Amherst.

VIli. ADJOURNMENT
Appendix 1
UNIVERSITY SENATE
ELECTED MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES, 1979-80

(key to unit codes follows membership lists)

ELECTED FACULTY MEMBERS
Unit Term

Adams, Carl ............. 03 77-80 Darby, David ............ 31  77-80
Adams, Russell S., Jr..... 01 79-82 Davis, H. Ted ............ 21 78-81
Anderson, Robert K. ..... 20 77-80 Desborough, Sharon ....01. 77-80
Andrews, William ........ 25 77-80 Drage, Charles .......... 16 77-80
Awad, Essam............ 16  78-81 Egan, Ellen ............. 18 78-81
Baizerman, Michael ..... 12 77-80 Egertson, Kenneth....... 01 77-80
Bakdash, M. Bashar ..... 05 77-80 Eicher, Joanne .......... 12 78-81
Bales, Kent ............. 14  79-82 Eidman, Vernon R. ...... 01 79-82
Barber, Donald .......... 20 78-81 Ellefson, Paul ........... 09 78-81
Barber, Laird ............ 17 79-82 Epley, Richard J. ........ 01 79-82
Beck, Robert H. ......... 07 77-80 Freier, Phyllis S.......... 21 77-80
Benjamin, Roger ........ 14 78-81 Frenkel, Albert .......... 02 77-80
Berscheid, Ellen......... 14  78-81 Garetz, Floyd............ 16 78-81
Blackmore, John ........ 01 77-80 Gatewood, Lael ......... 16 77-80
Blackshear, Perry L., Jr. .21 79-82 Gauger, Ronald R........ 30 79-82
Bloedel, James .......... 16 77-80 Gentry, William .......... 16 79-82
Bloomfield, Victor ....... 02 78-81 Glenn, Allen D. .......... 07 79-82
Boman, Thomas......... 29 77-80 Godzich, Wladslaw ...... 14 79-82
Borich, Patrick J. ........ 26 77-80 Goldstein, Sheldon ...... 07 79-82
Bouchard, Thomas J. .... 14 79-82 Goodman, Lawrence E. .. 21  78-81
Boyce, William .......... 30 77-80 Gore, Warren ........... 01 78-81
**Brasted, Robert ......... 21 77-80 *Grambsch, Paul ......... 03 79-80
Brede, Caroline ......... 13 79-82 Gremmels, James ....... 17  78-81
Brothen, Thomas ........ 10 78-81 Grohs, Roy .............. 17 78-81
Brown, Alan............. 08 78-81 Grosch, Audrey ......... 24 78-81
Brown, David M. ........ 16 78-81 Hage, George S.......... 14 79-82
Cardwell, Vernon ........ 01 78-81 Ham, George ............ 01 77-80
Carter, Roy E. ........... 14 79-80 Hanley, Mary ............ 24 77-80
Cavert, Mead ............ 16 77-80 Hansen, Evelyn.......... 10 77-80
Chambers, Clarke ....... 14 79-81 Hansen, L. Sunny ....... 07 77-80
Christenson, Dick ....... 04 79-82 Hein, Andrew J. ......... 11 78-81
Clark, John P. ........... 14 79-80 Hendricks, Lewis ........ 09 78-81
Clayton, Thomas S....... 14  79-80 Herman, William ......... 02 77-80
Conant, Jonathan B. ..... 31 79-82 Hirschbach, Frank D. .... 14  79-81
Cooper, Laura........... 13 77-80 Hirsh, Merle . ............ 17  78-81
Cooperman, David ....... 14 79-82 Hobbie, Russell K. ....... 21 78-81
Corcoran, Mary E. ....... 07 77-80 Hodgkins, Emmett....... 04 78-81
Cox, Victor.............. 23 79-82 Holt, Robert T. .......... 14 79-82
Dahlstrom, Helen ........ 16  78-81 House, Peggy A.......... 07 78-81
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Howe, John .............. 14
Humphreys, Roberta ..... 21
Huntley, Tom ............ 32
Hurwicz, Leonid.......... 14
Isbin, Herbert S........... 21
Jesswein, Wayne A. ...... 28
Johnson, Glenice ........ 04
Kahn, Donald W. ......... 21
Keck, Steven ............. 05
Kelly, Richard ............ 24
Keyes, Harvey B. ......... 21
Klaurens, Mary K. ........ 07
Krivitz, William ........... 16
Krogstad, Bilanchard ..... 31
Kumar, K.S. P......... .. 21
Larson, Roger ........... 10
Leuschen, Wiltiam E. ..... 27
Levang, Lewis ........... 31
Lindsay, Malcoim |........ 15
Lukasweycz, Omelan A. .. 32
Mansfield, Elaine .. ....... 18
McCubbin, Hamilton ..... 12
Means, Lora ............. 25

Meyers, Susan S.......... 26

Miller, Daniel ............ 19
Moller, Karlind ........... 05
Mooney, Harold M. ....... 21
Moore, Shirley G. ........ 07
Morris, Howard .......... 01
Moulton, Robert ......... 14
Murphy, Paul L. .......... 14
Nelson, Stanley .......... 25
Newman, John ........... 23
Olson, William ........... 23
Pandey, Rama ........... 33
Parker, John ............. 24
Pearsall, Thomas ......... 01
Peterson, William ........ 04
Prager, Stephen.......... 21

79-82
79-82
77-80
77-80
77-80
79-82
79-82
77-80
79-82
77-80
78-81
78-81
79-82
78-81
79-82
79-82
78-81
78-81
78-81
78-81
77-80
79-82
78-81
78-81
77-80
78-81
77-80
79-82
78-81
77-80
77-80
79-82
79-82
78-81
77-80
79-82
77-80
77-80
77-80

*Alternate for Mahmood Zaidi 79-80
**Also on Facuity Consultative Committee

Pratt, Douglas ........... 02
Prince, James ........... 16
Quie, Paul .............. 16
Rasmusson, Donald C.... 01
“*Robinett, Betty W. ....... 14
Rose, Gordon D. ........ 26
Roufs, Timothy .......... 31
Rust, Joseph W. ......... 27
Sawchuk, Ronald........ 19
Schofield, William ....... 16
Shannon, Terrie ......... 29
Shively, W. Phillips ...... 14
Simmons, Roberta....... 14
Skaggs. Richard H. ...... 14
Snoke, Martin ........... 07
Sorauf, Frank J. ......... 14
Spector, Janet .......... 14
Spelsberg, Thomas ...... 15
Spencer, Robert......... 14
Stein, Marvin L. ......... 21
Stephanopoulos, George . 21
Sullivan, Constance ... .. 14
Sutton, Everett .......... 14
Tamminen, Armas ....... 29
Tellegen, Auke .......... 14
Thompson, Larry ........ 31
Ulstrom, Robert ......... 16
Walker, Paul ............ 05
Wallace, John R. ........ 14
Wang, Yang............. 16
Ward, Gilbert............ 23
Warner, William ......... 21
Welch, Wayne W......... 07
Weller, Milton W. ..., ... 0t
Wertz, John E. .......... 21
Wharton, Keith .......... 01
Williams, C. Arthur ...... 03
Zimmerman, William, Jr. . 21

FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

Blake, George R.
Brasted, Robert
Eaton, Marcia

Glick, Wendell (UMD)
Melsa, Cleon (UMC)

Morrison, Fred

Purple, Richard (Chr.)
Robinett, Betty (ex officio)

Schletzer, Vera
Scriven, L. E.

Spring, W. D. (UMM)

Term
77-80
79-82
79-82
77-80
79-80
77-80
77-80
79-80
78-81
78-81
78-81
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79-82
77-80
79-82
79-82
79-82
79-82
77-80
79-82
78-81
78-81
78-81
78-81
78-81
79-82
79-82
79-82
78-81
78-81
78-81
79-82
79-82
78-81
79-80
79-80
77-80
79-82
79-82
77-80
77-80
79-82
78-80
78-81
78-81
79-82
79-82
77-80
79-82
77-80



Aker, Donna
Albertson, Vernon D.
Alexander, John F.
Anderson, J. Edward
Anderson, V. Elving
Atassi, M. Zouhair
Bacig, Thomas
Banerjee, Subir K.
Benson, Alice
Brantner, John
Breene, William M.
Brenner, Mark L.
Brissett, Dennis
Bruininks, Robert H.
Brutger, James H.
Burgstahler, Sylvan
Campbell, Charles F.
Cardozo, Richard N.
Carr, Charles
Charvat, Iris
Coggins, Chere C.
Collins, Terence
Copa, George H.
Crookston, Kent R.
Davis, Margaret
Day, Michael D.
Dempsey, Mary
Diesch, S. L.
Dimian, Fawzi
Dworkin, Martin
Dixit, Padamakar
Driggs, Truman
Dufty, Douglas
Dylla, Sandra
Eagon, John A.
Erdman, Arthur G.
Fabes, Eugene B.
Fant, Jesse E.
Fenton, Eleanor
Fenton, Stuart W.
Foglesong, Hubert
Foreman, Gertrude
Fratzke, Mel
Gayotte, Roland
Gemeinhardt, William
Gerberich, William W.
Goldman, Jay R.
Graves, Richard C.
Gray, Gary R.

Grim, Eugene
Gulliver, Robert 1l
Hamilton, David
Hanisch, Edward
Hedin, Thomas F.
Hinding, Andrea

ELECTED FACULTY ALTERNATES
Alternates are elected for a 1-year term.

Unit
02
21

Hoelmer, Kathryn
Hoffman, Sharon
Hogenkamp, Henricies
Hopp, Ralph
Howey, Kenneth R.
Huber, Matthew J.
Hunter, Alan G.
Jellison, Judith A.
Jessup, Paul F.
Jevne, Robert
Johnson, C. Anderson
Karon, Bernard
Kellogg, Theodore E.
Kim, Hyung K.
Kingsley, G. Gordon
Klausner, Jeffrey
Kronenberg, Richard
Lambert, Robert F.
Larson, Paut L.
Lauer, Florian I.
Leman, Allen

Levitt, Seymour
Lindahi, Thomas
Linnell, Barbara
Mariani, Toni
Marshak, Marvin
McGinnis, Barbara
McKinnell, Robert
Messer, Harold
Miller, Beverly
Mullan, Louise
Munson, Shirley
Nagle, Virginia
Newstrand, Lois
Ollenburger, Alvin
Otterby, Donaid E.
Perman, Victor
Pomeroy, B. S.
Rabas, David L.
Reynolds, Maynard C.
Ruth, George
Seljeskog, Edward
Seltzer, Miriam
Simmons, Steve R.
Smith, Ralph E.
Stauffer, Edward
Stuewer, Roger H.
Swanson, Jean P.
Thompson, Roby, Jr.
Van Dyke, Russell A.
Walker, Arnold
Walser, Mary
Warnes, Dennis
Wegren, Thomas J.
Weiseness, Mary
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Wheaton, Jonathan E. 01
Wilcox, Clifford L. 27

Wood, Frank 07
Wright, Hubert, Jr. 21

The following units define their pools of alternates as any faculty member from
within their units eligible to vote for senators:

Business and Economics (UMD)
Crookston

Dentistry

Fine Arts (UMD)

Forestry

Law

Liberal Arts

Public Health

Social Development (UMD)

ELECTED STUDENT MEMBERS — as of June 13, 1979
Students are elected for a 1-year term.

Unit
Allen, Tracy 14
Anderson, Beverly 31
Bates, Julie 22
Berg, Colin 01
Berman, Mark 21
Bevard, Lise 07
Brown, Alan 10
Brown, Cheryli 14
Bugbee, John 31
Carlson, Paul 03
Claessens, John 08
Coleman, Brendan 14
Cromer, John 25
Erickson, Kathy 14
Grey, Teri 10
Harty, Timothy M. 08
Hernandez, Juan 16
Hess, Greg D. 08
Hollinger, Lynda Ann 14
Hosch, Lark 08
Jurgens, Wayne 25
Kaiser, Margaret 14

Additional student senators to be named.

Unit

Keller, Liz 14
Krueger, Elise 14
Linden, Rick 11
McGinley, Sheila A. 08
McGowan, Perry 14
Meyer, Bruce 02
Mollenhoff, Lori 10
Nord, Judy 14
Nystrom, Carlye R. 08
Peterson, David C. 08
Peterson, Gary G. 08
Peterson, Polly 14
Plunkett, James 14
Reiva, Greg 21

Rogers, Renae 31

Schwartz, Lori 14
Seeley, Krishna 14
Sellgren, Julie 31

Senstad, Al 14
Thomas, Dianne 11

Urbanski, John 14
Vagnini-Ferrari, Marilyn 12

STUDENT CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

Carlson, Scott

Carlson, Steve

Cooke, Dick

1 Morris student to be named
1 Duluth student to be named

Pribyl, Sue
Weis, John
Werner, Brad (UMW)

ELECTED STUDENT ALTERNATES

Morris student alternates to be named
Waseca student alternates to be named

Any Twin Cities or Duluth campus student eligible to vote for senators may serve
as a student alternate member of the Senate.

UNIVERSITY SENATE UNIT CODES

Agriculture .......... ... o oL 01
Biological Sciences ............... 02
Business ............ ... ... ... 03
Crookston .................... ... 04
Dentistry .......................... 05
Education............. ... .. ... 07

Continuing Education and

Extension ....................... 08
Forestry ........ ... ... .......... 09
General College ................... 10
Graduate School .................. 11
Home Economics ................. 12
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Law ... 13
Liberal Arts ............ ... ... 14
Mayo ... i i 15
Medical School ................... 16
Morris . ... 17
NUrsing ...........co o 18
Pharmacy ......................... 19
Public Health ..................... 20
Technology, Institute of ............ 21
University College ................. 22
Veterinary Medicine ............... 23
Twin Cities Campus Libraries ...... 24

Waseca ........................... 25
Minnesota Agricultural

Extension Service ............... 26
Minnesota Agricultural

Experiment Station .............. 27
Business and Economics (UMD).... 28
Education (UMD) .................. 29
Fine Arts (UMD) ................... 30
Letters and Science (UMD)......... 31
Medicine (UMD) ................... 32
Social Development (UMD)......... 33

Appendix 2

ATTENDANCE OF MEMBERS

1978-79

The University Senate met five times during 1978-79.

Faculty

Adams, Carl R.
Anderson, Robert K.
Anderson, Sabra S.
Andrews, William
Awad, Essam A.
Baizerman, Michael
Bakdash, Bashar
Bales, Kent

Barber, Donald
Beck, Robert H.
Benjamin, Roger
Bersheid, Ellen
Blackmore, John
Blake, George
Bloedel, James R.
Bloomfield, Victor
Boman, Thomas
Borich, Patrick J.
Bouchard, Thomas J.
Boyce, William G.
Brasted, Robert
Brothen, Thomas F.
Brown, Alan
Brown, David M.
Brown, Virginia
Busch, Robert
Cardwell, Vernon
Cavert, H. Mead
Chambers, Clarke
Christenson, Richard
Clark, John P.

161

Notified Clerk
of Nonattendance
of Alternate

Attended Attended

4

W20 _ERN LN =R BEAPROOLON_LNONNE AW
—“ WOoOOOO—=-WONOO-0000O0OW—=N—O -

resigned

WL WO
O—-NOO



Coliins, Terry
Cooper, Laura
Corcoran, Mary E.
Dahlstrom, Helen M.
Darby, David

Davis, H. Ted
Desborough, Sharon
Donchenko, Adete K.
Drage, Charles
Drewes, Lester
Dykstra, Robert
Ederer, Grace Mary
Egan, Ellen
Egertson, Kenneth
Eicher, Joanne
Ellefson, Paul
Erickson, W. Bruce
Evans, Samuel
Fenton, Eleanor
Finch, Martin
Fredricks, M. Virginia
Freier, Phyllis S.
Frenkel, Albert W.
Garetz, Floyd K.
Gatewood, Lael C.
Goldstein, Richard

Goodman, Lawrence E.

Gore, Warren
Grau, Craig
Gremmels, James
Grohs, Roy
Grosch, Audrey
Ham, George
Hammond, Jerome
Hanley, Mary
Hansen, Evelyn U.
Hansen, L. Sunny
Hardy, Robert
Hein, Andrew J.
Henderson, Lavell M.
Henricks, Lewis
Herman, William
Hexter, Robert
Hirsh, Merle
Hirschbach, Frank D.
Hobbie, Russell
Hodgkins, Emmett
Holt, Robert T.
House, Peggy A.
Hoyt, John S.
Hurwicz, Leonid
Isbin, Herbert S.
Johnson, Paul E.
Josal, Wendell
Kahn, Donald
Kelly, Richard
Keynes, Harvey B.
Klaurens, Mary K.
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Krogstad, Blanchard
Lee, E. Bruce
Levang, Lewis

Liu, Benjamin
Lindsay, Malcolm |I.
Lueschen, William E.
Lukasewycz, Omelan A.
MacEachern, Donald
Mansfield, Elaine
Mantis, Homer
Meadows, Garland K.
Means, Lora
Meyers, Susan S.
Miller, Daniel

Moller, Karlind
Mooney, Harold M.
Morris, Howard
Moulton, Robert D.
Munson, Shirley
Murphy, Paul L.
Olson, William G:
Osier, Donald
Overmier, J. Bruce
Pandey, Rama
Pankake, Marcia
Pearsall, Thomas
Peterson, William
Poppelle, Richard E.
Prager, Stephen
Prince, James T.
Rathburn, Robert C.
Root, Michael D.
Roufs, Timothy
Sawchuk, Ronald
Schofield, William
Schwartz, Samuel
Schwartzberg, Joseph
Shannon, Terrie
Shively, W. Phillips
Simmons, Roberta
Smith, Arthur E.
Southall, Geneva H.
Spector, Janet
Speidel, Michael
Spelsberg, Thomas C.
Spencer, Robert
Steinmann, Martin
Storvick, David
Stuthman, Deon
Sugnet, Charles
Sullivan, Constance
Swan, Patricia
Tallent, Dwaine R.
Tellegen, Auke
Togeas, James

Toth, Louis
Touchberry, Robert W.
Turner, John E.
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Usenik, Edward
Verrill, John E.
Walker, Paul
Walker, Roger
Wallace, John
Ward, Gilbert
Ward, Jean W.
Warner, William H.
Welch, Wayne W.
Wharton, Keith
Wirt, Robert D.
Wolfram, Charles
Zaidi, Mahmood A.
Zimmerman, William Jr.

CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

Zaidi, Mahmood, Chr.
Blake, George

Glick, Wendell

Keller, Kenneth
Morrison, Fred
Purple, Richard
Robinett, Betty
Schletzer, Vera
Spring, Donaid
Scriven, L.E.

STUDENTS

Abendroth, Jeanne
Allen, Tracy
Basiago, Steve
Bates, Julie
Berman, Mark
Bevard, Lise C.
Bigger, Cynthia
Boche, Susan J.
Bugbee, John H.
Burchfield, Beth
Carlson, Paul
Carlson, Ron
Carson, Scott
Christian, Mike
Costello, Helen
Davis, Mark R.
Delaney, John
DeSautel, T. Darla
Duane, Mike

Ellis, Kathi
Erickson, Kathleen J.
Flaschberger, Thomas F.
Gray, Teri

Hansen, Dick
Hanstad, Bruce
Hartley, Steve
Henry, Mary
Hollinger, Lynda
Hovind, Al
Jamison, Bryan
*Did not serve a full term
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Kulzer, Timara
Kvam,Caroline
Lake, Robert
Landwehr, Julie M.
Lawson, David
Linden, Rick
Lowell, William
McGowan, Perry
Mjolsness, Brad A.
Mollenhoff, Lori
Morrison, Eric D.
Moseman, Joan
Mudge, Rex
Nelson, Myron
Pasvogel, Tab B.
Plunkett, James M.
Pribyl, Sue

Ruff, Jeff
Schwartz, Lori J.
Sellgren, Julie
Simmons, Gregg
Smith, Shelly
Solon, Paufa
Taylor, Joel K.
Thomas, Dianne
Urbanski, John
Unser, Stanley
Weis, John

Wilke, Dick

Will, Tom
Youngren, Ruthan M.
*Did not serve a full term

CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

Carlson, Steve
Cooke, Dick
Eckman, Pat
Kottke, Richard
Rydberg, Richard
Sands, Elizabeth
Watson, Doug
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Appendix 3
ABSTRACT OF DISCUSSION

The special meeting of the University Senate was called to order by President
Magrath at 3:15 p.m. in Nicholson Hall auditorium.

Select (Watson) Committee Report. The president indicated he would deliver
extended comments on the Report of the Select Committee of the Senate issued
January 30 on the subject of planning, decision-making, and consultation at the
University (Senate Minutes of February 15, 1979). His remarks focused on what he
called the three main elements of the report: planning, organization of central
administration with emphasis on the academic affairs office, and the organization of
the Senate and the consultation between its committees and central administration.
(The text of his comments is included in the Minutes.)
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Robert Holt, professor of political science, called attention to the case studies
appended to the report, which he said showed evidence that academic values had
been slighted because of the present organizational structure. Michael Root, associ-
ate professor of phitosophy, called attention to the recent report of the Brown
Committee, which proposed a reatlocation process for 1980-81 and beyond. It stated
that, *'rightly or wrongly some persons in the University community are unsure of how
and by whom budgetary decisions get made."" A paratlel statement was made in the
Select Committee Report, he said, where it was found that the image of decision-
making suffered from a lack of clarity in the lines of responsibility. The report
indicated that in the formulation of the capital request the role of academic affairs
was unclear. Furthermore, it was unclear in the equity and merit allocation proce-
dure. Finally, it was unclear in the guidelines on the preparation of next year's
budget, which outlined criteria and explained the process for making decisions.
Clarification of the relationship of that office to the other vice presidents in a number
of important issues was lacking, he concluded.

President Magrath responded that questions of equity were acted on by him
upon recommendation from an advisory committee chaired by academic affairs vice
president Koffler. As to development of retrenchment and reallocation processes,
recommendations from a committee chaired by the academic affairs associate vice
president Linck served as the basis of the current reallocation process.

Jim Clark, student, saw the problem as one of separation administratively of the
coordinate campuses and of the health sciences, a situation which had had its effect-
at the Legislature. He asked who was speaking up for the non-health sciences units
on the Twin Cities campus. The president assured him that those units had a strong
advocate in the office of academic administration and that he himself recounciled all
interests.

Phillips Shively, professor of political science, turned to the Report’s observa-
tion of a trend toward undue involvement in the administration of the University by
the Board of Regents. He asked whether presentations to the Board were such that
central administration had had to bend decisions to get a unanimous decision from
the Board. The way in which issues were presented to the Board had a good deal to
do with the outcome, said the president, and added that he would defend the way in
which presentations were being made. He noted the Report’s point that governing
boards generally were becoming more assertive and their meetings more open to
observation. He maintained that at the University the line between policy and admin-
istration had been well maintained. Also, he said there was far less unanimity in
Board decisions than had been the case in the past. Mr. Shively asked whether he
thought the present relationship between a political body (the Board) in a political
state was right. The president maintained that the present Board had a strong loyalty
to the institution, that there were diverse views represented on it, and that people
should not be frightened by close Board votes. His personal view was that the way in
which Regents were elected was not of major importance to its decisions.

Mr. Holt turned to the matter of decision-making. He chose for an example the
subject of space allocation and asked what the chain of command was — how
academic values were brought to bear in those decisions. He asked why the advice of
the Consultative Committee had not been sought in formulating criteria when equity
allocation negotiations were under way. Steve Carlson, student, suggested that the
Senate be organized to bring more academic values to bear on the budgeting
process and planning. Bill Andrews, director, learning resources, Waseca, asked
whether direct interaction between faculty members on the coordinate campuses
and the president and vice presidents could be improved. The president said he dealt
regularly with a deputy vice president in the case of Waseca and Crookston and avice
president in the case of Duluth and Morris, but that he would be willing to consider
ways of improving interaction.

The president was asked whether he viewed the Report’s recommendation for
some reorganization that would make the primacy of academic affairs evident as an
attempt to place the health sciences vice president under academic affairs. The
president said he thought the Select Committee was not describing precisely how
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central administration was to be organized but expressing a concern that academic
values be clearly implemented in the internal workings of the University. He said he
was comfortable with the current organization.

Dennis Watson, professor of microbiology and Select Committee chairman, said
he was speaking as a member of the Senate in making the following remarks. He
thanked the president for the way in which he accepted the Report. He said that it was
not the committee’s position or right to dictate any reorganization of the central
administration; that was clearly the function of the chief executive officer. He warned
about creating tremendous bureaucracies and a tendency to lose sight of the current
mission of the University, and he called for development of a “'spirit of mission”
among what he called the “‘assisting”” people on the campus. He recalled that the
health sciences vice presidency had been established before the president came to
the University and that care should be taken to consider all views including those of
“our colleagues on the other side of Washington Avenue.” He concluded with the
observation that there seemed to be a proliferation of committees and that there
probably should be some reduction in their number.

When asked whether he was going to propose any changes within the structure
of the administration to assert the primacy of academic affairs, the president said
there were no fundamental organizational changes contemplated but he would try to
implement further the overriding concern for academic values.

At this point Mr. Zaidi acknowledged the work of the subcommittee consisting of
Donald Spring, Morris faculty member, chairman; Betty Robinett, Twin Cities faculty
member; and Richard Kottke, Twin Cities student, in responding to the Report by
suggesting ways to implement its recommendations. Mr. Spring said his committee
had submitted its proposals to the Consultative Committee, which had made several
suggestions. The recommendations as printed in the agenda were to be considered
as an interim report to which he urged Senators to respond. One change suggested
by the Consultative Committee was that the Judicial Committee, with its unique
responsibilities, should be separated from the “‘academic system’ committees. Also,
a proposal for a Council on Undergraduate Education would be revised. Finally, he
said his committee would be reviewing the relationship between the Resources and
Planning Committee and the Planning Council. Peter Robinson, associate professor
of French and Italian and chairman of the Judicial Committee, maintained that
members of that committee should not be elected. Donald Browne, professor of
speech and communications and chairman of the Educational Policy Committee,
advised that some of the University committees reporting to his committee could be
realigned because the nature of their work was largely advisory. Mr. Spring said his
committee had stopped short of consolidation of committees; such changes could
take place later. He said that the major recommendation for change lay in the method
of selection of committee members. Deon Stuthman, associate professor of agron-
omy and chairman of the Committee on Committees, pointed out that the system
would result in a Judicial Committee that would be very unwieldy, because all units
would be represented.

Mr. Root asked what the advantages would be in subdividing large college voting
units into departments or clusters of departments in the Senate election procedure.
Mr. Spring said the larger units seemed to believe that the election process was not
very meaningful in that many people were asked to vote when they did not know the
candidates. Furthermore, it would improve consultation between the Senate and
academic units, which was an obligation of the Senate. Asked why the Judicial
Committee and the Academic Freedom and Responsibility Committee were not
merged, Mr. Spring said that the former consisted entirely of faculty members, while
the latter had some student members. The president asked how planning issues
would be dealt with. Mr. Spring responded that the Biennial Request and Budget
Review Committee would continue as a separate entity to deal with relatively short-
term issues, while longer-range activities would be the business of the Resources
and Planning Committee, collaborating with the vice presidents for planning and
academic affairs and the Planning Council.

Mr. Zaidi said he hoped the Senate would join him in thanking the subcommittee.
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He announced that it was the last time he would be in the Senate as the chairman of
the Consultative Committee — the first foreign-born American to hold the job. He
hoped his service had been of help to the Senate. Foliowing Senate applause, the
president said he had valued Mr. Zaidi's contributions to the Senate and the Universi-
ty, and he expressed appreciation to all members of the Consultative Committee. He
wished Mr. Zaidi Godspeed in his next year away from the campus.

Judicial Committee membership. Constance Sullivan, associate professor of
Spanish and Portuguese, asked for identification of the nominees for the Judicial
Committee. Mr. Robinson provided that information and the slate was approved.

Farewell to a vice president. Mr. Zaidi asked that the Senate join in wishing vice
president Koffler ali the best in his new position (chancellor, University of Massachu-
setts), and observed that his successor would have a very difficult job.

The president wished all a productive and pleasant summer, and adjourned the
Senate at 5:15 p.m.

MARILEE WARD
Abstractor
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The first meeting of the University Senate for the year 1979-80 was convened in
Nicholson Hall auditorium, Minneapolis campus, on Thursday, November 1, 1979.
Coordinate campuses were linked by telephone. Checking or signing the roll as
present were 141 voting members of the faculty, 40 voting members of the student

body, 6 members of the Council of Academic Officers, and 43 nonmembers.
President C. Peter Magrath presided.

UNIVERSITY SENATE ELECTED MEMBERS, 1979-80

Information
(key to unit codes follows membership lists)

ELECTED FACULTY MEMBERS

Unit
Adams, Carl ............ 03
Adams, Russell S., Jr. .. .01
Anderson, J. Edward ... .21
Anderson, Robert K. ....20

. Andrews, William ....... 25
Awad, Essam ........... 16
Baizerman, Michael . .... 12
Bakdash, M. Bashar ....05
Bales, Kent ............. 14
Barber, Donald ......... 20
Barber, Laird ........... 17
Beck, Robert ........... 07
Benjamin, Roger........ 14
Berscheid, Ellen ........ 14
Blackmore, John ....... o1
Blackshear, Perry, Jr. ...21
Bloedel, James ......... 16
Bloomfield, Victor ...... 02
Boman, Thomas ........ 29
Borich, Patrick ......... 26
Bouchard, Thomas ..... 14
Boyce, William ......... 30
Brede, Caroline ......... 13
Brothen, Thomas ....... 10
Brown, Alan ............ 08
Brown, David M. ........ 16

Term
77-80
79-82
79-80
77-80
77-80
78-81
77-80
77-80
79-82
78-81
79-82
77-80
78-81
78-81
77-80
79-82
77-80
78-81
77-80
77-80
79-82
77-80
79-82
78-81
78-81
78-81

Unit
Cardwell, Vernon ....... 01
Carter, Roy . ............ 14
Cavert, Mead ........... 16
Chambers, Clarke....... 14
Christenson, Dick ....... 04
Clark, John P. .......... 14
Clayton, Thomas........ 14
Conant, Jonathan ....... 31
Cooper, Laura .......... 13
Cooperman, David ...... 14
Corcoran, Mary ......... 07
Cox, Victor ............. 23
Dahlstrom, Helen ....... 16
Darby, David ........... 31
Davis, H. Ted ........... 21
Desborough, Sharon ... .01
Drage, Charles ......... 16
Egan, Ellen............. 18
Egertson, Kenneth ...... 01
Eicher, Joanne ......... 12
Eidman, Vernon ........ 01
Ellefson, Paul .......... 09
Epley, Richard .......... 01
Freier, Phyllis........... 21
Frenkel, Albert.......... 02

Garetz, Floyd ........... 16

Term
78-81
79-80
77-80
79-81
79-82
79-80
79-80
79-82
77-80
79-82
77-80
79-82
78-81
77-80
78-81
77-80
77-80
78-81
77-80
78-81
79-82
78-81
79-82
77-80
77-80
78-81



Unit
Gatewood, Lael ......... 16
Gauger, Ronald......... 30
Gentry, William ......... 16
Glenn, Allen ............ 07
Godzich, Wladslaw ..... 14
Goldstein, Sheldon ..... 07
Goodman, Lawrence ....21
Gore, Warren ........... 01
*Grambsch, Paul ........ 03
Gremmels, James . ...... 17
Grohs, Roy ............. 17
Grosch, Audrey ......... 24
Hage, George .......... 14
Ham, George ........... 01
Hanley, Mary ........... 24
Hansen, Evelyn ......... 10
Hansen, L. Sunny ....... 07
Hein, Andrew ........... 11
Hendricks, Lewis ....... 09
Herman, William ........ 02
Hirchbach, Frank ....... 14
Hirsh, Merle ............ 17
Hobbie, Russell ......... 21
Hodgkins, Emmett ...... 04
Holt, Robert ............ 14
House, Peggy .......... 07
Howe, John ............ 14
Humphreys, Roberta .. ..21
Huntley, Tom ........... 32
Hurwicz, Leonid ........ 14
Isbin, Herbert . .......... 21
Jesswein, Wayne ....... 28
Johnson, Glenice ....... 04
Kahn, Donald ........... 21
Keck, Steven ........... 05
Kelly, Richard .......... 24
Keyes, Harvey B. . .... ... 21
Kiaurens, Mary ......... 07
Krivit, William .......... 16
Krogstad, Blanchard ....31
Kumar, K.S.P. ......... 21
Larson, Roger .......... 10
Levang, Lewis .......... 31
Lindsay, Malcoim ....... 15
Lueschen, William ...... 27
Lukasweycz, Omelan ....32
Mansfield, Elaine ....... 18
McCubbin, Hamilton ... .12
Means, Lora............. 25
Meyers, Susan .......... 26
Miller, Daniel ............ 19
Moller, Karlind .......... 05

Term
77-80
79-82
79-82
79-82
79-82
79-82
78-81
78-81
79-80
78-81
78-81
78-81
79-82
77-80
77-80
77-80
77-80
78-81
78-81
77-80
79-81
78-81
78-81
78-81
79-82
78-81
79-82
79-82
77-80
77-80
77-80
79-82
79-82
77-80
79-82
77-80
78-81
78-81
79-82
78-81
79-82
79-82
78-81
78-81
78-81
78-81
77-80
79-82

78-81

78-81

77-80

78-81

*Alternate for Mahmood Zaidi 79-80

Mooney, Harold ......... 21
Moore, Shirley .......... 07
Morris, Howard . ......... 01
Moulton, Robert ...... ... 14
Murphy, Paul ............ 14
Nelson, Stanley.......... 25
Newman, John .......... 23
Olson, William........... 23
Pandey, Rama........... 33
Parker, John ...... .. .... 24
Pearsall, Thomas ........ 01
Peterson, William ........ 04
Prager, Stephen ......... 21
Pratt, Douglas ........... 02
Prince, James ........... 16
Quie, Paul .............. 16
Rasmusson, Donald ... .. 01
Rose, Gordon ........... 26
Roufs, Timothy .......... 31
Rust, Joseph ............ 27
Sawchuk, Ronald ........ 19
Schofield, William ....... 16
Shannon, Terrie ......... 29
Shively, W. Phillips ...... 14
Simmons, Roberta....... 14
Skaggs, Richard ......... 14
Snoke, Martin ........... 07
Sorauf, Frank ........... 14
Spector, Janet........... 14
Spelsberg, Thomas ...... 15
Spencer, Robert ......... 14
Stein, Marvin ............ 21
Stephanopoulos, George .21
Sullivan, Constance ..... 14
Sutton, Everett .......... 14
Tamminen, Armas ....... 29
Tellegen, Auke .......... 14
Thompson, Larry ........ 31
Ulstrom, Robert ......... 16
Walker, Paul ............ 05
Wallace, John ......... .. 14
Wang, Yang ............. 16
Ward, Gilbert............ 23
Ward, Jean.............. 14
Warner, William ......... 21
Welch, Wayne ........... 07
Weller, Milton ........... 01
Wertz, John ...... ... ... 21
Wharton, Keith .......... o1
Williams, C. Arthur ...... 03

Zimmerman, William, Jr. .21

Term
77-80
79-82
78-81
77-80
77-80
79-82
79-82
78-81
77-80
79-82
77-80
77-80
77-80
79-82
77-80
79-82
79-82
79-82
77-80
79-82
78-81

78-81
78-81

78-81
78-81

79-82
79-82
79-82
78-81
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78-81

79-82
79-82
78-81

79-80
79-80
77-80
79-82
79-82
77-80
77-80
79-82
78-80
77-80
78-81

78-81

79-82
79-82
77-80
79-82
77-80



FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

Blake, George R.
Brasted, Robert
Eaton, Marcia

Glick, Wendell (UMD)
Melsa, Cleon (UMC)

Morrison, Fred

Purple, Richard (Chr.)

Schletzer, Vera
Scriven, L. E.

Spring, W. D. (UMM}

ELECTED STUDENT MEMBERS

Term
77-80
79-82
79-82
77-80
79-80
77-80
77-80
78-81
78-81
78-81

Students are elected for a 1-year term. Additional student senators to be named.

Allen, Tracy
Anderson, Beverly
Bates, Julie
Berg, Colin
Berman, Mark
Bevard, Lise
Brown, Alan
Brown, Cheryll
Bugbee, John
Carlson, Paul
Claessens, John
Coleman, Brendan
Cromer, John
Drake, Charles
Erickson, Kathy
Grey, Teri
Hanson, Richard
Hartman, Grant
Harty, Timothy
Hernandez, Juan
Hess, Greg

Hollinger, Lynda Ann

Hosch, Lark
Jurgens, Wayne
Kaiser, Margaret
Keller, Liz
Kottke, Richard

STUDENT CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

Kottke, Richard (vice chr., TCCA, member
of Assembly Steering Comni:ittee)

Pribyl, Sue

Weis, John

Werner, Brad (UMW)

Carlson, Scott
Carlson, Steve
Cooke, Dick
Davis, Mark (UMD)

Gelbman, Jim (UMM)

Unit

Kreuzer, Kim
Krueger, Elise
Linden, Rich
McGinley, Sheila
McGowan, Perry
McGreevey, Karen
Meyer, Bruce
Mollenhoff, Lori
Nord, Judy
Nystrom, Carlye

Peterson, David C.

Peterson, Gary G.
Peterson, Polly
Plunkett, James
Reiva, Greg
Rogers, Renae
Schwartz, Lori
Seeley, Krishna
Sellgren, Julie
Senstad, Al
Snyder, John
Theisen, Cindy
Thomas, Dianne
Urbanski, John

Vagnini-Ferrari, Marilyn

Viere, Robert
Will, Tom



UNIVERSITY SENATE UNIT CODES

Agriculture ... ... 01
Biological Sciences............. 02
BUSINESS - ..o 03
CrooKStON ..o 04
Dentistry ..o 05
EducCation . ... 07
Continuing Education and Extension ........... ... ... ... ... ... .. ... .. 08
FOrES Y 09
General College .. ... .. 10
Graduate SChoo! ... . 11
Home ECONOMICS . .. ... 12
AW 13
Liberal Arts ... 14
MayO 15
Medical SChool . ... . . 16
MOTTIS o 17
NUPSING .o 18
PRAIMACY . . o 19
Public Health . .. ... . e 20
Technology, Institute of .. ... 21
University College . ... 22
Veterinary MediCing ... ... . 23
Twin Cities Campus Libraries ........ ... 24
WaSECA .. . 25
Minnesota Agricuitural Extension Service ........ ... .. .o 26
Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station ............... ... ... ... 27
Business and Economics (UMD) . ... ... ... . . 28
Education (UMD) ... . 29
Fine Arts (UMDY} ... ... .. 30
Letters and Science (UMD) ... ... .. . . . 31
Medicine (UMD) .. ... o 32
Social Development (UMD) ... ... .. 33

I. MINUTES FOR MAY 17, 1979, and MAY 31, 1979
Action (5 minutes)

Approved

. OFFICERS OF THE UNIVERSITY SENATE
Action (5 minutes)

The chairman of the University Senate has designated the following as officers for
1979-80:

Parliamentarian — James E. Connolly

Abstractor and Clerk — Marilee Ward

Approved

Ill. ELECTION OF VICE CHAIRMAN
Action (10 minutes)

After being named acting assistant vice president for academic affairs, Betty W.



Robinett, professor of linguistics, resigned as vice chairman of the University Senate.
The senate must elect a replacement for this year.

RICHARD L. PURPLE, Chr.
Senate Consultative Committee

Russell K. Hobbie, director, Space Science
Center, was elected.

IV. OUTREACH REPORT
(2 hours)

MOTION:

That the University Senate approve the following resolutions:

(1) The Senate endorses the principle that outreach functions are an integral part
of the University's responsibility, and the principle that the responsibility for them is,
like responsibility for all of the instructional programs of the University, vested in the
faculty.

(2) The Senate endorses the principle that the faculty of the University should
consider in all of the instruction the University offers, including outreach instruction,
the needs of the students for whom the instruction is to be provided. Thus all of the
University’s instruction, both credit and non-credit and without respect to location,
time of day, or year, will be organized and offered on the basis of a coordinated plan
that has resulted from careful periodic discussion and review.

(3) The Senate reemphasizes the freedom of the faculty to pursue their chosen
research interests, including interactive community-oriented research.

(4) The Senate withholds endorsement of the operational proposals of the Report
of the Study Group on University Outreach, and in particular withholds endorsement
of the recommendation that 'over time, the University should incorporate instruction
now on overload, e.g., CEE credit instruction and Summer Session, into the regular
workload of the faculty either by substituting any instruction now on overload for
other current assignments or by employing additional faculty.”

(5) The Senate will reconsider the recommendation of paragraph (4) above at the
first meeting in the fait of 1980, by which time studies should have been completed by
the administration in cooperation with SCEP to determine the impact of various
methods of implementation on faculties, students, programs, and research capabil-
ity. The administration will report the progress of such an investigation to the Senate
through SCC once, at a meeting of the Senate prior to that time.

(6) Inaccordance with paragraph (1) above, academic responsibility will rest with
the faculty of the various collegiate units, and a need is recognized for support for
Outreach activities by Continuing Education and Extension and the Agricultural
Extension Service or analogous offices.

INFORMATION:
A. HISTORY AND PERSPECTIVES

(1) Professor Robert C. Brasted, chairperson of the Senate Consultative Commit-
tee Subcommittee for the review of the Qutreach Report.

(2) A designated member of the Study group on OQutreach.
B. THE REPORT. Reprinted below is the overview on the outreach question as
contained in pages 9-11 of the Study Group’s Report.

BASIC POLICY AND ISSUES: OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY GROUP'S RECOMMENDA-
TIONS

The Study Group’s basic policy concerning outreach is that outreach functions are
an integral part of the faculty’s professional responsibility in the University. This is to
say that, since the responsibility for all of the academic programs of the University—
both instruction and research—is vested in the faculty, the faculty is, therefore,
responsible for the academic aspects of the University's outreach activities. Or to put
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the matter another way, the Study Group rejects the idea that there is a part of the
University’'s academic enterprise, namely outreach instruction and research, for
which the faculty is not responsible. Consequently, over time, faculty activity and the
faculty reward structure should be modified as necessary to reflect this responsibil-
ity. University organization should provide focus and leadership, and funding should
support outreach.

With regard to the policy just stated, the Study Group makes note of the consider-
able variation across the University in the extent to which faculty exercise their
responsibility for outreach activities. The range is from departments and colleges in
which faculty, as a matter of course and as a part of regular workload, plan, offer, and
evaluate their outreach activities to departments and colleges in which the outreach
activities have no place in the academic planning or regular workload of the faculty.

Moreover, with regard to faculty responsibility for outreach, the Study Group
emphasizes that the responsibility is a corporate rather than an individual responsi-
bility. The Study Group does not expect each and every faculty member to engage in
outreach instruction or interactive research. What is being asserted, however, is that
just as the departmental faculty as a body exercises responsibility for both its
traditional graduate and undergraduate instruction and for its total research effort so
it mustlikewise exercise responsibility for the outreach activities that take place in its
name.

This orientation has provided the frame of reference within which to discuss four
basic issues raised by the Study Group’s charge. These issues are:

1) How should outreach relate to the instruction, research, and service aspects of
the University's mission?

2) How should outreach be organized and administered?

3) How should outreach activities be funded?

4) How should the University’'s outreach activities relate to other systems of higher
education in Minnesota?

First, it should be emphasized that these recommendations are made in the
context of long-range planning. It must be clearly recognized that much of what is
proposed herein will require some departure from current practice and that these
departures necessitate thoughtful consideration and intensive planning over a long
period of time.

Second, the variety and complexity of the University's activities must be empha-
sized so that both within and outside the University it is remembered that, although
instruction is a basic and central responsibility of the faculty, it is not their only basic
responsibility. Research, scholarship, and creative effort remain the foundation
upon which both instruction and public services are built in a university.

In the sections that follow, the Study Group reports its recommendations and their
rationale regarding the following aspects of University outreach: instruction, interac-
tive research, related service, organization, funding, and inter-institutional relations.
in brief overview, the Study Group has concluded that:

1) outreach instruction is the academic responsibility of the University faculty;

2) although academic responsibility for all instruction is vested in the faculty as
they are organized into colleges, responsibility for the support and manage-
ment of outreach instruction should not rest exclusively with the colleges.
There will continue to be a need for central support, assistance, coordination,
and leadership such as is provided, for example, by Continuing Education and
Extension and the Agricultural Extension Service;

3) the University should integrate and, over time, inload instruction because such
steps can result in:

—more uniform high quality university level of instruction,
—more effective accommodation to a wider variety of students, and
—more efficient use of University resources by both faculty and students;

4) without interfering with the necessary freedom of faculty to pursue their chosen
research interests, the Study Group recommends that interactive community-
oriented research be encouraged and expanded because:

—this area of research activity has been undernourished in the past,
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—it is an integral aspect of the University’'s responsibility to the State,
—it can foster and further develop a sensitivity and responsiveness to commu-
nity needs among the faculty, and
—the University has unique resources to bring to community concerns and
problems;
5) the delivery of services that are related to research and instruction or that
extend unusual University resources to assist in the solution of problems is a
major dimension of the University's mission,;
existing University organization and administrative structures may not be fully
adequate to meet anticipated needs because:
—they neither foster nor provide for effective overall planning and all-Universi-
ty management of the institution’s multifarious outreach activities, and
—they were not designed with a view to building outreach activities into the
fabric of the colleges and the departments;

the funding of outreach will present difficult problems — both in the University

system and in the state — but there are guidelines and a process that the

University can employ in making decisions about the funding of its outreach

activities;

8) the University and other Minnesota institutions and agencies should press for a

plan that will encourage assiduous voluntary coordination of outreach activi-

ties;

moving the outreach functions from the margin to the core of the University's

mission and activities will require:

—that outreach is clearly defined into and understood as an integral part of the
University's mission,

—acceptance of outreach by faculty (as a corporate body) as a part of their
teaching, research, and service obligation,

—modification of the faculty reward structure as necessary to recognize con-
tributions to outreach,

—an appropriate organizational framework,

-—adequate and equitabte funding, and

—clear understanding and acceptance of a plan and process for implementing
the changes that are necessary.

(2]
-~
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C. REPORT TO THE SENATE OF THE SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE'S SUB-
COMMITTEE ON THE OUTREACH REPORT

The Senate Consultative Committee designated a subcommittee to provide the
parent committee (the SCC) with information, recommendations, and a general
review of the Report of the Study Group on University Outreach. The subcommittee
study was also to include a review of the Senate Committee on Educational Policy's
report on outreach as published in the May 10, 1979, Minnesota Daily, page 15, as an
agenda item for the May 17 Senate meeting.

The membership of the subcommittee includes Professor Robert Brasted, SCC
member, and chair of SCEP for 1977-78 (the year in which the interim report on
outreach was submitted), Professor Donald Browne, chair of the 1978-79 SCEP,
Professor James Terwilliger, chair of the 1979-80 SCEP, and Professor Vera Schlet-
zer of CEE and also a member of the SCC. It may be assumed that considerable
continuity and familiarity with the Outreach Report is represented on and by this
subcommittee.

A series of meetings has been held among representatives of the Study Group, the
subcommittee, and the president or his designate. Issues and points in need of
clarification have been candidly discussed at these meetings.

The far-reaching implications of the recommendations which are part of the Out-
reach Report necessitate unique and intense faculty exposure and understanding.
There is now and has been complete agreement among the many committees and
interested groups of the University community on the most important issue: that
whatever is done should be done in the best interests of the student and his or her
educational goals.



If the basic recommendations of Outreach are to be implemented, a number of
questions, issues, and considerations should be aired. Some of them, perhaps many,
might be thought of as details to be left until the Outreach implementation has been
initiated. The subcommittee is not convinced that many key questions should be left
until such a time. Senate debate and discussion may provide much needed input.

The membership of the University Senate is asked to give thought to the issues that
follow. Itis important to repeat that all of these have already been frankly discussed in
the sessions previously referred to. However, these issues are only a fraction of the
number that could have been discussed and could have been included.

I. Thereisacritical need foramore comprehensive statement as to what primary
advantages the Study Group expects to accrue from implementation.

II. Unfavorable evidence which is more than anecdotal in nature should be
available in the Report as to the bases for the Study Group's judgment to the effect
that there are inadequacies in our current mode of operation. Anecdotal evidence
is available for all parts of our institution and to support almost any point of view.
Should not any such demonstrable inequities and;or inadequacies be resolved at
the departmental level?

HI. We do not find enough evidence that the implementation processes will
increase or otherwise improve access to our current programs or curricula. Will
new admission standards be adopted to apply to students who presently can take
our Qutreach courses without adhering to usual "day™ standards? .

IV. There appears to be a reasonable possibility that implementation could
decrease the level of instruction and access. Conceivably the result could be
“inequality’” and “'deterioration’ rather than equalizing or improvement.

V. Regarding characteristics of new faculty: A philosophical issue is the possi-
ble result through implementation of many large service-oriented departments
being forced or at least encouraged to hire teaching staff who are more ""general-
ists” than specialists. Although both are necessary to a large university, the reputa-
tion of a department, a college, and indeed the University, is likely to depend more
on contributions of the specialists. Not all specialists either desire or are compe-
tent to handle the challenging and necessary service function.

Will the University attract either the young staff of great potential or the “first
order magnitude’ star if he or she knows of the responsibilities that are described
by "Outreach”?

VI. What governance and administrative problems might be encountered when
a faculty work load might be spread over a "14-hour day ' ? Added responsibilities
include Senate functions, committee assignments, oral examinations, advising,
maintaining services over longer periods of the working day. Is it not a logical
implication of these recommendations that the entire faculty, or at least a sizable
core in each department, be given 'A" appointments (or a “"super ‘A’ " if such an
appointment involves the "super' day)?

VII. Might perceived improprieties in the current mode of operations be cor-
rected to accomplish many, if not most, of the Study Group's recommendations?
The gradual phasing in of the recommendations might result in sufficient disorder
and inconsistencies in financial rewards to minimize the ultimate success of an all-
University conversion to the Outreach recommendations.

Answers to some, perhaps to all, of the issues and questions above might be
derived from following a suggestion which arose from discussion among representa-
tives of the Study Group and the subcommittee. Much information, including cost
estimates as well as a broader data base, is derivable at the department level. A
representative for Outreach might be designated in each department for some trial
period, say for one year. Anecdotal reports could be verified. necessary changes in
staff with regard to numbers and remuneration could be established. service and
staff support systems in need of expansion could be identified. and concerns of
increased over-all financial support could be determined.

RICHARD C. PURPLE, Chr.
Senate Consultative Committee
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HISTORY AND RATIONALE

. The Study Group on Outreach in 1977-78 circulated an interim report to all major

University committees. Representatives of the Study Group were generous with
their time in meeting with committees and interested groups, explaining the
complexities of the report and its recommendations. It is evident, however, that
many teaching faculty, even now — including Senators — are not aware either
of the Report or its implications. The history of the total effort dates well before
1977, indeed to 1975, as will be described in more detail in afew moments by Vice
President Linck.

. The 1977-78 Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP) provided a num-

ber of questions and comments on the Interim Report, in fact, approximately 30
such items that seemed in need of review and answers.

. The 1978-79 SCEP received for its deliberation the Study Group Final Report with

its recommendations being submitted to the Senate at the May 17, 1979,
meeting.

. Very briefly, their recommendations involved a ‘‘cautious acceptance,” recog-

nizing that the questions raised by the earlier committee had not been addressed
in sufficient detail.

. The Senate Consulitative Committee (SCC) of 1979-80, chaired by Professor

Purple, appointed a subcommittee to further evaluate the Study Group’s Report
and SCEP evaluations of both 1977-78 and 78-79. The constitution of that
committee is noted in your agenda. There appears to be a meaningful and high
degree of continuity as well as administrative and grass roots instructional
capability in this membership.

. This subcommittee has met on a number of occasions through this past spring,

summer, and early fall, not only in its own sessions, but with members of the
Study Group and representatives of administration (including the president).
The purpose of these meetings was to formulate recommendations that might
represent elements of compromise and, especially, a recognition of the accept-
able major features of the Report.

. Obviously, the SCC feels that there are issues that are not resolved in the Report.

They are not even well understood, especially by the University’s teaching
faculty. These are the persons, obviously along with the student body, that are
most concerned with the ultimate objectives of Outreach. A difficult but neces-
sary procedure in the SCC’'s opinions not achieved by the Study Group was a
concerted effort to reach the faculty through informational sessions at the
department level. Such meetings would have allowed (or would in the future
allow) the teaching faculty to make judgments on just what improvements in
instruction and student access would be possible through implementation,
especially in inloading, that are not now possible under current procedures.

. The described need in the Report and transmitted in our meetings for consolida-

tion of Outreach Programs, especially for budget purposes, is recognized and
efforts to achieve and satisfy these needs are applauded.

. The University is now and has been for decades heavily involved in Outreach

programs. Among the most visible, but not limited to, are agriculture in its
outstate efforts, many activities on the coordinate campuses, and experimental
programs now in progress on the Minneapolis campus.

However, it seemed to SCC that the entire University teaching, research, and
service functions would not necessarily be improved or benefitted from an
imposition of the same set of Outreach principles including inloading (both
terms being subject to considerable variations in definitions) that have worked,
for instance, in agriculture. A gradual transition did not seem as automatic or
acceptable to the SCC as it did to the Study Group.

The Senate Consultative Committee feels that it is a debatable issue whether the
University of Minnesota should strive for the level of excellence now enjoyed by
certain large urban universities, wherein all teaching responsibilities are cur-
rently inloaded.
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At the expense of some redundancy of what is found in the agenda, the SCC
stresses the need to go to the departments for more factual information on the
deficiencies that may exist in certain Outreach efforts described in the Report,
whether they be, for instance, summer instruction, evening and extension pro-
grams, or non-credit programs. Such deficiencies, if they do exist, would in the
end have to be corrected at the department level, and not by some imposed and
added level of governance.

The seven numbered questions and issues noted in your agenda have been
distilled from a far larger number. It is hoped that the smaller number will be
sufficiently well focused to provide discussion and debate. The SCC recognizes
that no single document can now or could hope to foresee all contingencies and
administrative problems that are certain to arise from recommendations that are
as broad as those of the Report.

Recognizing that certain major theses of the Report are proper and acceptable,
and that certain of the recommendations are already in stages of implementa-
tion, the SCC has constructed and presents the motion you have before you.

ROBERT C. BRASTED, Chr.
Subcommittee for Review of Outreach Report

The original motion was made by Robert Brasted, chr.,
Subcommittee for Review of Outreach Report, and Rich-
ard C. Purple, chr., Senate Consultative Committee. A
substitute motion by Daniel Miller added the second sen-
tences (shown above) to Items (2) and (5) and provided a
new ltem (6) (shown above in place of ... “The Senate
recognizes the existing authority of the colleges, cam-
puses, departments, and other units, including CEE,
Summer Session, and the Agricultural Extension Ser-
vice, to achieve the principles of outreach enumerated in
paragraphs (1) and (2) above through mechanisms which
are suitable to them, and encourages the several aca-
demic units to act to further these goals.” The original
motion with the Miller substitutions was approved.

A substitute motion by Richard Skaggs, “'That the Senate
(1) accept the Report of the Study Group on University
Outreach; (2) direct the president, in consultation and
cooperation with the Senate Committees on Educational
Policy, Resources & Planning, and Faculty Affairs, to
formulate a plan to implement the policy recommenda-
tions contained in the Outreach Report; and (3) direct the
president and the Senate Committees to make timely
progress reports to the Senate, said reports to be made
no less frequently than once per quarter,” was ruled not
an option for the Senate, as the Report had not been
before that body.

V. TRIBUTE TO DECEASED FACULTY MEMBERS

GAYLORD WEST ANDERSON

1901-1978

Dr. Gaylord West Anderson, Mayo professor and dean emeritus of the School of
Public Health, died January 31, 1978, in University Masonic Hospital, just one month
after his 77th birthday. His association with the University of Minnesota extended
over 75 years.
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Dr. Anderson was born December 31, 1901, in a house on the University campus
where a fraternity house now stands. His parents were 1894 graduates of the Univer-
sity, and his father was a member of the History Department until a family move was
made to Dartmouth College. Dr. Anderson received his A.B. degree summa cum
laude with honors in chemistry and German from Dartmouth, studied at the Sor-
bonne in Paris and the University of Zurich, and was granted an M.D. degree cum
laude at Harvard, where he later received a doctorate in public health magna cum
laude.

He began his career as an epidemiologist with the Massachusetts Department of
Public Health and became director of the epidemiology division in two years. Dr.
Anderson was also Deputy Commissioner of Public Health for the State of Massachu-
setts and was an assistant in public health administration at Harvard. He was also the
executive secretary of the Massachusetts Legislative Commission to Iinvestigate
Public Health Laws and Policy when he accepted a call to return to Minnesota to
become head of the Department of Preventive Medicine and Public Health at the
University of Minnesota Medical School in 1937. With the reorganization of the
Department of Preventive Medicine and Public Health into a School of Public Health
in 1944, he became the founding director of the School.

From 1942 to 1946 Dr. Anderson was on leave of absence from the University while
he served with the Army Medical Corps in the Office of the Surgeon General. He later
became Director of Medical Inteiligence, advanced to the rank of colonel, and
received the Legion of Merit. He returned to the newly created School of Public
Health in 1946 as the first Mayo professor and director.

Dr. Anderson continued to make an impression on health projects throughout the
State of Minnesota and the world, and became a strong administrator, consultant,
scholar, teacher, and leader. During his career, he served as president of Phi Beta
Kappa, Sigma Xi, Alpha Omega Aipha, and held membership in scores of University
committees and local, state and national professional organizations. He was a diplo-
mate of the American Board of Preventive Medicine as one of the original trustees,
and was an honorary fellow of the Royal Society of Health of England. Dr. Anderson
served as president of the American Epidemiological Society, the Association of
Schools of Public Health, and the American Public Health Association. He received
the highest honor conferred by the American Public Health Association and was
simitarly honored by the Minnesota Public Health Association.

During his career he was a special advisor to the World Health Organization, a
member of the U.S. delegations to the World Health Assembly, and speciai consultant
to the Department of State and WHO for missions in Brazil, Argentina, Chile, Peru,
Colombia, Ecuador, Korea, Egypt, India, Scotland, Sweden, Turkey, Yugoslavia,
Lebanon, and the Netherlands. He received a special citation from the president of
Peru and was the recipient of awards in both the United States and Canada.

Dr. Anderson coauthored a widely used textbook, Communicable Disease Control,
first published in 1941, and completed a fourth edition in 1962, which was also
available in French and Spanish. He also coauthored Global Epidemiology, a three-
volume series, in addition to numerous articles. His interest in streptococcal dis-
eases, typhoid fever, and poliomyelitis earned him the titles of “Mr. Poiio’” and “Mr.
Public Health™” from his students, friends, and colleagues.

In 1969, with the reorganization of the Health Sciences, Dr. Anderson became the
first dean of the School of Public Heaith. He took particular pride in the accomplish-
ments of the many students he had had over the years in the School of Public Health.
He was a special friend of those students from other lands, who took their work here
under difficult conditions in a strange culture, but returned to their countries to
devote their careers to public health. Dr. Anderson corresponded with hundreds of
former students each Christmas, and received, in return, cards and letters from
almost every country in the world.

After his retirement in 1970, Dr. Anderson maintained daily office hours in the Mayo
Memorial Building and later in the Boynton Health Service. For the last three years he
visited his wife, Viola, daily at the St. Mary's Hospital Rehabilitation Center where she
lived. In November 1978, Dr. Anderson was hospitalized with a reoccurrence of
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cancer. His correspondence for Christmas 1979 was sent by the dean’s office of the
Schoolin Dr. Anderson’s name. Dr. Anderson died one month later and was foliowed
shortly thereafter by his wife, Viola, who died March 8, 1979. Dr. and Mrs. Anderson
are survived by one daughter, Mrs. Harvey (Gail) Safeer of Annandale, Virginia.

A University Memorial Service was held February 23, 1979, at Coffman Memorial
Union. The many responses received at that time by Dr. Anderson’s students, friends,
and colleagues from around the world were bound in abook to be shared with others.
Typical of the tributes received was the following, which echos the sentiments of all
who were privileged to have known this remarkable man:

“Gaylord Anderson’s life magnificently illustrates the upwardness and the endur-
ance of human existence. In his personal contributions to public health he both
advanced knowledge and showed how to apply it. Thus, he benefited his own as well
assucceeding generations. In his teaching he inspired students, inculcated scientific
discipline, and developed the competencies needed for public heaith work. Gaylord
Anderson was most of all a teacher . .. in the many students whose public health
careers he helped to launch . . . Gaylord Anderson achieved greatness. His life exem-
plifies what one man can do to improve and extend human existence. in remember-
ing him we must celebrate that life.”

DONALD wW. COWAN

1907-1979

Born in Rochester, Minnesota, in 1907, Donald William Cowan graduated from
highschool there in 1923 and began working in the Mayo Clinic Research Laboratory
at St. Mary’s Hospital. In 1927 he entered the University of Minnesota School of
Medicine and subsequently had his first contact with the Student Health Service.
Having concurrently served as part-time assistant in physiology, he went through
medical school and was awarded in 1931 the degrees of Doctor of Medicine with
distinction and Master of Science in physiology. After a five-year stay as associate in
physiology at the University of lowa Medical School and a one-year internship at the
United States Marine Hospital in Chicago, in 1937 he joined the staff of the University
of Minnesota as a Student Health Service physician and as an instructor in preventive
medicine and public health in the School of Medicine. In 1941 he became assistant
professorand in 1946, associate professor, as well as the first assistant director of the
Health Service. On Dr. Ruth E. Boynton’s retirement in 1961, Dr. Cowan was pro-
moted to full professor and was appointed Health Service Director.

His health service administration brought about expansions both in services and in
construction. The North Wing and the fifth floor hospital are the fruits of his direction.
We can truly say that his health service career encompassed the entire gamut of
college health roles from clinician through researcher and teacher to administrator,
builder, and organizational leader. He contributed numerous articles to professional
journals. His last research interests centered on air pollution, years before it became
a popular topic.

Dr. Cowan's professional associations linked him with organizations all over the
world. He was an elected member of Alpha Omega Alpha and Sigma Xi, and was a
Diplomate of the National Board of Preventive Medicine and Public Heaith. He held
memberships in the county, state and national medical associations; the American
Public Health Association; was president of the North Central College Health Associ-
ation; secretary-treasurer of the American College Health Association, which in
recognition of his services to that organization honored him with the Ruth E. Boynton
Award. International health service exchanges took him to ireland in 1953 and to the
United Kingdom in 1956, when he became one of only three Americans ever invited to
membership in the British Student Health Association (Drs. R. E. Boynton and Dana
Farnsworth of Harvard University being the other two). In 1956 he participated in the
work of a special WHO committee in Geneva, Switzerland, and pubilished a technical
report on “‘University Health Services.”
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As aman he was a private person, somewhat reserved, very modest, of unobtrusive
manners, yet open to and frank with those around him. He never lost the common
touch; he could always kid and be kidded. His warm personality was marked by a
devotion to family; pride in his pure Scottish ancestry; affectionate loyalty to his
loved ones; deep concern for their welfare; and toving references to his relatives and
clan. His dry sense of humor, combined with a sharp wit could easily cut through
superficialities like a knife. His striving for excellence, paired with a discriminating,
brilliant mind reflected a knack for putting things into proper perspective and coming
up with the right decisions. He showed intolerance only for stupidity and irritation
only with fad words, such as “prioritizing.”” He also had a deep sense of history that
made it easy for him to write the past of the Health Service in Dr. Jay A. Meyers’ book
Masters of Medicine. One could call him a conservative man; but more accurately he
was a prudently progressive one.

His many Health Service colleagues and friends wish to express appreciation for
his guidance, support, encouragement, principled honesty, and straight-forward
policies. We will very much, inexpressibly much, miss him, cherish his memory, and
try to live up to hisguiding example as a person, as a professional, as a colleague, and
as a friend.

TRUMAN R. NODLAND

1907-1979

Truman R. Nodland, professor emeritus, University of Minnesota, died July 25,
1979, at the age of 71 after aiong illness. He was born in lowa on September 9, 1907.
He was a graduate of the School of Agriculture at the University of Minnesota and
received his B.S. degree in 1934 and his Ph.D. in 1942 from this same University.

Active in some of the early University-levei work in farm management, Truman
began working for the Department of Agricultural Economics of the University of
Minnesota on January 1, 1929, while an undergraduate and rose through the ranks to
full professor in 1961. He retired from the University’s Department of Agricultural and
Applied Economics in 1976.

Truman served as secretary-treasurer of the Minnesota Farm Manager's Associa-
tion from 1951 to 1973 and was widely honored for his contributions to that organiza-
tion at a “This is Your Life’’” Awards Banquet in 1973.

Throughout his career he gave heavily of his time as a teacher and advisor of
students. His contribution of time and talents to students in Farmhouse Fraternity at
both the local and national levels (including the Nationai Presidency) was a major
one. Anumber of student organizations gave formal recognition to the high quality of
his teaching and advising services. '

Survived by his wife Marie, Truman Nodland lives in the memory of his many
colleagues and friends as a dedicated and effective teacher and a life-long student of
farm management. His personal determination in dealing with more than twenty
years of crippling arthritis serves as an inspiration to all who knew him.

IRENE G. RAMEY

1921-1979

Irene G. Ramey, dean of the School of Nursing, died on June 28, 1979, at the age of
58. Her death was caused by cancer.

Dr. Ramey was born at Shriner, Texas, on March 2, 1921. Her early education and
professional activity were in that locale, after completing her first nursing prepara-
tion at Jefferson Davis Hospital School of Nursing in Houston. In 1958 she earned the
bachelor of science in nursing degree from Teachers College, Columbia University,

13



and also the master of arts in administration of hospital nursing service. in 1968 she
was awarded the doctor of philosophy degree from New York University.

Before coming to the University as dean of the School of Nursing, Dr. Ramey had
accomplished national recognition as an administrator, educator, and scholar. Sig-
nificant among her professional experiences are the following positions: director of
nursing, New York Polyclinic Hospital; instructor, Graduate Minor in Nursing Admin-
istration and Supervision, New York University; joint appointment as professor and
chairperson, Department of Medical Surgical Nursing, University of Pittsburgh
School of Nursing and director of Nursing Service Presbyterian-University Hospital,
Pittsburgh; and professor and dean, Texas Woman's University College of Nursing.
As her various positions illustrate her involvement in both education and administra-
tion, her research, writing, and organization activities also reftect this involvement.
Her research was in the area of hemiplegia, muscle function, and bioelectric poten-
tial. She subsequently served as chairman of the Nursing Study Group of the Joint
Committee for Stroke Facilities, which developed guidelines for nursing care of
stroke patients.

She was an active speaker and writer on issues of nursing practice and administra-
tion, and she held significant elected and appointed positions in nursing organiza-
tions. Recognition was further awarded through election to membership in Sigma
Theta Tau, National Honor Society of Nursing; Founders Day Award, New York
University (1968); election as Fellow of American Academy of Nursing (1978). She
was also listed in Outstanding Educators of America (1974), Minnesota Woman'’s:
Yearbook (1978), and Who's Who of American Women (1978-80).

White Dean Ramey was at the University of Minnesota only four years, in that time
she became a Minnesotan, adopting this state as her own. She led the School of
Nursing in a period of rapid growth, seeing fulfilled some goals which were in
progress when she came and bringing new projects into being. The most visible of
these is the new Health Sciences Unit F to house.the School of Nursing and the
College of Pharmacy, for which she worked tirelessly to achieve legislative funding.
During her tenure, the implementation of out-state expansion of the master’s pro-
gram and funding for planning a doctoral program were accomplished. Dr. Ramey
recognized that the nursing community of the state was a vital population both to be
served and to support the School of Nursing. She became active in state organization
activities and became arole model for others working with legislative and community
groups.

Dr. Ramey is survived by her mother, Flora A. Bressel, Yoakum, Texas, brother
Welimont, Grants, New Mexico, and many friends and colleagues. Dr. Ramey leaves a
legacy of dedication to sound education as the basis for professional practice and
courage in meeting professional responsibility. Her belief in the philosophy and the
goals of the University and the School of Nursing will iong stand as a support and
guide.

WALTER K. VIVRETT

1915-1979

Walter Vivrett came to the University of Minnesota in the fall of 1949 after serving in
the Army Corps of Engineers during World War ll. He began his architectural career
before the war as a student in the School of Architecture of Tulane University in New
Orleans and completed work for his professional degree at the University of lllinois in
Champaign-Urbana, where he was graduated with highest honors and received
many additional awards for his scholarship and design ability. He continued his
education as a graduate student at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, where
he was awarded the master of architecture degree and taught architectural design
for one year at Miami University in Oxford, Ohio, before coming to Minnesota.

Professor Vivrett will be remembered nationally for his many contributions to our
cultural heritage through his research on housing and geriatrics during the Eisen-
hower and Kennedy administrations. He also made significant public service contri-
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butions to the State of Minnesota and served on the Governor’s Council on Aging, the
Minneapolis Urban Renewal Task Force, the Capitol Long-Range Improvements
Committee, and numerous research and service committees of the University. He
was one of the founding members of the group which conceived the Minnesota
Experimental City Project, served as its Director during the early years of its develop-
ment, and continued research on its many related phases until his death. His more
recent publications include Residential Rehabilitation, which he co-edited with Mr.
Carter McFarland, several definitive reports on the Minnesota Experimental City
Project, and several articles in journals on architecture and urban design. He also
served as technical director for the White House Conference on Aging and was an
architectural consultant for the Public Housing Administration.

His contributions to architectural education cannot be adequately measured but
would include personal contact with every student attending the University of Minne-
sota School of Architecture during the decades of the fifties and sixties and every
student enrolled in the master of architecture graduate program during the past
twenty years. He was awarded a special citation for his contributions to architectural
education by the Minnesota Society of the A.LA. at its recent convention in Septem-
ber and has served on many boards and committees including those of the American
Institute of Architects, the National Architectural Accrediting Board, the Association
of Collegiate Schools of Architecture, the American Iinstitute of Planners, and the
National Council of Architectural Registration Boards. He was also the architect for
housing projects in Minnesota and the Upper Midwest in general.

Professor Vivrett continued to work on a full-time basis throughout the school year
in spite of serious physical difficulties caused by the debilitating effects of Parkin-
son’s disease.

Walter will be missed by his many friends on the faculty, the staff of the Campus
Club, where he once lived, his former students, and by his neighbors who watched
him exercise his beautiful great dane, Missy, along the paths of River Road in
Minneapolis.

VI. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting of the University Senate was adjourned.

MARILEE WARD
Clerk of the Senate
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Appendix
ABSTRACT OF DISCUSSION

The first gathering of 1979-80 of the University Senate, a special meeting, was
called to order at 3:40 p.m. by President Magrath in Nicholson Hall auditorium,
Minneapolis campus, following a special meeting of the Twin Cities Campus Assem-
bly. Coordinate campuses were linked by telephone. Minutes of the May meetings, as
well as appointments of Senate officers, were approved.

Vice President Election — The president expressed appreciation to Betty Robinett,
who had relinquished the vice chairmanship when she was named acting assistant
vice president for academic affairs, for her service to the Senate and the Senate
Consultative Committee, which she had chaired, and for her general support. Rich-
ard Purple, professor of physiology and chairperson of the Consultative Committee,
followed suit with a resolution of appreciation. Ms. Robinett responded that she
deeply appreciated the opportunity she had had, that it was an honor for her and for
women. The Senate applauded following her brief remarks. Russell Hobbie, profes-
sor of physics and director, Space Science Center, and Steve Carlson, student, were
nominated, and Mr. Hobbie was elected. The president said he was delighted to have
him serve.

Outreach Report — Mr. Purple presented the order of speakers who would ad-
dress the Senate, following which a general discussion would take place. He com-
mended the Study Group for its “chutzpah’” and the several Senate committees that
had been involved for their patience, and then moved approval of the motion to
endorse the principle of the University's responsibility for outreach functions, whiie
withholding endorsement of the report’s operational proposals, awaiting results of
studies by the administration to determine the impact of various methods of imple-
mentation. Robert Brasted, professor of chemistry and chairperson of the Consulta-
tive Committees Subcommittee for Review of the Outreach Report, provided some
background information as to the 1977-78 committee reports, after which, he said,
the Consultative Committee had appointed his subcommittee. He expressed his
subcommittee’s concern that it had not been possible to hold meetings at the
departmental level. There was also the concern that the teaching, research, and
service functions of the University might not necessarily be improved if the outreach
recommendations were implemented.

Al Linck, acting vice president for academic affairs and chairperson of the Study
Group, cited the 1975 Regents’ mission statement, which contained a cali to initiate
an outreach study. At that time, he said, the University Committee on Extension and
Community Programs also requested such a study. An interim report was produced
following consultation with a number of Senate committees and faculty members on
the coordinate campuses. However, he observed, whatever the involvement of the
faculty, committee reports always came as something of a surprise to some of the
faculty. He called on the faculty to assume responsibility for exploring further the
proposais of the committee, noting that inloading was only one way to accomplish
outreach, explaining that there was no one model, reassuring the Continuing Educa-
tion and Extension Division that its central mechanism would have a vital role, and
concluding that the whole process would be carried out over time in an evolutionary
way. He urged that individual departments decide how best to handle the outreach
effort, and then coordination would be effected at the college level.

Mr. Carlson said that, if the University was really concerned about reaching out and
setting up programs in the community, he hoped funds would be available. Donaid
Browne, professor of speech and communications and last year’s chairperson of the
Educational Policy Committee, said the report indicated several reasons for directing
University efforts outward: the probability of declining enroliments, the need for
some improvement in the quality of instruction in some forms of outreach; and the
philosophy that the University should make offerings available as widely as possible.
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He said the first two reasons had not been sufficiently documented, and he called for
some cost and human resources needs estimates.

David Cooperman, professor of sociology, said no one would be against outreach
in favor of inreach, but that there was simply not enough data to vote intelligently. Mr.
Linck responded that developing figures was very frustrating, that some did appear
at the end of the report, but that the full cost of inloading would be difficult to
calculate; some would be paid by the user at little cost to the University; and there
was a wide variety of programs to consider. He urged that faculty offer specific
suggestions of what they would do, after which cost estimates could be worked out.

Michael Baizerman, associate professor, Center for Youth Development and Re-
search, suggested using data from other institutions. Mr. Browne thought that, if the
University did make a major change, it should make a big push to inform the public
and do it with a sense of drama. Mr. Cooperman thought drama was not needed. He
said the University currently had inloading and there were problems still to be worked
out with those. He put forth the idea of communiversity, a concept developed severat
years ago by the University, and he suggested that a “pilot” amount could be
requested of the legislature so that there could be implementation and evaluation of
a program. Krishna Seeley, student, was concerned that an expanded outreach effort
would raise tuition and that schedule changes would be difficult for students holding
jobs. Lark Hosch, student, said she had participated in several extension programs
and that the proposal would raise the status of extension students.

Richard Skaggs, associate professor of geography and a member of the Study
Group, brought out his substitute motion as a more positive approach. it said that the
Senate would “accept’ the report, and it outlined a procedure for implementation
and reporting to the Senate. He said his concern was how the merging of extension
credit instruction into the regular workload of the facuity would affect the level of
instruction in a particular course. He maintained that the Study Group did not have
enough data. Mr. Purple said that, by “accepting’”’ the report, the Senate would be
adopting it sentence by sentence, word by word, which would not be a wise move.
Also, he pointed out that the Consultative Committee was coordinating efforts of the
several committees of the Senate that were most directly concerned with outreach.
Mr. Brasted called attention to the several questions posed by his subcommittee in its
report that needed to be considered. Frank Sorauf, professor of political science,
raised the question of the effect on research, specifically as to interactive research.
He said attention should be directed to many areas besides agricultural extension.

The chair asked Mr. Skaggs whether he wanted to change the wording of his
motion; Mr. Skaggs declined. Mr. Hobbie asked whether the Senate could accept a
report that had not been before it. The chair ruled that the Skaggs motion could not
be carried forward.

Daniel Miiler, assistant professor of pharmacognosy, then introduced three substi-
tutions, which he said would give some concrete form to the resolutions. The first
proposed that instruction be organized and offered on the basis of a coordinated
plan that had undergone careful discussion and review. The next provided for a
report to the Senate through the Consultative Committee by fall of 1980 on the results
of studies by the administration on the impact of various methods of implementation.
The last specified that academic responsibility would rest with the faculties of the
collegiate units. Mr. Purple accepted the new language. When asked about the
frequency of reporting to the Senate, he said his committee would like to do so during
winter and spring quarters.

Harold Miller, dean of continuing education and extension, asked whether change
was implied and whether, if the motion were approved, changes would take place
immediately. Mr. Miller said it was not his intent to challenge the timing but to
encourage exchange with coliegiate units so that more data could be developed.
Kent Bales, associate professor of English, asked whether the Miller proposal would
preciude any further action, thereby putting on a moratorium. Mr. Brasted assured
him that the subcommittee considered it a friendly amendment. Mr. Carlson asked if
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the Extension Division were carrying out some programs that college units would
duplicate. The chair said there could be duplication.

The question was cailed and the Miller substitute motion was approved almost
unanimously, followed by approval of the main motion as amended. Mr. Purple
thanked the Senate for giving its time in a special meeting, and adjournment took
place at 5:15 p.m.

MARILEE WARD
Abstractor
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The second meeting of the University Senate for the year 1979-80 was convened in 25
Law Building, Minneapolis campus, on Thursday, November 29, 1979. Coordinate cam-
puses were linked by telephone. Checking or signing the roll as present were 141 voting
members of the faculty, 31 voting members of the student body, 3 members of the Council
of Academic Officers, and 41 nonmembers.

President C. Peter Magrath presided.

I. SENATE AND UNIVERSITY COMMITTEES, 1979-80
Action (5 minutes)

Committee members not included in May 17, 1979, Senate Minutes.

SENATE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC STANDING AND RELATIONS: Students: Grant
Hartman (UMD), Garry Lowenthal, Dan Urgo, 2 vacancies.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON ALL-UNIVERSITY HONORS: Students: Annamarie Da-
ley, Garry Lowenthal, 1 vacancy. Alumni Representatives: Harry Atwood, Gladys Brooks,
Gerald Friedell, John Mooty, George Pennock.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON BUSINESS AND RULES: Merle Hirsh (UMM), Wayne
Welch. Students: John Bugbee (UMD), Richard Linden, Judy Phillips, 1 vacancy.
SENATE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY: Stephen Hedman (UMD) (replace-
ment for Richard Ojakangas), Robert Keller, Norman Kerr (replacement for Margaret
Davis). Students: Julie Bates, Fritz Herrmann, Kim Kreuzer (UMD), Steve Tillitt, 1 vacancy.
UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON EXTENSION AND COMMUNITY PROGRAMS: Charles
Backstrom, William Fleischman (UMD), John Kearnes (UMM). Students: Sue Grieger, Tim
Harty, Gregory Hess, Gary Peterson, 1 vacancy. Alumni Representative: Betty Danielson.
UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON COMPUTING FACILITIES: J. Lawrence Mitchell. Stu-
dents: Greg Hundly, Tom Potter, 2 vacancies.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS AND MEDIA: Robert
Tennyson. Students: Jan Smith, 4 vacancies.

UNIVERSITY COMITTEE ON SUMMER SESSIONS: Robert Sonkowsky. Students: 5
vacancies.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT: Bruce Overmier, Ellen
Robert (UMM). Students: Richard Deblieck, Deborah Sagstetter, 3 vacancies.
UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON UNIVERSITY-ROTC RELATIONSHIPS: John Good-
ding. Students: Howard Baron, Melissa Fry, Matthew Taylor, 1 vacancy.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION: Michael Smith (UMC)
(replacement for Richard Christenson), Ellen Robert (UMM). Students: Lynda Ann Hollin-
ger, Susan Scull, Khalil Sharifzadeh, 1 vacancy.

UNIVERSITY COLLEGE ASSEMBLY: Nicholas Barbatsis, Benjamin Bayman, Glen Ber-
ryman, Perry Blackshear, Virginia Bruininks, Thomas Buckley, Joseph Gallian (UMD),
Richard Goodrich, Roger T. Johnson, Ruth Jones, John Malmberg, Frederick Peterson
(UMM), Maynard Reynolds, Donald Ross, Albert Yonas. Students: Charles James, 2
vacancies.
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS: Tom Bacig (UMD), Leo Raskind. Gradu-
ate Assistant: Janet Burcalow.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON TENURE: Students: 3 vacancies.

UNIVERSITY APPEALS COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC FREEDOM AND RESPONSIBIL-
ITY: Students: 4 vacancies. Civil Service Representatives: Jeanene Noll, 1 vacancy.
SENATE JUDICIAL COMMITTEE: Charles Campbell, Timothy Dunnigan, Shirtey Garner,
Gordon Heistad, Edith Hols (UMD), Jooinn Lee (UMM}, William Madden, H. E. Mason,
John Mauriel, Kim Munholland, Roger Park (Chr.), Thomas Pearsall, Wayne Potratz,
Edward Rippie, William Schofield, Miriam Seltzer, Phillip Tichenor, James Turnure, David
Ward, Charles Wolfram.

SENATE LIBRARY COMMITTEE: Caroline Brede (ex officio), Glen Gadberry, Lawrence
Goodman, Ruth Joeres. Students: Joe Bonyata, Paula Rochfort, Julie Sellgren (UMD),
Fred Suppe, Wendy Treadwell, 3 vacancies.

SENATE COMMITTEE ON RESEARCH: Roy Thompson (ex officio) (replacement for
Keith Huston). Students: Steve Carlson, Rosalind Horowitz, 1 vacancy.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON ANIMAL CARE: Rodney Harvey. Students: 1 vacancy.
UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON USE OF HUMAN SUBJECTS IN RESEARCH: William
Bart, G. Mary Bradley, Allen Buchanan, Paut Cashman, Thomas Choi, John Cogan, Byron
Egeland, Alfred Fish (co-chr.), Judith Garrard, Robert Gibson (co-chr.), Verona Gordon,
William Hanson, Vernon Hendrix, James Holte, Jon Hopeman, R. Edward Howell, Law-
rence Kaplan, Kenneth MacCorquodale, Jack Mandel, Hamilton McCubbin, Philip
McGlave, Charles McKhann (co-chr.), Charles Moldow, Ronald Prineas, Paul Reynolds,
Sally Rode, Jay Roshal, William Rowe, John Sauk, Jacqueline Shick, Brandon Smith, Karl
Smith, Alan Solem, Clark Starr, John Sullivan, Richard Sykes (co-chr.), W. D. Ward, Esther
Wattenberg. Students: Judy Becker, Richard Bulcroft, Wayne Duncan, Max Hines, John
Hurwitz, Judy List, Malcoim Moos, Jr., David Pellegrini, Chris Turner, 6 vacancies. Com-
munity Representatives: Carol Clayman, Marilyn Mills, Michael Steenson, Theartris Willi-
ams.

SENATE COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES AND PLANNING: Students: Peg Arne (UMM),
Cheryll Brown, John Latz, Richard Linden, Renae Rogers (UMD).

SENATE COMMITTEE ON SOCIAL CONCERNS: John Ingle (UMM), Dorothy Loeffler (ex
officio). Students: Dick Cooke, Rick Hoye, Maggie Kaiser, John Latz, Diane Lonetree,
Karen McGreevey (UMD), Krishna Seeley. Civil Service Representative: F. Laverne Clegg,
Judith Paulson, 1 vacancy. Alumni Representatives: Betty Clapp, Lillian Jensen, Viola
Kanatz.

Approved

INFORMATION:

SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE: Russell Hobbie (ex officio), Cleon Melsa (UMC).
Students: Scott Carlson (student chr.), Steve Carlson, Dick Cooke, Mark Davis (UMD), Jim
Gelbman (UMM), Sue Pribyl, John Weis, Brad Werner (UMW).

SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES: Students: Julie Bergh (UMM), Julie Seligren
(UMD), Al Senstad, Dick Wilke (student chr.), Melissa Berset.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON BIENNIAL REQUEST AND BUDGET REVIEW (members
designated by parent committees): Dwight Brown (SCEP), Paul Grambsch (SCRAP),
Robert Hexter (Research), Ken Keller (at large), Jack Merwin (at large), Fred Morrison
(chr.) (SCC), George Sell (SCFA), 1 faculty vacancy to be chosen from coordinate cam-
puses. Students: Julie Bates (SCEP), Scott Carlson (SCC), 1 student vacancy each from
Research and SCRAP, 1 student member to be chosen from coordinate campuses.

Accepted
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Il. SCHEDULED MEETINGS DURING 1979-80
Information

UNIVERSITY SENATE: November 29, February 14, April 17, and May 15. All meetings
(except Nov. 29) are at 3:15 p.m. All will be held in 25 Law Building, West Bank.

Accepted

lli. SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES
A. FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP
(25 minutes)

MOTION:

That the organization of retired University faculty members should have ex officio
(non-voting) representation on the Senate Committee on Facuity Affairs by amending the
Handbook of Procedures as follows: To Section U1.4.6 MEMBERSHIP, add to ex officio
listing, “and from the organization of retired University faculty members (either the chair-
man of that organization or his/her designee).”

COMMENT:

The Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs has requested the addition. The Committee
believes that retirement issues probably take up most of the time of the Committee, and will
undoubtedly continue to do so for many years. It would be helpful to that Committee to have
a representative of retirees present when those issues are discussed.

B. MEMBERSHIP, ANIMAL CARE COMMITTEE

MOTION:

That the representative of the Department of Environmental Health & Safety on the
University Committee on Animal Care may be either a member of its faculty or of its civil
service staff by amending the Handbook of Procedures as follows: To Section U1.4.9.2
MEMBERSHIP, add, “(either a member of the faculty or the civil service staff)” after the
words, “Department of Environmental Health and Safety . .

COMMENT:

The Department is small, and the faculty member may not be available for service. We
are assured that the civil service staff person has the background knowledge to serve the
Committee well.

C. JUDICIAL COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

MOTION:

That former members of the Senate Judicial Committee may be asked to serve on
Judicial Committee panels by amending the Handbook of Procedures as follows: To
Section U1.4.7 MEMBERSHIP, add, “Former members of the Judicial Committee may be
asked by the President, at the request of the Judicial Committee chairman, to serve on
panels where the chairman advises that their experience and expertise are critical to the
functioning of those panels.”

COMMENT:

Due to the enormous demands made on Judicial Committee members and, in the case
of first year members, their lack of experience, the chairman of last year's Committee asked
for and received authority to name former members to serve on certain panels. He
recommends that the option be made available to future chairmen. The Committee on
Committees concurs.
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D. STUDENT MEMBERSHIP ON COMMITTEES

MOTION:

That student members of committees must comply with specified registration require-
ments by amending the Handbook of Procedures as follows: To Section U1.302.3 MEM-
BERSHIP, add, “Student members of committees must be registered for at least 6 credits
for 3 of 4 quarters in the academic year (both summer sessions considered as one quarter).
Extension students must be registered for at least 3 credits during the term of service.
Graduate students who have completed course work and are not required to maintain
continuous registration during interim periods of study in preparation for written and oral
examinations must be certified by the individual department director of graduate studies

M. VIRGINIA FREDRICKS
Chairperson

Approved

V. UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON BUSINESS & RULES

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT, STUDENT MEMBERSHIP
(20 minutes)

MOTION:

To amend the Constitution of the Senate, Article lll, Section 4.c., to read as follows
(new matter in italics):
The elected representative of the students to the University Senate shalt be chosen (i) by
secret ballot by the student constituency enrolled in the several institutes, colleges, or
schools as specified in the Bylaws and (ii} by procedures established by student bodies of
the several campuses for the election of representatives of minority and international
student concerns.
(1) There shall be one (1) student member for each initial 1,000 full-time students ... Each
college, institute, or school shall establish its own procedures to determine qualification as
a full-time student.

(2) The representatives of minority and international student concerns shall be chosenin
accordance with the following provisions. There shall be five (5) student members elected
from the Twin Cities campus; one (1) student each shall be elected from the Duluth and
Morris campuses; and (1) student shall be elected alternately from the Crookston and
Waseca campuses. Student membership from the Twin Cities campus shall comprise one
(1) representative of Native American students, one (1) representative of Chicano stu-
dents, one (1) representative of Black students, one (1) representative of Asian-American
students, and one (1) representative of international students. Neither candidacy for
election nor the right to vote in elections for these positions may be denied on the basis of
race, creed, color, sex, national origin, or handicap.

COMMENT:

The University Committee on Business and Rules presents this motion to the Senate
without recommendation as to whether it should pass. Of all the proposals for minority
student representation which it has considered, the Committee finds this to be the one
subject to the fewest objections and the most likely to achieve the object of providing such
representation with the least dislocation of the size and relative composition of the Senate.
It is therefore the one most suited to be voted on, and the Committee moves it for that
purpose.

The genesis of this proposal was a motion made by Senator Steve Carlson in
November 1978, proposing ten Twin Cities senators, two for each of the categories, onthe
basis of a procedure already adopted by TCSA for its own membership. This motion was
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referred to the Committee, which decided to recommend that it not be passed. This
negative recommendation, however, was repeatedly deferred by the Committee (with the
consent of the Senate) in order that other proposals, possibly more acceptable, might be
made and considered. At length, spokesmen of the groups affected, known as the TCSA
Multicultural Student Coalition, drafted two alternative proposals, which were considered
by the Senate Committee on Social Concerns and referred (without expressed preference)
to the Committee on Business and Rules. One of these alternatives, which would have
involved setting up a student-faculty committee on minority and international concerns, the
members of which would sit in the Senate, was dropped by the Committee because it
involved elements and complications which went beyond the simple provision of represen-
tation to minority groups. The other proposal is the basis of the Committee’s motion. lthas
been slightly amended as to structure and language and substantiailly amended by reduc-
ing the number of proposed student senators by half. The resulting eight new student
senators, distributed in the same manner as the present student representation on the
Senate Consultative Committee, while providing distinct representation for each of the five
groups on the Twin Cities campus, will have the least possible effect on the size of the
Senate and the relative strength of students and faculty.

The chief argument in favor of such a proposal is the fact of the presence of these
minority groups in the student body and their absence from the elected representation of
that student body. Whether this absence is the result of deliberate prejudice, social and
economic factors, or sheer accident, it constitutes an inequality which may possibly
represent an inequity. Even without reference to the guestion of equity (which is emotion-
ally charged), it may be argued that, if the University is to achieve its professed object of full
access to minority groups and full participation of such students in the benefits of the
University, it must ensure, even by extraordinary methods, the participation of such
students in the governance process. Some such arguments have been found persuasive
by the elected representatives of the student body, who have provided for minority repre-
sentation in TCSA by a formula which, however much modified, is still present in conceptin
the Committee's motion. It is at least awkward that such minority representatives can now
sit in TCSA but not in the Senate of which TCSA provides the Twin Cities student
representation.

Objections may be made to any such plan for minority representation on legal grounds
(the Bakke argument) to the effect that the provision of separate guaranteed representation
for selected minority groups is a violation of the equal protection rights of members of the
majority (or of any individuals qua individuals). Until the Supreme Court speaks unambigu-
ously, it is impossible for anyone to speak definitively to this point; but it is at least an
argument against adopting this motion. The argument is minimized, however, by the
wording of the proposal, which provides representation, not for minority “groups,” but for
the “concerns” of such groups, and which allows any student to be a candidate for any of
these positions and all students to vote on all of them, thereby not legally segregating the
positions (though probably having the moral effect of doing so). It may be argued that there
is a want of logic in purporting to provide representation for minority groups (or their
concerns) by representatives who need not be members of such groups and who may be
elected by voters not members of such groups. However, TCSA has found the arrange-
ment apparently satisfactory, and the minority groups appear satisfied with this potentially
imperfect representation; and, in any case, logic is not a requisite of democracy.

The most serious arguments against this or any similar proposal relate to the merits of
providing guaranteed special representation to any groups whatever, particularly catego-
ries not based on choice, in any democratically-elected body. This is an issue of political or
even moral principle, not merely of law, to those who believe (as other minorities have
historically believed) that equality consists in the removal of segregated categories and the
opening of all positions to all. From this standpoint, democracy is concerned with equality of
opportunity and not with guarantees of results. The giving of special privileges to previously
discriminated-against minorities is just as objectionable as the earlier discrimination; it is,
indeed, reverse discrimination. Further, the drawing of a formal distinction between minori-
ties which receive special benefits and a “majority” which is denied them is invidious bothto
the minorities, who are presumed to be unable to do anything for themselves, and the
majority, which is presumed to be both homogeneous and hopelessly prejudiced. This is
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felt to-be especially insulting by sub-groups within the “majority” which themselves were, in
different contexts or in other times (within living memory), the victims of discrimination.

Finally, there are some specific arguments against this proposal. Notwithstanding its
reduced scope, it still increases the student representation with no corresponding increase
for faculty, and itis not based on any clear arithmetical formula of representation. It doesnot
provide for all possible groups of a comparable nature (e.g. non-Chicano Hispanics, the
disabled) and lumps with the “majority” some groups that may wish to be treated separately
(hypothetically, Jews, Poles). A case could be made, if inequality equals inequity, that
women ought to be guaranteed separate equal representation.

Members of the Senate will be affected differently by divers of these arguments. The
Committee makes no recommendation.

JOSEF L. ALTHOLZ
Chairman

Defeated

V. UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON BIENNIAL REQUEST
AND BUDGET REVIEW
Discussion (10 minutes)

A. ANNUAL REPORT, 1978-79

The University Committee on the Biennial Request and Budget Review met exten-
sively during the school year. The Committee consists of faculty and student delegates
from the Senate Consultative Committee, the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs, the
Senate Committee on Educational Policy, the Senate Committee on Resources ana
Planning, and the Senate Commitiee on Research, as well as at-large members.

Professors Don Browne, Leo Hurwicz, Don Spring, Robert Hexter, Ken Keller, Jack
Merwin, and Fred Morrison participated regularly during the year. They were assisted by
Professors C. Eugene Allen, Robert Brasted, Stanley Erlandson, and Paul Grambsch, who
served as alternates. Three students, Jim Clark, Pat Eckman, and Elizabeth Sands were
regular participants in committee work.

A. The Committee has submitted two interim reports for your consideration. These
reported our activities in the following areas:
. Review of the Interim Guidelines and Criteria for the 1979-80 budget.
. Methods for dealing with deficits in the 1978-79 operating budget.
. Priorities for the 1979-81 biennial request.
. Funding for equipment replacement.
Delays in the reallocation cycle.
Potential shortfalls in supply and expense budgets due to inadequate legislative
fundmg of cost-of-living increases in these accounts.

7. Review of retrenchment decisions.

B. Since the second interim report was filed in early May, the Committee has considered
two additional items of business. Both are of substantial importance.

1. BUDGET REALLOCATIONS. The Committee reviewed and sent to the Senate
Consultative Committee a report concerning the president's proposed allocations for 1979-
80. We wish to reemphasize that the allocations were administrative. The function of
this Committee (and of SCC) has been to review budget decisions proposed by the
president. We did not have input into those decisions until the proposed allocations were
submitted to us.

After our review, we requested immediate consultation with the president and others
responsible for budget decisions. We raised a number of general issues with the president.
While we recognized the need for the creation of central reserves, we did not believe that
the retrenchment was an appropriate source for their creation. (They were originally
proposed at $275,000 plus $100,000 for matching-fund equipment grants.) We also were
concerned that many of the items were first submitted to us on May 10, long after the closing
date for collegiate submissions. We expressed concern that there was no statement of
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priority categories provided, as had been anticipated. In particular, we were concerned
about the instances in which unit priorities had been “skipped over” by central administra-
tion. We also expressed a concern about the documentation of supply and expense items,
and about some allocations which appeared to have been made which were notincluded in
unit submissions.

In addition, the Committee reviewed the allocations on a unit-by-unit basis.

In response to our concerns, the president met with UCBRBR and SCC on May 31.
After that consultation, $150,000 was drawn from the presidential reserves and allocated to
collegiate units.

Our general reaction to the reallocation process followed in 1978-79 must be de-
scribed as “mixed.” We recognize the need for reallocation. In our view, an ongoing
process of internal reallocation of resources is essential to the academic health of the
University. A means must be found to continue this function on a regular basis. The
principal problems this year have been associated with timing of the decision-making
(about which we warned in our initial review of the process), and a tendency of the system to
require relatively trivial decisions to be made at the highest levels of consultation, while
meaningful aspects of consultation are rendered more difficult by the inadequacy of the
existing data base. This has led, to some extent, to inefficient decision-making. Some of
these issues are addressed by the proposed budget system for 1980-81 and 1981-82,
discussed below.

2. BUDGET PLANNING FOR 1980-81 AND SUBSEQUENT YEARS. The Committee
reviewed the “Brown Committee” report on budgeting procedures for the future and made
arecommendation to the Senate Consultative Committee. UCBRBR recommended adop-
tion of the approach suggested in that document, but specified a few areas of concern.

FRED L. MORRISON
Chairman

Accepted

B. FIRST INTERIM REPORT, 1979-80

BUDGET EXECUTIVE. At the conclusion of the 1978-79 academic year, UCBRBR
recommended adoption of the “Brown Committee Report” as a basis for budget formuta-
tion for the future. The president substantially followed the recommendations of the “Brown
Committee” in establishing a budget executive, consisting of Acting Vice President Linck
and Vice Presidents Brown and French. The budget executive will meet with the deans of
colleges and the heads of major supporting units during the next two months. It will
formulate proposed budgets for 1980-81 and 1981-82, as well as identify biennial request
items for 1981-83.

The budget executive will eliminate much of the paperwork which was associated with
retrenchment and reallocation last year. UCBRBR met with the budget executive in mid-
September to discuss the criteria and guidelines which it will use in preparing its budget
decisions. The criteria will be similar to those used last year. Budget decisions are to be
based on “essentiality, quality, availability, need (demand), and resource management.”
Note that “centrality,” a criterion used last year, has been replaced by “essentiality.”

UCBRBR, SCC, and other relevant Senate committees will review the recommenda-
tions of the budget executive during the month of February. Public hearings will be
scheduled.

SUPPLY AND EXPENSE DISTRIBUTION. The Legislature provided a very meager
allocation for increased costs of supplies and expenses. The increase was distributed ona
formula basis to academic units (excluding University libraries and support units), withotit
consuiting with UCBRBR. The Committee has protested the failure of consultation. Con-
cernwas expressed about the exclusions and about the formulary nature of thedistribution.

OTHER BUSINESS. UCBRBR has commenced consideration of the six-year capital
plan and the biennial request for capital improvements. It has also considered the impact on
University activities of the new state law providing bidding preferences on purchases.

FRED L. MORRISON
Chairman
Accepted
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Vi. UNIVERSITY POLICY AGENDA, 1979-80, BY THE PRESIDENT
(10 minutes)

The president, upon the recommendation of the University Senate, is called upon to
submit an annual policy agenda for the institution. This report seeks to respond to the
Senate’s request by outlining those major policy issues that, in the president’s opinion,
warrant particularly close scrutiny during the 1979-80 academic year.

In reviewing the issues that follow, two points should be kept in mind. First, the list of
specific items included here is intentionally limited; it attempts to concentrate upon those
issues that have systemwide implications and that should receive systemwide attention.
Second, not all of the issues contained in this agenda can, will, or even should be resolved
during the current academic year. Some of the items simply resist quick and easy solutions
and instead will demand continuous attention throughout the foreseeable future.

UNIVERSITY PLANNING ACTIVITIES

The main focus of University-wide policy issues for 1979-80 turns on the major
planning effort now under way. The development of a long-range institutional plan was, ot
course, a signal in my last report under this heading to the University Senate as well asto
other appropriate University committees and groups. Very briefly, the items we hope to
focus upon in our planning activities are these:

1) Procedural changes for the next cycle.

2) Mechanisms for identifying and dealing with University-wide issues.

3) Mechanisms for achieving coordination, integration, and review of plans by areas

of commonality.

4) Methods for linking planning more closely to budget and biennial request pro-
cesses.

5) A review of the institutional statement on University goals, objectives, and
priorities.

6) A review of the University Mission Statement.

OTHER POLICY AGENDA QUESTIONS

It is naturally impossible to foresee and identify precisely all of the issues that will be
under active scrutiny during this and coming academic years. However, the followingitems
continue to preoccupy the central administration and the University community:

1) COORDINATION OF ACADEMIC AND FACILITIES' PLANNING
The importance of linking academic and facilities planning continues to be a
significant preoccupation. Accordingly, the Office of Academic Affairs and the
Office of Physical Planning are seeking to improve the coordination between
programmatic and building planning consistent with the Regents’ recommenda-
tions. Emphasis will be placed upon remodeling and renovation of existing facili-
ties, upon mechanisms for determining priorities for capital improvement, and upon
the development of effective space management procedures.

2) ACADEMIC AFFAIRS PLANNING
The Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs continues to undertake efforts
to increase the planning and coordination of systemwide services and activities
relating to 1) the development of University media resources, particularly interms
of radio and video transmission and the audiovisual library service; 2) the improve-
ment in University computer services; 3) the development of a systemwide delivery
system for University of Mid-America materials; and 4) the automation of University
library services.

3) DISCUSSIONS AND REVIEWS INVOLVING THE OUTREACH REPORT
This report has, of course, already been discussed at a special meeting of the
University Senate. No further comments would appear necessary at this time
except that many of the issues and policy implications of the Outreach Report
continue to be under active study.

4) REVIEW OF FACULTY RETIREMENT PROGRAMS
The Retirement Plan Task Force continues to work closely with the Senate Com-
mittee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA) to study the faculity retirement plan and its impact
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on both current and retired faculty members. Recommendations for changes inthe
present retirement programs are anticipated and will be shared with interested
University parties before any changes are implemented.

5) REVIEWS OF GRADUATE SCHOOL PROGRAMS
In addition to the general policy agenda that will be followed during the 1979-80
academic year, the University Senate has also requested a list of those graduate
school programs that will be reviewed during the current academic year.

Twin Cities Campus, fall quarter:

. Operations Research

. Orthopaedic Surgery

. Ancient Studies

. Ophthalmology

. Surgery and Experimental Surgery
. Neurosurgery

Twm Cities Campus, winter quarter:
Fluid Mechanics
2. Urology (tentative)
Twin Cities Campus, spring quatrter:
1. Electrical Engineering
2. Control Sciences
3. Public Health
. Biometry and Health Information Systems
. Environmenta! Health
Epidemiology
. Hospital and Health Care Administration
. Physiological Hygiene
Public Health
Vetennary Clinical Sciences
a. Theriogenology
b. Veterinary Medicine
c. Veterinary Surgery, Radiology and Anesthesiology
5. Anesthesiology
University of Minnesota at Duluth, spring quarter:

1. Education (Elementary and Secondary)
2. Educational Administration

OO WON
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Accepted

VIl. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

ACADEMIC STAFF “E” POSITIONS
(15 minutes)

PLEASE NOTE: Senators who desire copies of the document, “‘University of Minne-
sota Academic Staff Policies and Procedures, A Second Proposal,’
may obtain them by calling (612) 373-5964, Academic Affairs Office.

MOTION:

1. That the Senate approve the principle of “E” (Academic Staff) appointments for appro-
priate groups.

2. ltis understood that individuals currently empioyed at the University of Minnesota on a
basis other than “E” will not be changed to an “E” basis without their permission.
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Individuals on regular probationary academic appointments should be considered for
tenure on the basis of performance expectations as of the time of their initial appoint-
ment. A person who chooses to retain faculty status shall not be discriminated against or
subjected to sanctions as a result of this choice.

3. The question of which categories of positions should be classified as “E” (Academic
Staff) is one that shall require consultation and advice by the Faculty Senate in order to
safeguard academic freedom. The Faculty Senate shall also be consulted as to the
provision of academic freedom for individuals in professional positions on “E” track. The
Senate designates the Tenure Committee as its representative for this consultation, and
recommends that the Tenure Committee consuit with affected groups.

4. There must be procedures and protections for review, job security, promotion, salary
increases, and appeals for individuals on an “E” appointment. Faculty and affected
groups should be clearly involved in establishing and reviewing these procedures. Until
the procedures and protections are established, the Tenure Committee is further hereby
charged with assisting with the establishment and review of proposed procedures and
protections for individuals on “E"” appointments.

5. Under the present constitution and bylaws of the Senate, individuals who are employed
at the University of Minnesota on an “E” basis are not eligible for membership in the
Faculty Senate. Although consideration of a change in this status is premature at this
meeting, the matter shall be referred to the appropriate Senate committee to be
considered and reported back to the Faculty Senate by the end of this academic year.

Above is the final approved version. The original motion included the following:

3. “‘The question of whether categories of positions . . . in order to insure academic
freedom where it is appropriate.”’

The second sentence of Item 3 was not in the original motion, nor was *'. .. and
recommends that the Tenure Committee consult with affected groups.”

The words “‘and affected groups’’ were added to the second sentence in ltem 4, and
the words ‘‘because they work in such close conjunction with persons on such appoint-
ments’’ were deleted.

The sentence *“*Consideration of a change in this status is premature at the present
time” was deleted from Item 5 and the second sentence shown above in the approved
version was substituted.

The following amendments were defeated:

Delete the words in ltem 1 and substitute the following: ' That the Senate approve the
principle of “E” (Academic Staff) appointments for the Limited Appointment titles and
General Administrative titles; and further, that the Senate defer its approval of extending
this class to other personnel categories until further modification of the “E"’ appointment
series is accomplished through the mechanism of Item 3 of this motion.”

Delete the second sentence in ltem 3 and substitute the following: *'This procedure
should incorporate the opinions of the respective collegial units through their collegial and
administrative processes addressed to the Tenure Committee, whom the Senate desig-
nates as its representatives in this consultation.”

INFORMATION:
(From “University of Minnesota: Academic Staff Personne! Policies and Procedures—A
Second Proposal’—Draft Revision of July 23, 1979)

On April 27, 1976, the Task Group to Develop Personnel System Recommendations
for Non-Faculty Administrative and Professional Appointments submitted a report to Presi-
dent Magrath. The report contained statements of rationale for development of a third
personnel system in the University, the roots of which were already established in earlier
years, and a series of definitions and operational policy proposals which might shape the
system as it evolved. Briefly, the basis given for moving in this direction included the
following reasons:
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1. In most large and heterogeneous public and private universities there have
emerged important and essential positions, mainly academic in nature, which do not fit
under either the faculty or the civil service systems. Since the early seventies at the
University of Minnesota this group has been identified with the symbol “E” (signifying
special employment). There has been an almost total lack of personnel policies and
provisions delineating the terms and conditions of employment for this group.

2. Neither the current nor the proposed set of tenure regulations provides for the
tenuring of non-faculty positions. In 1972-73, the University Committee on Tenure, in the
process of drafting the proposed regulations, urged attention to the need to develop a
career service for academic administrators and academic professionals.

3. The faculty tenure system and faculty performance criteria place primary emphasis
on teaching and research (including scholarly inquiry and/or artistic production) functions
and roles. Professional service and length of service are considered to be secondary
criteria. Applying the facuity criteria to nonfaculty academic positions has caused classic
double-bind problems for persons in those positions whose responsibilities are not primar-
ily instruction and research. Extending faculty titles and academic tenure to persons whose
positions do not fit or require them causes other serious problems for the tenure systemand
the institution.

4. More rationality and flexibility in personnel staffing and in renewal of leadership can
be maintained in these times of “steady state” conditions if the faculty tenure system is
limited to those for whom academic freedom makes its provisions necessary. Maintaining
flexibility is crucial to the enabling of reorganization and redeployment of personnel to
engage in new or changed programs or activities with scarce resources. This becomes
impossible when individuals are tenured inappropriately as faculty members within depart-
ments or in noncollegiate units.

5. The intensity of concern with the accuracy of information for internal planning and
for reporting to outside agencies and governmental bodies which provide funds to the
University on the basis of facuity-student ratios leads to the need to be able to sort
academic professionals and administrators from faculty members, since related but differ-
ent functions are being performed by the two groups. Establishing an identifiable academic
staff group should reflect positively upon the University in resource terms, for the faculty
group now includes many positions which involve important administrative or professional
activities but little or no teaching and scholarly activities.

6. Development of an attractive career service for academic staff members which
recognizes their professional status and level of functioning should resolve a currently
ambiguous personnel situation in the University and clarify positively the identities, expec-
tations, terms, and conditions for positions which are essential to the successful functioning
of the University.

Since its distribution, the report of the Task Group has been discussed widely and
critically by central administrators, by deans, directors, and other academic administrators,
by selected University and Senate committees, and by individuals in units who potentially
may be affected by the further delineation of what is commonly referred to as the “E track”
on campus.* Responses to the report of the Task Group generally were twofold: There
seemed to be support for a third system as a necessary and overdue step toward amore
rational personnel organization for the University; however, there was widespread ques-
tioning and anxiety about specific conditions of employment such as job security, accessto
governance, and career development.

The arguments for moving in the direction in which other major public and private
universities already have moved in the last decade or earlier are if anything more compel-

*There was informal distribution of one or both drafts of the proposal for purposes of
information, review, and comment, to the following University bodies: the Board of Re-
gents, the Council of Academic Officers, the Central Officers Group, the Senate Consulta-
tive Committee, the University Committee on Tenure, and the Senate Committee on
Faculty Affairs. In addition, the proposal was distributed to policy-making and policy-
reviewing groups and individuals within the University.
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ling at this time than they were in 1976. There is sharpened concern with organizationatl
rationality and fiexibility in the now stringent resource climate for higher education. This
revised proposal, which incorporates a number of suggestions given in response to the
draft dated March 28, 1979, attempts to present operational policy statements that revise,
refine, and in many instances redirect proposals in the report of the Task Group in response
to comments and criticisms offered.

MARCIA M. EATON, Chr.
SCC Subcommittee on Grievances
and Legal Concerns

RICHARD PURPLE, Chr.
Senate Consultative Committee

Approved

Vill. SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS
SEX DIFFERENTIALS, RETIREMENT BENEFITS

INFORMATION:

Last spring a subcommittee of this committee issued an extensive report entitled “Sex
Differentials in Periodic Retirement Benefits Under the Faculty Retirement Plan.” The
covering letter indicated the intent of the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA) to
hold a hearing on this issue this fall. In the meantime a Task Force on the Faculty
Retirement Plan has submitted a proposal to the SCFA that calls for a basic restructuring of
the pension plan on which the Task Force and SCFA intend to seek faculty reaction.

SCFA believes that (1) several important features of our pension plan, including but
not limited to sex differentials and the relative treatment of younger and older faculty,
should be reviewed promptly and carefully, and (2) a broad restructuring would necessarily
involve taking a position on the sex differential issue. To concentrate solely on the sex
differential issue at this time would (1) force a delay on the restructuring hearings planned
by the Task Force and SCFA and (2) suggest changes that would be temporary if the plan
were later basically restructured. For these reasons SCFA has decided to concentrate its
attention this fall on the Task Force proposal instead of holding hearings solely on the sex
differential issue. Consequently the Task Force and SCFA will hold hearings and act as
quickly as possible on the restructuring proposal. If this proposal proves unacceptable, we
shall then consider modifications in the present plan, concentrating first on the sex differen-
tial question.

C. ARTHUR WILLIAMS
Chair

Accepted

IX. QUESTIONS TO THE PRESIDENT
(15 minutes)

None.

X. OLD BUSINESS

None.
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XI. NEW BUSINESS
(15 minutes)

President reported that the McKnight Foundation was making $1 million as an endowment
to make it possible to fund merit scholarships for undergraduates.

Xil. TRIBUTE TO DECEASED FACULTY MEMBERS
WILLIAM R. SCARBOROUGH

1925-1979

William R. Scarborough, associate professor and chairman of the Division of Educa-
tion at the University of Minnesota, Morris, died on September 13, 1979, of cancer.

Born June 23, 1925, in Morton, Minnesota, Professor Scarborough was a graduate of
Windom Public Schools, where he distinguished himself as an outstanding student-athlete.
In 1943 he entered the Aviation Air Cadet Program of the Army Air Corps and received his
pilot's wings. After World War I, Scarborough entered Augsburg College, graduating with a
bachelor's degree in 1949.

Scarborough’s contributions to the field of education spanned 29 years. He entered
the teaching field in 1950 as a science teacher, athletic coach, and counselor in the Parkers
Prairie Public Schools, where he later became high school principal. He went on to receive
a master's degree in education from the University of Minnesota in 1964 and, in 1966,
joined the facuity of the University of Minnesota, Morris, as a research associate with the
Educational Resource Development Center. He was appointed assistant professor in the
Education Division at the University of Minnesota, Morris, in 1971, and became chairman of
the division in 1975. He was promoted to associate professor in 1973.

Professor Scarborough was very active in professional as well as community organi-
zations. His professional commitments on the state, regional, and national levels included
work with the Educational Councit Service Unit as an Advisory Council member for Regions
VI, Vi, and IV. He also served as chairman of the committee to formulate new and
proposed regulations for program and institutional development for the State of Minnesota.

Scarborough was appointed convenor for the Division of Deans and Chairpersons of
the Minnesota Association of Teacher Educators, and served as chairman of a select
committee from that association which acts as liaison to the Board of Teaching and the
State Department of Education. In addition, he served as an adviser to the Student
Minnesota Education Association on the UMM Campus.

He was a member of the Local School Committee for Continuing Education Require-
ment for Re-Certification of Teachers, and of many campus committees, including the
Administrative, Curriculum, Teacher Education, and Placement Committees, the Univer-
sity Without Wallls Advisory Committee, the Admissions Committee, and the Committee to
Study Off-campus Learning Experiences.

He held professional memberships in the American Association of University Profes-
sors, the Minnesota Education Association, Western Division Principals, the Minnesota
State High School Coaches Association, the Minnesota Association of Teacher Education,
and the University of Minnesota Alumni Association.

Professor Scarborough was instrumental in carrying out a highly successful place-
ment program for University of Minnesota, Morris, Education graduates and he maintained
close contact with high school principals, counselors, and teachers throughout the state.
He also played a ieadership role in developing a number of in-service programs for
teachers, including workshops with school personnel to organize student teaching and
tutor/aide arrangements.

His efforts have affected the lives of hundreds of young people in west central
Minnesota and throughout the state, and his contributions to the field of education have
been numerous and varied. His professional abilities and dedicated service will long be
missed by his colleagues and friends.

S Professor Scarborough is survived by his wife, Donna, and two children, Michael and
usan.
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Xlll. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting of the University Senate was adjourned.

MARILEE WARD
Clerk
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Appendix

ABSTRACT OF DISCUSSION

The November 29 meeting of the University Senate was called to order at 3:50 p.m. in
25 Law Building, Minneapolis campus, following a meeting of the Twin Cities Campus
Assembly. President C. Peter Magrath presided. Additions to memberships on Senate and
University Committees for the current year were approved.

Committee on Committees Recommendations — The Senate approved without dis-
cussion 4 minor recommendations for changes in rules regarding membership on commit-
tees of the Senate that were presented by John Howe, professor of history and member of
the Committee on Committees. Dick Wilke, another member of the Committee, announced
that an orientation session for student committee participants and others would be held
January 13. He also reported that committee chairs could expect a questionnaire shortly
and he urged cooperation.

Constitutional Amendment, Student Membership — Josef Altholz, professor of his-
tory and chairperson of the Business and Rules Committee, presented an amendment to
the Senate constitution that would increase the student membership of the Senate by 8 by
providing specific slots for representatives of minority and international student concerns.
He recalled that a proposal had been brought up several times last year and that his
committee had delayed introduction to the Senate until the various proposals had been
received. The committee was bringing it to the Senate without recommendation. He said
the first question was whether there should be representation of the groups named and, if
s0, what the best way was to do that; the current proposal had been presented by the TCSA
Multicultural Student Coalition. The committee decided that, if the decision were made that
the groups should be represented, then the proposal at hand was the best. He urged that
the Senate vote primarily on the principal of whether there shouid be such representation.

Scott Carlson, student senator, urged passage, indicating that the Senate should
extend a hand to minority students. He noted that the proposed increase would make a
difference of only 3 percentage points in the student component of the Senate. He admitted
that the measure might be vulnerable to a legal challenge, but urged members to vote
according to their consciences. Jim Clark, student, also favored the motion, saying the
students had a right to be heard, that the University was a place where social experimenta-
tion was carried on. Richard Purple, professor of physiology and chairperson of the Senate
Consultative Committee but speaking as an individual senator, favored the motion as a
statement of intent to include those students in the University’s Senate structure. Leonid
Hurwicz, Regents’ professor of economics, said the proposal could well be called the
“touchstone of liberalism,” but he thought it was a device for providing minority representa-
tion which was close to being meaningless. He said he did not want to be responsible for
creating a Senate ghetto that would be based on religion or anything else. He suggested
there were other ways for representation, such as officio membership with the privilege of
addressing the Senate. Ray McCoy, University staff member, said the term “minority
representation” was confusing and that a body like the Senate would have no way of
knowing which minority students the elected representatives would be speaking for. He
said there would have to be input from all groups that could be considered minority groups,
and he declared that the Senate would be opening itself up to a lot of complications.

Steve Carlson, student, after making a derogatory remark to the chair, declared that
the amendment would not salve the problem at hand, namely, that the University was
obligated under an HEW ruling in a discrimination complaint brought by himself and
Messrs. Roybal and Duarte to provide for minority representation in its government bodies.
Bill Paul, visitor, favored the amendment, saying it would be a part of the educational
process for those involved. Diane Lonetree, member of the Multicuitural Student Coalition,
suggested that no action be taken at the present because the Senate was undergoing
some reorganization. She suggested that the term “preferential treatment” meant many
different things, but that equality for many students had made very few inroads.
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John Turner, Regents’ professor of political science, maintained that the Senate
wanted to encourage all students including minority students to participate in governance
and said they should be encouraged to fill with minority representatives the openings that
were available for student senators. But, he said, increasing student representation was a
serious matter. The Minnesota Daily, he noted, had reported 4 and 9 percent student
participation in recent student elections and, he said, even if one applied the coefficient of
mendacity to the usual Daily articles, this item was worthy of note. Further, he observed,
that with all the unfilled student slots in the Senate, it was becoming increasingly difficult to
pass legislation. He thought the question might be whether the faculty should pull away and
set up its own organization. David Cooperman, professor of sociology, asked what the
population, “international students,” was— whether the intent was to provide minority and
disadvantaged entitlement. Mr. Altholz said the term had been introduced in the originat
TCSA motion and by the Multicultural Student Coalition. Scott Carlson observed that until
1969 there had been no students in the Senate and that defeat of the motion could only
result in further cynicism on the part of students. At this point the motion was defeated by a
substantial majority.

Tracy Allen, student, said she understood the reasons that the Senate voted the
amendment down and that she hoped Mr. Turner would not stay disgruntled. The proposal
was not perfect, she said, but its intent was good and it was the best of those considered.
The president urged Faculty Consultative Committee chairperson Purple and Student
Consultative Committee chairperson Scott Carlson to take under consideration some
move to consider ways in which the concern evidenced in the motion might be addressed:

University Committee on Biennial Request and Budget Review — Fred Morrison,
professor of law and chairperson of the committee, called attention to its two reports and
added that the matter of budget allocations would be taken up at the next meeting of the
Senate.

President’s Policy Agenda, 1979-80— The president said that compiling the list each
year was useful to him as a summary of the issues that he was trying to deal with, and that
planning methods were a major item of concern for him.

Academic Staff Positions—Marcia Eaton, associate professor of philosophy and
chairperson of the Consultative Committee’s Subcommittee on Grievances and Legal
Concerns, noted that only faculty senators could vote on her subcommittee report. That
report approved the principle of Academic Staff appointments for appropriate groups and
calied for consultation with the Tenure Committee to ensure academic freedom in making
decisions as to the applicable categories of positions. That committee would also be
charged with assisting in the setting up of procedures and protection of individuals on those
types of appointment. Shirley Clark, associate professor of social, psychoiogical, and
philosophical foundations of education and chairperson of the task group that developed
the second proposal to set up policies and procedures for academic staff, called attention to
the fact that the statement used the term “Academic Staff” appointments rather than “E.”
She said there were times when she felt like Hester Prynne with an “E” on her chest. The
proposal had been around for a long time, she said. She had reviewed the positions of all of
the CIC institutions and discovered that all except Chicago had a separate personnel
category. The Tenure Committee, she added, had noted the need for a career category.
Current academic administrators are E-coded, she said, but the terms and conditions of
their employment have not been clarified, a need which the proposal would fill. She offered
assurance that it was a plan for the future and that no one who was currently on another
type of appointment would change. She said the proposal was parallel with those in other
parts of the country.

Clarke Chambers, professor of history and chairperson of the Senate Library Commit-
tee, reported that his committee had endorsed the five points of the SCC motion but had
noted that there were significant ambiguities in the policies and procedures which the
committee did not approve. Of concern were the terms “operational unit” and “program
reason” as used in the termination section, and, most important, the ambiguities of
substance and procedure in the section on the Librarian series.

Sheldon Goldstein, professor and director, media resources, introduced an amend-
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ment to ensure Senate consultation in providing academic freedom for those in profes-
sional positions on “E” track by naming the Tenure Committee as its representative. It also
called for involvement of the affected groups in the establishment and review of the
procedures. Finally, it set the end of the current academic year as the date for the
appropriate Senate committee to report to the Faculty Senate on representation for
Academic Staff personnel on the Senate. Ms. Eaton said her subcommittee viewed the
Goldstein proposals as a friendly amendment.

Audrey Grosch, professor, library systems, offered a substitute motion for the lan-
guage indicating approval of the principal of “E” appointments for appropriate groups. It
defined the groups as those with Limited Appointment titles and Generai Administrative
Titles and specified that the Senate should defer approval of extending the class to other
categories until modification of the “E” series was accomplished by the Tenure Committee.
She urged the Senate to take care in voting on the issue, and contended that two disparate
groups were being included in its provisions. She said that librarians in other institutions
were considered faculty members; she maintained that the definition of the librarian series
in the proposal was not consistent with the definition of the Academic Staff in the document;
and concluded that approval would do a great disservice to a number of people at the
University.

Susan Meyers, extension specialist and assistant professor, reported that the Agricul-
tural Extension Service faculty had voted to not support the notion that there was a need for
the category. They held that the present management group category and the faculty
categories were sufficient and that the competence of the faculty might be compromised. In
conclusion, she said, it opened the possibility that vacant positions with a discipline base
could be put in the “E” category.

Ms. Eaton and Mr. Morrison opposed the Grosch et al. amendments. Mr. Morrison said
that years ago during the tenure code debates it had been apparent that development of
such a category was essential, and he thought the plan provided better job security for
those involved. Andrea Hinding, director, Minneapolis campus libraries, appeared on
behalf of the director of University libraries, who was not available. She said the provisions
of the policy would not vitally affect the composition of staff of the University libraries. Asked
what was included in the report's category, professional research series, Ms. Clark re-
sponded that it would be persons who were engaged in research only. She said there was
no intent to remove to the “E” track extension specialists who were integrated into the
faculties. Mr. Hurwicz advised the Senate to safeguard academic freedom by deleting the
qualifying phrase, “where it is appropriate.” Ms. Grosch took exception to Ms. Hinding’s
statement, indicating that the library faculty had voted 59 to 10 against the proposal. She
contended that it would change the definition and composition of its faculty and that all
librarians would be affected. Richard Herman, county extension director, Duluth, said that
extension agents in the northeast had voted 49 to 1 against the proposal. He urged that all
extension agents be invited to comment, and charged that the document needed clarifica-
tion. The motion to approve the Grosch et al. amendments was defeated, and the original
motion as amended by Messrs. Goldstein and Hurwicz was approved.

Award to the University— President Magrath announced that the McKnight Founda-
tion had just made available to the University $1 million as an endowment to make it
possible to fund merit scholarships for undergraduates.

The Senate adjourned at 5:30 p.m.

MARILEE WARD
Abstractor
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1979-80 No. 3

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

UNIVERSITY SENATE MINUTES

February 14, 1980

The third meeting of the University Senate for the year 1979-80 was convened in 25
Law Building, Minneapolis campus, on Thursday, February 14, 1980. Coordinate cam-
puses were linked by telephone. Checking or signing the roll as present were 138 voting
members of the faculty, 39 voting members of the student body, 4 members of the Council
of Academic Officers, and 44 nonmembers.

President C. Peter Magrath presided.

I. MINUTES FOR NOVEMBER 1 AND NOVEMBER 29, 1979
Action (5 minutes)
Approved

Il. SENATE AND UNIVERSITY COMMITTEES, 1979-80
Action (5 minutes)

SENATE COMMITTEE ON SOCIAL CONCERNS: Civil Service Representative. Patricia
Williamson.

SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS: Ralph Miller (ex officio).

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON THE USE OF HUMAN SUBJECTS IN RESEARCH: Philip
Craddock, Ronald Ferguson, Thomas P. Green, Thomas Jones, Lawrence Lockman.
James E. Mitchell, Earnesto Molina, Robert Patterson, Leonard Rybak.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON ANIMAL CARE: Kent Rees (replacement for Walter
Jopke).
INFORMATION:

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON BIENNIAL REQUEST AND BUDGET REVIEW (members
designated by parent committees): Sabra Anderson (UMD), Robert Evans (UMD). Stu-
dents: Rosalind Horowitz (Research), Jim Gelbmann (UMM).

Approved

lll. UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON BIENNIAL REQUEST
& BUDGET REVIEW
SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE
THE PRESIDENT

BUDGET, REALLOCATION, AND BIENNIAL REQUEST ITEMS
(1 hour)

Upon the recommendation of the University Committee on Biennial Request and
Budget Review (UCBRBR), the Senate Consultative Committee (SCC), and the President,
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the Senate should devote a maximum of one hour at the February 14 meeting to discussing
the President’s and the Budget Executive's recommendations on the 1980-81 Budget. the
1981-82 Reallocation, and the 1981-83 Biennial Request.

Background materials on these proposals have been provided to all members of
UCBRBR and SCC as well as Senate Committee Chairmen, Professors Arthur Williams,
Robert Hexter, Paul Grambsch, and James Terwilliger. Abbreviated materials on the same
items can be obtained from the Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs, the
Provosts' Offices, and the Deans and Directors’ Offices. In addition, a summary sheet
outlining the recommendations will be handed out to the Senate members at the February
14 meeting. Copies will be sent to the coordinate campuses before that date and will be
available at the February meeting. UCBRBR will publish its summary of these materials in
the Senate Reports in the Minnesota Daily Tuesday, February 12.

After this public hearing, UCBRBR and SCC will prepare recommendations and
reactions to be sent to the President. Persons wishing to make additional comments should
provide them to Professor Fred Morrison in the Law School, chairman of UCBRBR, or
Protessor Richard Purple in the Department of Physiology, chairman of SCC, not later than
February 19.

There will be a separate meeting to discuss the distribution of the 1980-81 faculty
salary increases on February 13 from 2:30 to 3:30 p.m. in the Regents Room in Morrill Hall.
Telephone hookups to the coordinate campuses will be available. In addition, the Senate
Committee on Faculty Affairs will be making its recommendations to the President and to
UCBRBR on these matters. Persons wishing to provide additional comments on this matter
should deliver their reactions to Professor Arthur Williams by February 15.

Finally, the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs will be conducting an open hearing on
faculty salary increase proposals for the 1981-83 Biennial Request in March or April.
Information on this meeting will be provided later.

SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE
UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON BIENNIAL REQUEST & BUDGET REVIEW
PRESIDENT C. PETER MAGRATH

IV. SENATE COMMITTEE ON SOCIAL CONCERNS

NESTLE BOYCOTT
Action (20 minutes)

MOTION:

That the Senate requests the Board of Regents to direct the University Food Services
to refrain from further purchases of Nestle products, and those of its subsidiaries, until
Nestle stops all promotion of infant formula in less-developed countries.

MAJORITY STATEMENT:

Those in the majority opinion strongly urge the passage of this resolution. It is a rare
opportunity when an institution such as ours can have a significant impact on an immense
and critical issue as the infant formula problem. Even more rare is the lack of any major cost
to the University, pending its willingness to make a temporary modification in its food
purchasing policy.

Hoping that most people have a basic understanding of the issue. we answer a few
often-asked guestions, with the assistance of some of the experts.

How serious is the problem?

"My interpretation of the scientific evidence leaves absolutely no doubt in my mind
first that bottle feeding is a major cause of morbidity and mortality in developing
countries and secondly that the promotion of formulas by Corporations such as
Nestle has contributed significantly to this most tragic of problems.”
Dr. Michael C. Latham, Director Program on international Nutrition
Cornell University
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Is Nestle really to blame?
“Precisely the very astute commercial campaigns executed by Nestle and other
baby food companies are diminishing the percentage of breast fed babies in my
country.”
Dr. Edison Altamirano. Professor of Growth, Development and Perinatology
Central University of Ecuador

How do the formula companies promote their product in a way critics consider
unethical?
Gifts and kickbacks to the medical profession.
“tn the Dominican Republic. Nestle belongs to a pharmaceutical association. That
association and the Dominican Medical Association have an agreement that
guarantees a certain percentage of sales of all pharmaceutical products, includ-
ing infant formula. to the doctors’ association. In other words. a kind of sales
commission goes to the doctors every time a pharmaceutical product gets sold.”
Bill Moyers
CBS Reports. “Into the Mouths of Babes™
July 5. 1978

Distribution of free samples.
"It is difficult to justify the continuation of the practice of handing out free samples,
given their purpose. If a mother is poor enough to need a free sample she is too
poor to use it properly, and the promotional impact of that sample on her and her
friends is unjustifiable.”

Dr. S. C. E. Abraham

Senior Consultant Pediatrician, Head Dept. of Pediatrics

General Hospital, Kuala Lampur, Malaysia
Promotion by milk nurses (Nestle sales representatives).
“University Hospital stopped the milk nurses from coming on the wards. But now
they come not in uniform to see patients. They come during visiting hours when
we are not around to stop them . . . But they still find out names and visit mothers
in their homes."”

Dr. S. K. Teoh, Obstetrician

University Hospital

Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia

July 1978
Isn't the problem really the lack of sanitary conditions?
“In the past, the industry has argued that freedom of consumer choice was reason
enough to allow its products to be sold, and that they were not responsible for the
lack of pure water, the poverty, or the illiteracy of the population. But that argument
cannot legitimize a product whose misuse is predictable and calculable.”

Dr. James E. Post, Professor of Management, Boston University

Even if Nestle stopped promotion, wouldn't the trend toward bottle feeding continue?
“This is a resume of a 4-year study done at the Baguio General Hospital Philip-
pines from 1973 to 1976 . . . in nearly 10,000 newborn babies, we were able to
reduce our deaths by 47.2% and our diseases by 58%. Now, diseases due to
infection were reduced by 66% and mortality due to septicemia was reduced by
81% and the diarrhea was reduced 79%. This means that just by giving back the
babies to their mothers and not using any infant formula in the nursery, we were
able to put down our deaths and diseases . . . Our breastfeeding went up to 85%
and this is the result we got.”

Dr. Navidad Clavano, Baguio General Hospital
Luzon, Philippines

What is the reaction of the world’s health groups?

“Sales promotion activities of organizations marketing baby milks and feeding
bottles . . . must be curtailed by every means available . . . Dissemination of
propaganda about artificial feeding and distribution of samples of artificial baby
foods in maternity wards should be banned immediately.”

International Pediatric Association, Oct., '75
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More recently, in October of 1979, the World Health Organization and UNICEF met to
take an in-depth look into infant formula marketing policies. The results were a list of
recommendations which parallels the boycott demands. Thatis, an end to direct consumer
advertising, gifts, and kickbacks to the medical profession, distribution of free samples, and
promotion by milk nurses.

“If you read these warnings, these recommendations, | find it very difficult to see
how industry could leave this meeting with any soft ambiguity . . . | don't think
industry could get away with that, and say now we've got their blessing for doing
what they did in the past.”

Dr. Halfdan Mahler, Director-General, World
Health Org., press interview, Oct. 12, 1979

While agreeing to abide by the recommendations, Nestle appears to be playing its
usual public relations game.

“We feel in no way restricted in our commercial activities by the recommendations
of the WHO. On the contrary. The changes introduced step-by-step by Nestle in
the last five years correspond to these recommendations.”

Interview with Mr. Arthur Furer, General Manager,

Nestle S. A., in Tages Anzeiger,

a Swiss newspaper, Oct. 19, 1979

They have refused to negotiate with a national bargaining committee of church,
academic, women's, labor, and health group representatives, as to when such changes'
were made, and why hard evidence proves that their promotion continues.

The boycott thus far has had a very positive effect on bringing this issue closer to a final
solution. The public outcry succeeded in obtaining U.S. Senate hearings in the spring of
1978, which in turn led to the WHO-UNICEF meeting last fall. It also provided a strong ally
for Third World health personnel who are lobbying their governments to regulate a com-
pany whose gross sales sometimes double their own gross national product.

Profit figures for the Swiss-based Nestle are difficult to come by, but U.N. officials claim
the boycott has hurt their sales. The company has spent close to a million doflars in public
relations and, according to a former Nestle employee, stepped up its U.S. promotional
efforts with coupons and media advertising. One can speculate that this might also include
reducing its bidding price to institutions such as ours, to make up for lagging individual
consumer sales. Several Libby (a Nestle subsidiary) products currently in stock were
supplied by other companies a year ago. But even a company as large as Nestle (17th in
the world) cannot afford the effects of a prolonged boycott.

The end is in sight but an extra push is needed. The University of Minnesota can help
provide the necessary pressure with an endorsement of this boycott. While many other
colteges, including some public universities, presently have full or partial boycotts in
progress, none has been decided at the Regents’ level of the administration. Such a stand
by our University would be a powerful voice indicating that multinational economics is not
immune to social accountability. For an institution built on truth and ethics to willingly
subsidize a corporation which obviously ignores these values can only damage the
purpose of its mission.

White such a policy stance would be bold, fiscal costs should be.insignificant. The
bidding process for food is usualily close, and at the volume of normal purchase, additional
costs to the individual consumer is unlikely. in fact, a new state imposed buying policy,
which calls for greater consideration of minority and small businesses, could be an ideal
opportunity to facilitate the discontinuance of Nestle products.

This issue has an extremely broad base of student support, as evidenced by the
endorsements of over 50 campus organizations and a successful referendum last spring,
which passed by a three to one margin. Current policy makes it difficult, if not unfair, to avoid
the many Nestle, Libby, and Stouffer products now served. The quantity and the quality
(some are used as ingredients in main courses) restricts the possibility of a system of
permanent choice, as was done with the lettuce boycott several years ago.

This University is on record, through shareholder resolutions against American Home
Products and Bristol-Myer, as being opposed to the unethical promotion of infant formula in
less developed countries. To voice its disapproval of Nestle, the world’s largest and most
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flagrant violator, an institutional boycott remains the only effective alternative. Placing strict
business policies above social concerns too closely parallels the problem at our attention.

Prepared by RICK HOYE
Committee Member

MINORITY STATEMENT:

Rejection of this resolution is urged for a number of reasons, as follows:

First, because it is a misuse of the University. A large university finds itself enmeshed
almost completely in the total economic, social and cultural life of the community, the state
and the nation. It is constantly buying products or providing a forum for points of view that
are obnoxious or repulsive to some segments of the university community. If each pressure
group that finds some action of the University objectionable is to be permitted to convulse
the administrative machinery with petitions for boycotts or other punitive actions, the
orderly conduct of the University's educational mission breaks down. The University should
not be used as a stick with which to beat the appointed enemies of particular single-issue
pressure groups.

Second, the boycott issue is diversionary. it directs attention away from the central
issue, which is the difficulty of reconstituting any concentrated food product in many
developing countries because of the polluted nature of local waters. This issue is en-
countered specifically with the distribution of dried skim milk to hungry people. yetthere has
been no suggestion that the University should boycott the purchase of products from firms
producing dried skim milk. The basic issue is the absence of a germ theory of disease on
the part of many populations, and the inadequacy of the understanding of public health,
sanitation and nutrition requirements in areas where food problems are most acute. A
boycott of the products of the Nestle Corporation will do virtually nothing to promote this
educational task or to relieve the problem of impure water supplies in hungry countries, and
that is the basic issue.

Third, because there is no evidence that a withdrawal of all Nestle brand infant formula
from hungry countries would result in a net improvement in infant mortality rates, which is
the specific issue addressed by the boycott. While there have been unquestioned cases of
abuse of infant formula products, and of the misuse of advertising, no data whatever have
been advanced to show whether or not some good has also been accomplished through
the use of these milk supplements. The issue has been presented in a half-light, and it is the
antithesis of serious inquiry that should be the basis for any policy action by a university.

Fourth, because there is an unmistakable odor of neocolonialism associated with the
proposal. A boycott in the United States on the sale of products of the Nestle Corporation
because infant formulas have been misused in some less developed countries is a form of
saying to the people of those countries:

We will protect you from yourselves. By our superior knowledge we are able to judge

that the products you have chosen to purchase are harmful. We will solve this problem

by withdrawing them from you.

The atmosphere thus created is reminiscent of the early behavior of welfare officials,
who attempted to distribute welfare checks with advice to recipients on how to spend the
money. This parentat attitude in the name of public health and welfare has been rejected in
the United States. It seems strange to propose that it be adopted toward less developed
countries at a time when our sensitivities to the consequences of unintended patronizing
behavior shouid be fully aroused.

Finally, the proposed boycott is trivial. It is a classic example of the type of action that is
requested in the name of humanity and justice, that will cost the giver virtually nothing, and
that has as its principal consequence the creation of a feeling of having solved a problem or
performed a meritorious act. The main consequence of the boycott will be to make the
people exercising the boycott feel good. It belongs to a class of devices whose principal
function is to relieve guilt feelings. Given the wide availability of substitute products of
similar quality for virtually every product of the Nestle Corporation that is merchandized in
the United States, a boycott of Nestle products will be virtually cost-less to the boycotters.
They will surrender nothing of value. It will be only a symbolic gesture, and the symbol is
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highly likely to be misread in the countries for whose benefit it is hoisted. To have meaning,
a boycott should reflect the surrender of something of real value in the hope of accomplish-
ing some other goal whose value is assessed at an even higher level. We have within the
past few days seen an example of this use of the boycott, in the decision to embargo grain
sales to the Soviet Union. This is a costly act on the part of the United States, both for its
citizens and for the people who made the decision. The individuals making the decision
have placed their political reputations at risk and this will be seen by the larger community to
have been a real risk. In that setting, an act to boycott has meaning. A boycott of the
products of the Nestle Corporation will have no real meaning, because it will be associated
with no real cost to consumers in the form of goods given up. It will generate real costs in the
form of greatly complicated purchasing procedures by the University, which will result in
increased costs to be met by taxpayers or by the users of University services. In this sense,
it is difficult to imagine a more disruptive and less useful gesture.

Prepared by PHILIP M. RAUP
Committee member

Approved
V. SENATE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON THE HANDICAPPED
(5 minutes)

INFORMATION:

President C. Peter Magrath constituted and appointed the University Committee on
the Handicapped in August of 1978. The Committee is the main policy development
committee with respect to access for handicapped students to University programs. In this
capacity it figures as the successor to two previous committees, the University Committee
for the Physically Handicapped which was appointed in 1974 to work on the access
problems of handicapped persons, and the 504 Compliance Review Committee, which .
was appointed in 1977 to evaluate the accessibility to University programs with respect to
their compliance with the provisions of the 504 Regulations.

The University Committee on the Handicapped met four times during the 1978-79
academic year. The committee chairperson, Professor Maynard C. Reynolds, forwarded
the committee report to President Magrath early in the fall quarter. On November 15
President Magrath forwarded copies of the report to SCEP with the request that SCEP,
“Please review the report, realizing that it is a draft document, and give me your reactions to
the recommendations and any problems you see with implementing them, and your advice
on how we might best inform the University community of our responsibility and our
resources in this area.”

A special subcommittee consisting of four members of SCEP, one member of the
Senate Committee on Resources and Planning, and one member of the Committee on
Social Concerns studied the report, giving special attention to the recommendations
section, and prepared a written response. The report and the subcommittee response were
discussed at length at the January 24 meeting of SCEP. The major reactions of SCEP to the
report may be summarized as follows:

1) We commend the Committee on the Handicapped and its chairperson, Professor
Reynolds, for preparing a report which is both thoughtful and comprehensive in its
treatment of the University's legal and moral obligations to the needs of the
handicapped. We urge that the report be distributed to all members of the Univer-
sity Senate and be made available to all faculty members.

2) The 22 recommendations contained in the report suggest a variety of policy
statements and specific program responsibilities of the University with regard to
meeting the needs of handicapped students. Although we concur with many of
these recommendations, we believe the budgetary implications of some proposals
are extremely important. These must be viewed in the context of long-term pro-
gram planning for the entire University.
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3) We recommend that the University undertake a systematic study of the magnitude
of the needs of handicapped students in terms of: 1) numbers of students to be
served, 2) types of programs and services needed, and 3) budgetary resources
required to provide the needed programs and services.

We further recommend that projections concerning changing needs of handi-
capped students over the next five years be employed in establishing timetables for
implementing recommendations calling for new support services, research, and
training activities.

Finally, we call special attention to the two final recommendations in the report.
These call for the University to seek state and federal funding to support the variety
of training, research, and technical assistance activities which will be required to
meet the needs of the handicapped. We concur with the Committee on the
Handicapped that, “Simply absorbing the costs involved into present departmental
budgets is highly undesirable, especially at a time when many departments are
being asked to cut back on existing programs.”

4

o

It is the intention of SCEP to give further study to the report of the Committee on the
Handicapped and to bring specific motions for action at a later meeting after members of
the Senate have had an opportunity to study the document in detail.

JAMES S. TERWILLIGER
Chairman

Accepted

VI. SENATE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY

STUDENT COURSE INFORMATION PROJECT
Reported for information

On March 29, 1979, the Senate adopted a motion authorizing a new course-teacher
evaluation document designed to provide information to assist students in course selec-
tion. The Student Course Information Project (SCIP) was initiated on a pilot basis during
spring quarter, 1979. An ad hoc task force consisting of three students and three faculty
members was appointed by Vice President Koffler in consultation with student government
representatives. The members of the task force were: Robert C. Brasted, professor of
chemistry, Institute of Technology; Nell Costello, student, School of Nursing; Richard L.
Purple, professor of physiology, Medical School; Kenneth Rosenblum, student, College of
Liberal Arts; Patricia B. Swan, professor of food science and nutrition, College of Home
Economics; and Stephen Tillitt, student, College of Liberal Arts. James H. Werntz, Director
of the Center for Educational Development, served as non-voting chairman of the task
force.

A support staff worked with the task force to develop trial versions of two instruments:
the Course Information Profile (CIP) completed by the instructor and the Course Opinion
Profile (COP) completed by students. These instruments were administered in 306 course
sections taught by faculty members from 12 departments during the spring quarter.

information gathered during the spring was distributed to students and advisers in two
ways: in a bound comprehensive report and as an eight-page newsprint report designed to
calt attention to the comprehensive report. Copies of the comprehensive reports were
available for reference at various locations on campus and 40,000 copies of the newsprint
report were distributed to faculty and students.

An evaluation of the pilot project has been conducted by the Measurement Services
Center in an effort to assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the data collection
instruments and reporting procedures. Results of this evaluation are generally quite
positive. Studies of the extent to which students and their advisers use the information in
the comprehensive report as a basis for program planning and course selection are
currently being conducted.
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A report of the ad hoc task force was presented to SCEP in November. That report
contained several recommendations concerning the future of the project. Following discus-
sion of the ad hoc task force report at the December 6, 1979, meeting of SCEP, the
following recommendations were unanimously endorsed:

—that the Student Course Information Project (SC!P) be continued on as large a scale
as funding will permit through 1982-83 with an extensive evaluation of the costs and
benefits of the project to be conducted during the 1982-83 academic year;

—that a recommendation concerning the subsequent continuation of the project be
made by SCEP after examining the evaluation for the period from 1979-80 through
1981-82;

—that the project be extended to the coordinate campuses as soon as procedures can
be developed and resources assembled;

—that the two questionnaires (CIP and COP), as modified, continue to be used as the
instruments for the continuing SCIP project;

—that participating departments continue to play the central decision-making role in
carrying out the project by identifying courses to be surveyed, arranging for ques-
tionnaire distribution, and communicating with their faculty about the project;

—that SCIP results continue to be disseminated in ways that will maximize their
utitization;

—that costs for the continuing project be borne jointly between the University adminis-
tration and student government; and

—that a new faculty-student committee which reports to SCEP serve as the advisory
and policy-making body for the project and oversee its operation, this committee to
consist of three students and three faculty members, one of each from SCEP.

It should be emphasized that the purpose of the project is to assist students in course
selection and not to evaluate individual faculty members. We remind the faculty that the’
motion passed by the Senate in authorizing the project contained the following provision:

“A course-teacher evaluation vehicle designed for student advisement of course
selection may be inappropriate for promotion, tenure, and merit considerations, and
any such use should be very carefully considered. Therefore, approval by a college’s
faculty operating via its normal governance procedures is required before inclusion of
results of the board-administered evaluation may be permitted in a faculty member’s
file for the purposes of promotion, tenure, and merit decisions.”

JAMES S. TERWILLIGER
Chairman
Accepted

Vil. COUNCIL ON LIBERAL EDUCATION
ANNUAL REPORT, 1978-79

The all-University Council on Liberal Education was established by action of the Faculty
Senate in June, 1962. The Council is responsible:

. . for the formation of policy, subject to Senate ratification, establishing a “floor”
requirement in liberal studies for all University curricula leading to the Bachelor's
degree. It shall maintain surveillance of the effects of this policy and shall propose to
the Senate such extensions and modifications of this policy as seem warranted. The
Council shall initiate other policy proposals or actions designed to improve the quality
of undergraduate education at the University. (Handbook: A Compitation of Rules and
Procedures,” University Senate, January, 1974, p. U-19.)

The Council is a standing committee of the University, reporting to the Senate and the
Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP); it is chaired by an associate of the Vice
President for Academic Affairs with a primary concern for undergraduate education.
Selected according to a formula designed to gain perspective from all undergraduate
programs of the University, members participate as individuals identified by their respective
collegiate administration to represent the ideas—not the interests—of their units.
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1978-79 Council Activities:

The Council's 1978-79 activities were initiated with discussion of a summary provided by
the chairman of the major issues that have emerged from the Council’s deliberations over
the past few years including such matters as the role and responsibility of the departments
for the liberal education of their students. In this context of a re-definition of the major issues
it has been dealing with, the Council’'s 1978-79 work was highlighted by the participation in
two of its meetings of President Magrath, Vice Presidents Koffler and Linck, CLA Dean
Lukermann, and SCEP chairman Donald Browne.

The central topic of these discussions was the question posed to the Council by President
Magrath which asked whether the various University of Minnesota undergraduate pro-
grams are adequately maintaining and reflecting the values implicit in the concept of a
liberal education. A digest of the Council’s dialogue with the President and the other guests
mentioned was prepared and disseminated to the wider University community in the March
1979 issue of COMMENT. Briefly stated, the main points of the discussions were these:

1) Responsibility for defining liberal education and contributing to its availability rests
on faculty shoulders. “Liberat education ought to be seen as the responsibility of all
faculties of the University. It ought to be imbedded in what they do." But how best to
encourage this in the University remains a controversial issue.

2} In assessing current University efforts to provide liberal education it was ob-
served that the University offers a wide variety of teachers and courses, but itis not
always easy to help individual students to get the best combination for their liberal
education.

3) Opinions varied regarding student’s receptivity to the concept of liberal education.
On the one hand, the view was expressed that students regard the liberal educa-
tion requirement as a hurdle to get over with a minimum expenditure of time and
effort, that they reveal a basic hostility or at best an indifference to liberal education.
On the other hand, it was suggested that good liberal education courses well taught
will be favorably received, particularly by older, more mature students.

More effective ways to provide liberal education to students were discussed. Some
suggestions focused on curriculum content, others on instructional process. A
University-wide analytic skills requirement was suggested, for example, as were
courses that woutd place the major in its social and historical context. it was urged
that faculty and students be encouraged to explore new ways to incorporate liberal
education into every teaching-learning situation.

5) Concern was expressed about the relationships between available resources and
the quality of liberal education at the University, particularly in the light of the
constrained financial situation of recent years.

6) Several specific strategies that might be used to promote liberal education at the
University were suggested such as stimulating increased awareness of liberal
education through public discussions or seminars, identifying programs or depart-
ments that are particularly effective in addressing the liberal education needs of
their students, including the quality of liberal education as a part of the depart-
mental and program review process, giving attention to the liberal education
qualifications of faculty who are being recruited, and rewarding research and
teaching that furthers the objectives and availability of liberal education.

Another full meeting of the Council was devoted to consideration of its response to the
“Report of the Select Committee on Planning, Decision-Making, and Consultation at the
University of Minnesota.” Discussion at this meeting centered on two items in that report.
The first item was the suggestion that a "Council on Undergraduate Education” be
established to provide the Academic Vice President with administrative consultation re-
garding the problems of undergraduate education.

The second, and related item, was the Select Committee's recommendation for an explora-
tion of ways to give undergraduate studies a sharper focus and to provide better expression
of its concerns in the consultative process. The chairman of the Council on Liberal
Education reported the Council's discussion of these items to the Senate Consultative

4
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Committee, indicating that the CLE would support Senate redefinition of its role and
membership and offering cooperation and assistance with such an endeavor, particularly
as that effort might refate to a re-examination of undergraduate education in the University.
The Council manages two operating programs for the University intended to contribute to
the improvement of undergraduate education: the Horace T. Morse-Amoco Foundation
Award for Outstanding Contributions to Undergraduate Education and the CLE Small
Grants Program.

HORACE T. MORSE-AMOCO FOUNDATION AWARD FOR OUTSTANDING CON-
TRIBUTIONS TO UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION

Since 1965 the Council has awarded 88 certificates and honoraria to faculty members
selected for their outstanding contributions to undergraduate education. From its inception
the program has been supported by an annual grant to the University for this purpose from
the Amoco Foundation. In 1977-78, the Amoco Foundation increased its grant from $5,000
to $7,500 enabling the Council each year to make seven awards of $1,000 each rather than
eight awards of $500.

This year, following extensive discussion, the Council revised the selection criteria to
include demonstrated excellence in three areas (listed in diminishing order of importance):
the full range of activities associated with undergraduate teaching and advising; planning,
design, and creation of alternatives intended to improve existing educational practice
(innovation and academic program development); and educational ieadership, both within
and outside the University, associated with improving the undergraduate experience.
Procedures were similar to those followed in recent years. Early in 1979 those colleges of
the University offering undergraduate instruction were invited to submit nominations (ac-
companied by a dossier for each nominee). Dossiers were reviewed and judged by a
subcommittee appointed by the chairman, and awards were made by the Council on the
recommendation of the subcommittee.

The 1978-79 subcommittee, formed according to general CLE guidelines, included:
Joseph Bonyata (CLA student and CLE member), Nathanie! I. Hart (Humanities, UMM and
CLE member, subcommittee chairman), P. Vincent Hegarty (Food Science and Nutrition,
Agriculture and a previous awardee), Jeylan T. Mortimer (Sociology, CLA and non-CLE
faculty member), and Robert O. Pepin (Physics, IT and CLE faculty member). This year 20
nominations were received from 14 colieges, with the award and a $1,000 honorarium
presented to:

Harold F. Arneman, Professor of Soil Science, College of Agriculture

Abraham S. Berman, Professor of Aerospace Engineering and Mechanics, Insti-
tute of Technology

Peter A. French, Professor of Philosophy, University of Minnesota, Morris

Richard D. Goodrich, Professor of Animal Science. College of Agriculture (nomi-
nated by University College)

Patrick E. Hanna, Associate Professor of Medicinal Chemistry and Pharmacol-
ogy, College of Pharmacy

Stuart B. Schwartz, Professor of History. College of Liberal Arts

Dwaine R. Tallent. Assistant Professor of Management, School of Business and
Economics. University of Minnesota. Duluth

An award certificate and the honorarium were presented to each recipient at the
appropriate college commencement ceremony. Again this year, award recipients and
their spouses were honored at a luncheon given by the Regents. The luncheon was
held May 10.

SMALL GRANTS PROGRAM

In 1967, the Council established the Small Grants Program in order to stimulate the
improvement of the undergraduate experience by providing financial and organiza-
tional support to the ideas of faculty-student groups. Each year proposals for support
of educational development efforts are reviewed and evaluated by a faculty-student

subcommittee.
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In the fall round of the 1978-79 Small Grants Program. 62 proposals totaling $131.461
were received and 18 proposals totaling $26.479 were funded. In the spring round. the
Council received 50 proposals totaling $91.619 and funded 39 proposals totaling
$55.359.

The subcommittee for the fall 1978 and spring 1979 rounds of the Small Grants
Program was chaired by Jerrold M. Peterson.

JAMES H. WERNTZ
Chairman

Accepted

VIil. QUESTIONS TO THE PRESIDENT
(15 minutes)

IX. OLD BUSINESS

None.

X. NEW BUSINESS
(15 minutes)

None.

Xi. TRIBUTE TO DECEASED FACULTY MEMBERS

JOHN HOWARD ALLISON
1883-1979

John Howard Allison, professor emeritus of the College of Forestry, died December 9,
1979, at the age of 96 after a lengthy illness.

" Professor Allison was born in Connecticut in 1883. He received the Ph.B. degree
from Sheffield Scientific School in 1905 and the Master of Forestry from Yale
School of Forestry in 1906. Among the first forestry graduates in the United States,
he served as forest assistant on the Coconino National Forest in Arizona from 1906 to
1909, and forest examiner in charge of forest surveys in the U.S. Forest Service Regional
Office at Albuquerque from 1909 to 1912, In 1913 he joined the staff of the University of
Minnesota Department of Forestry, teaching management and economics and conducting
research on these areas until his retirement in 1952. In 1923-1924 he was an American-
Scandinavian Foundation fellow in Sweden where he studied forest management and
research activities.

In 1914 Professor Allison started the Lake Vadnais Watershed plantings in coopera-
tion with the City of St. Paul Board of Water Commissioners, and continued to act as a
technical adviser for the Water Department until 1968. These plantings were named the
J.H. Allison Forest by the City of St. Paul in 1968 in recognition of his service and
contribution.

His research included the periodic measurement of several red pine plantings and
other stands in Minnesota, which resulted in the publication of more than 40 scientific
articles and bulletins. He was elected a fellow in the Society of American Foresters in 1959.
He served as an adviser to the Minnesota legislative forestry interim commission and
continued the professional activities and interests for many years after his retirement.

Affectionately known to students and associates as “Pop,” J.H. Allison lived as
admonished by Lincoln, “with malice toward none and charity for all.” A scholarship in his
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name has existed in the College of Forestry for several years and is expected to be
continued and expanded as a memorial from the alumni as well as others.

HARRY DEDERING
1919-1979

Harry Dedering was born in Port Huron, Michigan, September 2, 1919. His death, from
cardiac arrest, came at mid-day on October 9, 1979, during a busy round of activities at the
Earle Brown Continuing Education Center.

He received his B.S. degree from Wayne State Universihy in 1948 and his M.A. from
the University of Nebraska in 1960. He served in the U.S. Navy from 1939 to 1940 and from
1950 to 1952 and was a retired member of the U.S. Naval Reserves. He is survived by his
wife, Ethel, a son, Michael, and two daughters, Margaret and Susan.

He was a member of the National University Extension Association, Phi Delta Kappa,
and Mensa. He had membership on the board of directors for the Educators’ Security
Insurance Company. From 1956 to 1964, he served at the University of Nebraska as
associate supervisor in the Department of Conferences and as conference coordinator at
the Nebraska Center for Continuing Education. Prior to his academic administration at the
University of Nebraska, he worked for the National Gypsum Company and the Burroughs
Corporation.

He began his duties at the University of Minnesota in 1964 as program director and
assistant professor in the Department of Conferences and Institutes, General Extension
Division. In 1970, he was promoted to associate professor and was named associate
director of the Department of Conferences. He served as acting director of the Department
from 1971 to 1974. In 1978, he was appointed building manager for the Earle Brown
Continuing Education Center on the St. Paul Campus.

During his career at the University of Minnesota, he developed and administered
conferences and short course programs in a number of fields. The character and breadth of
his professional activity is indicated by this partial listing of programs within major program
areas of the Department of Conferences: In continuing business education, programs in
management, communications, accounting, and interviewing; in continuing education in
engineering, the Water Resources Seminar, the Conference on Interactive Graphics, the
Concrete Institute, and the Conference for Architects and Land Developers; for public
officials, Conferences for Newly Elected Mayors and Counciimen, the Conference for
Municipal Clerks, the Conference for Municipal Finance Officers, and Assessing and
Appraising Courses; for the School of Public Health, the programs in Biohazard Control,
Industrial Hygiene Measurements, Managing the Effects of Institutional Living, and Recog-
nition of Occupational Health Hazards; for the College of Education, the Audiovisual
Institute, the Institute on Public Law, and the Conference on Teaching about Religions in
Minnesota Public Schools. _

The skillfui planning and execution of University conferences employs a broad range
of abilities and attributes. Harry Dedering brought to his professional work a breadth and
depth of intellect that enabled him to work creatively and responsively with a wide variety of
conference groups. He was thorough and precise in his handling of all facets of a confer-
ence program, and such attention, even to these small matters, is indispensable to the
over-all success of conference administration. He had a keen, inquiring mind and a love of
learning. He was an avid reader of books and they gave him much pleasure in life. He had a
perceptive and sound understanding of adult learning and helped conference planning
committees develop programs that provided a valuable learning experience for those who
attended. He knew that effective programs required a sensitive assessment of what people
needed to know and the creative development of programs to meet those needs. He
exemplified in all his work those standards of professionalism and excellence that are
exemplary in university adult education.

His spontaneous friendliiness and interest in people resulted in many cordial and
lasting friendships with his colleagues in Continuing Education and Extension, with Univer-
sity faculty, and with individuals from many external organizations. There was a special
quality in the relationships he enjoyed with his colleagues, and it was very evident that he
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truly did enjoy and prize those relationships. It can be said, with assurance, that Harry
Dedering liked people and people liked Harry Dedering.

In retrospect, here was a man at home with people and at home with ideas—an
individual gifted and well suited to furthering University outreach through conferences. As a
result of his dedication and skill, many citizens in Minnesota were served by their University
in important and valuable ways.

FRANCIS E. DRAKE
1906-1979

Francis E. Drake, professor emeritus, died on Christmas day 1979. Professor Drake
was a member of the Department of Rhetoric throughout his University career. He joined
the faculty as an instructor in 1940 and retired in 1976. During World War I, Professor
Drake served in the Army Air Force and was discharged as a captain in 1946. He later
served, in 1959, as a consultant to Air University.

Professor Drake was born in Fort Dodge, lowa, in 1906. His college training took place
at the University of Minnesota were his Ph.D. was awarded in 1949. Between his B.S. in
1932 and his appointment as a University instructor, Professor Drake taught English,
speech, and mathematics in a number of Minnesota high schools. He also taught theatre at
Stout Institute directly before coming to the University.

Professor Drake was out of a tradition which believed that the classroom teacher must
place that activity above all other things. This meant constant and voracious reading on all
subjects which related to his first love, inter-disciplinary courses in 19th and 20th century
humanities. He was excited by philosophical ideas. He believed that students would be free
once they sensed how their thinking was shaped by ideas. This belief sustained him
throughout the last five years of his career when a debilitating iliness restricted his activity
but never his vigorous teaching style.

Francis also had a great love of the theatre. For twenty years he served as an advisor
and director to the St. Paul Campus theatre, the Punchinello Players.

He is survived by his wife, Catherine. Memorial gifts to the Hennepin County Christmas
Seal Association or to the Presbyterian Home of Minnesota are preferred.

Xil. ADJOURNMENT

MARILEE WARD
Clerk of the Senate
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Appendix
ABSTRACT OF DISCUSSION

The February 14 meeting of the University Senate was calledto order at3:15p.m. in 25
Law Building, Minneapolis campus, by President C. Peter Magrath. Minutes of the Novem-
ber meetings and additions and changes in memberships of Senate and University Com-
mittees for the current year were approved.

Budget, Reallocation, and Biennial Request ltems—President Magrath opened the
discussion with comments by way of explanation of a planning and budgeting process
which was new to the University. For the first time the University had been asked to develop
a six-year capital request and was making preliminary judgments on a two-year budget
cycle, he explained. He said there had been an unprecedented number of meetings
involving the budget executive (the vice presidents for academic affairs, finance, and health
sciences), himself, and representatives from the colleges and campuses in formulating
planning and budget decisions. Also new was the extent of involvement of Senate groups,
he said. Finally, fiscal decisions were being made in the context of long-range planning. He
explained that the process afforded deans and faculties flexibility in making budget deci-
sions and that the University community, through Senate representatives, had more time
and opportunity to review and comment.

He then turned to responses to the recent retrenchment and reallocation recommen-
dations. There were those who were being retrenched who would be disappointed; those
who were not retrenched but did not receive reallocated funds; and those who received
reallocated funds but were disappointed that the level of increase did not meet their
expectations. He pointed out that to fund all of the requests submitted to the budget
executive would have forced a retrenchment and realiocation in the tens of millions of
dollars. He said that the University’s total budget base now exceeded one half a billion
dollars, and the operations and maintenance portion was $265 million. The reallocation for
the first year in the O and M account was less than $500,000, or less than two-tenths of one
percent of the O and M base. Similarly small percentages were proposed for the second
year of the retrenchment, he noted. Of the tota! two-year retrenchment, more than 57
percent would be taken, not from the collegiate units, but from central administration and
support service units, he said, with only five percent being returned to central administration
or support units.

The president called special attention to the recommendations for the College of
Liberal Arts, not only because of the publicity that had arisen over the past two days, but
more importantly because it was the largest and one of the most important units in the
University system. He suggested that the proposed retrenchments were a base reduction
of 0.28 percent for the first year and 0.57 percent for the second and that, if enroliments
materialized as projected and the excess tuition income accrued, the increase would more
than offset the proposed retrenchments. Noting the significance of the “day of hearts and
arrows,” he observed that his relations with Dean Fred Lukermann were more cordial than
depicted in a Minnesota Daily cartoon.

As to the biennial request for 1981-83, the president reported that the governor’s
guidelines were being analyzed and that the capital request would be tied to academic
planning. The regents would get the request in April, he said, and would acton it in June. He
called for a strategy for 1981-83 that would protect the University’s base of funding and that
would deal as realistically as possible with the ravaging effects of inflation. He said the
University should seek its absolute requirements, including academic facilities, continued
increases for equipment replacement, and make a strong statement with regard to library
books and periodicals. Some new positions in state special appropriations would be
possible, he concluded.

Fred Morrison, professor of law and chairperson of the Biennial Request and Budget
Review Committee (UCBRBR), reported that the budget process had been one of the most
open in his memory. He added that it was hoped that the discussion would elicit comments
from the University community, either from the floor or in writing to any UCBRBR member
by February 19.
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Bill Andrews, director, Learning Resources Center, Waseca, asked for information on
the planning item for food service facilities on his campus. The president indicated that the
budget executive had been informed that the facility was in shocking condition and should
have a high priority. He went on to say that he and the budget executive were continuing
with the deans, Consultative Committee, and UCBRBR the dialogue on the requests.

Thali Honeycutt of the Council of Graduate Students (COGS) expressed her concern
about deteriorating physical conditions of Walter library, which she called “dangerous.”
(She had distributed a COGS document with details.) She said efforts should have been
made a long time ago to face up to the loss of valuable books. Al Linck, acting vice president
for academic affairs, said that a $1.75 million request for planning and drawings was
contemplated, and the president said it was part of a six-year capital plan for improvement
of Walter. He encouraged all those concerned to convey their views to the Senate Library
Committee, which would be consulted by the budget executive.

When asked where the $20,000 in academic affairs would be effected, Mr. Linck said it
was not possible to say precisely but that it wouid be in the service and administrative costs
areas. As to the $80,000 cut in student affairs, the president assured the questioner that
services would not be impaired and that he would report later in more detail. Mr. Linck
added that the intent was not to discard any services but rather to avoid duplication, to
determine that the user needed the service, and to shift services to the location where they
would be most used.

John Turner, Regents’ professor of political science, said he supported the introduc-
tion of academic planning into the budget process and asked to what extent planning
documents supplied by units had gone into budget decisions. Mr. Linck said the budget
executive had been working against a moving target and that some of the planning
documents were not usable in their preliminary form, and the budget process had to start
before all documents were in. Those that were judged appropriate for a legislative request
were used, he said, but he could not quantify them. The next time around, he said, they
would no doubt be used. The president added that they had been useful in formulating the
1981-83 request.

In response to the observation that CLA had had its fair share of woes already and was
now being cut again, the president said it was a judgment call and it was felt that the basic
mission of CLA would not be harmed. John Urbanski, member of the CLA Student
Intermediary Board, reported that the Board opposed the cuts, and the discussion was
concluded when there were no further comments.

Nestle Boycott—Laura Cooper, associate professor of law and member of the Social
Concerns Committee, introduced a resolution requesting the Board of Regents to direct the
Food Services to refrain from purchases of products of Nestle and its subsidiaries until that
company would cease promotion of infant formula in less deveioped countries. Philip Raup,
professor of agriculture and applied economics and another committee member, then
presented a minority statement opposing the measure. He contended that it was a misuse
of the University, that the problem was an educationat task for the countries involved, and
that, as an action that would represent no real sacrifice to the giver, it was trivial, while
generating real costs in purchasing procedures for the University. A graduate student from
one of the developing countries then addressed the Senate in favor of the resolution,
maintaining that the purpose of a university was to educate its students for life, that the
supports were not trying to play God, but merely trying to lead the way. John Bugbee, UMD
student, contended that a boycott would create havoc in food purchasing at the University
and would not make a dent in the profits of the multi-national corporation. Rick Hoye,
student member of the Social Concerns Committee, maintained that the University could
not be separated from the social process of which it was a part. He said the Nestle
organization had refused to debate, that an issue that involved 10 million babies could
hardly be called trivial, and that the results would not be without cost. Lark Hosch, student,
also supported the boycott. Warren Gore, assistant professor of rhetoric, called it an
opportunity to touch the muilti-nationals, even if lightly, that the dollars in corporate reports
were not the only values to consider, and that having a conscience was not just for
“squares.” A UMD senator asked why the Social Concerns Committee had been created
originally if not to deal with this kind of issue. Al Senstad, student member of the Committee
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on Committees, responded that he believed the committee was set up to consider just such
issues. The resolution was then approved.

University Committee on the Handicapped—Evelyn Hansen, associate professor of
arts, communication and philosophy, member of the Educational Policy Committee
(SCEP), reported that SCEP had reviewed the committee’s report and concurred in most of
its 22 recommendations. However, SCEP noted that there were budgetary and educational
ramifications in a number of them. All senators had received copies, she said, and should
try to respond to the committee. The president expressed appreciation for the committee’s
addressing what he termed important, University-wide concerns.

The Senate then rose in silent tribute to two deceased colleagues, and the meeting
was adjourned at 4:20 p.m.

MARILEE WARD
Abstractor

MRS MAXINE B CLAPP
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MPLSs MN 55455
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
UNIVERSITY SENATE MINUTES

April 17, 1980

The fourth meeting of the University Senate for the year 1979-80 was convened in 25
Law Building, Minneapolis campus, on Thursday, Aprit 17, 1980. Coordinate campuses
were linked by telephone. Checking or signing the roll as present were 123 voting members
of the faculty, 22 voting members of the student body, 1 member of the Council of Academic
Officers, and 8 nonmembers.

President C. Peter Magrath presided.

I. MINUTES FOR FEBRUARY 14, 1980
Action (5 minutes)

Accepted

Il. CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE ELECTION

INFORMATION:

In the recent election to fill 1980-83 vacancies on the Assembly Steering Committee,
Douglas Pratt, Paul Quie, and Patricia Swan were elected. Continuing members on the
committee are Robert Brasted (1979-82), Marcia Eaton (1979-82), Vera Schletzer (1978-
81), L. E. Scriven (1978-81), and W. D. Spring (1978-81).

MARILEE WARD
Clerk

Accepted

lil. ELECTION OF VICE CHAIRMAN
Action (10 minutes)

The constitution provides that a vice chairman shall be elected by the Senate at its first
meeting in the spring of the academic year from among its members for a term of one year,
starting July 1, 1980.

Russell K. Hobbie was elected.
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IV. SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES

HANDBOOK AMENDMENT, SUBCOMMITTEES
(10 minutes)

MOTION:

That establishment of subcommittees of Senate and University committees be
authorized by amending the Handbook of Procedures as follows: Add new Section U1.307,
“Subcommittees. Any Senate or University committee can appoint subcommittees, which
are responsible to and report only to the committee. Subcommittees must have some
membership from the appointing committee, but they may also have noncommittee mem-
bership when the appointing committee deems the subcommittee requires the assistance
of others. In carrying out their duties, subcommittees should observe the same principles of
operation of Robert's Rules of Order (Newly Revised) that govern committees.”

COMMENT:

The above section does not change any applicable recommendations presently in
force governing subcommittees of Senate committees. At present, the Handbook contains
no instructions on subcommittees, and one has to turn to Robert's Rules for guidance. The
section as it is written is slightly modified from page 413 of Robert’s Rules. The intent is to
state explicitly what the rules are, since some confusion on them has arisen during the past
several years. Robert's Rules, moreover, precludes appointing noncommittee members to
a subcommittee unless expressly authorized by the Senate. Past practice of the Senate on
this has been liberal, with the presumption that the Senate committees themselves are able
to judge when they need expertise outside their committee. The new Handbook section
would codify this practice.

Confining subcommittee reports to their appointing committee represents no change
from Robert's Rules presently in force. The Senate Consuitative Committee notes that
appointment of Senate committees is geared to produce University-wide balance and
perspective from demographic, geographic, and collegial, academic concerns. No such
strictures apply to subcommittees and they may be very narrowly based. Subcommittee
reports bypassing their appointive committee and distributed directly to administrators, the
Board of Regents, or to others have in the past been misinterpreted as reflecting the will of
the University Senate, despite all the best intentions to the contrary. They have been one
source of the “end runs” deplored in the Watson Report (Report of the Select Committee of
the University Senate, 1979). Subcommittees are not restricted from writing letters re-
questing information, staff support, etc., but if there is any question as to whether the
contents of a letter contain explicit or implicit policy recommendations, it is incumbent upon
the subcommittee chair to seek guidance from the appointing committee or its chair. It is
also incumbent upon subcommittees to observe due process when holding hearings on
substantive recommendations or when investigating issues, just as due process consider-
ations apply to Senate and University committees (c.f. Robert’s Rules, Newly Revised, p.
416).

The University Committee on Business and Rules supports the amendment.

M. VIRGINIA FREDRICKS, Chairperson
Committee on Committees

RICHARD L. PURPLE, Chairperson
Consultative Committee

Approved
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V. SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS

FACULTY RETIREMENT PLAN, SEX DIFFERENTIALS
Action by Faculty Senate (30 minutes)

MOTION:

That all contributions* made to the facuity retirement plan after October 1, 1980, be
used to purchase annuities at retirement priced on a unisex basis.

COMMENT:

Through this recommendation the Senate Committes on Faculty Affairs is favoring a
plan that provides equal monthly pensions for men and women with the same accumulated
contributions at the same retirement age. This principle, however, is not applied retro-
actively to contributions made prior to October 1, 1980. The unisex table would be applied
to determine the monthly pensions under both single life annuities and joint and survivor-
ship annuities.

On November 29, 1979, SCFA told the Senate that it was deferring action on the sex
differential issue until the faculty had reacted to the broad restructuring proposed by a
special task force on the faculty retirement plan. The preliminary review of that report has
taken much more time than expected but the result has been a revised task force report that
should be easier to read and to understand. SCFA will soon distribute the task force report
for discussion purposes only to all participants in the plan. Hearings will be held at all
campuses on the proposal and SCFA will continue to review that report and alternative
proposals. For several reasons, however, SCFA has decided it should recommend an
immediate change in the present plan with respect to sex differentials:

1. TIAA-CREF has indicated that (subject to regulatory approval) it will apply all contribu-
tions received after June 1, 1980, to annuities priced on a unisex basis. TIAA explained
that it was taking this action in response to the weight of opinion from recent judicial,
legislative, and regulatory developments and from concerns of its participating institu-
tions. Faculty members who have elected the TIAA-CREF option under the University of
Minnesota Faculty Retirement Plan will (subject to regulatory approval) automatically
have next year’s contributions applied on a unisex basis.

2. The Senate is unlikely to take any final action on the task force proposal this academic
year. The issues involved are complex. Before SCFA can make any recommendations
to the Senate, it wishes to consider faculty reactions to the task force report. The task
force itself may wish to modify its report on the basis of those reactions.

3. If the Senate approves any broad restructuring, many months will elapse before its
recommendation can be implemented.

4. The majority of the Committee believes that the action it recommends is the right thing to
do on ethical grounds regardless of what the courts, the regulators, or the legislature
decide.

The Committee will continue to examine the question of sex differentials with respect
to past contributions in the context of a broad restructuring of the present plan. Further-
more, although our recommendation is not conditional upon this point, the Committee is
concerned about the decline in the pensions males will receive because of this change,
especially males who spent part of their careers under the pre-1963 faculty retirement plan.
The Committee urges the administration to seek outside funding for the increases in the
pensions for females, thus avoiding any reduction in the pensions for males.
*Contributions refers to the so-called “faculty member’s contribution” and the so-called “University contribution.” It does

not refer to or include the annual increment in the faculty member's pension fund arising from interest or dividends
earned before or after October 1980 by funds that were accumulated prior to October 1980.

C. ARTHUR WILLIAMS
Chairman

Approved following addition of footnote.
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VI. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

SEARCH COMMITTEE GUIDELINES
(20 minutes)

MOTION:

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.

|. 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.

if. 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 iength, 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 of their unique relationship with the President. The President and
the Senate Consultative Committee should work out mutually agreeable search proce-
dures for filling these positions.

lll. Formation of Search Committees

Members of search committees and their chairpersons shall be chosen by the Presi-
dent (or the President’s agent) after consuitation 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 constituted for the purpose of
performing any or all of the functions of compiling lists of candidates for vacant positions, 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 University President is the legal responsibility of the Board of Regents. The search committee for
this office is drawn from members of the Board. This committee has customarily asked that the Senate Consultative

Comnmittee function as an advisory committee, and has delegated to it 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.

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

. Personal responsibility of each member for affirmative action and discretion.

. Need for keeping minutes of meetings and records of committee decisions.

. 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.

aogmm O

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 wormen 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 divuige, 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.

. 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 condidate 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.

. Responsibility of Individual Members for Affirmative Action and Discretion

It 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).

. 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.

. 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 expectin 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

Approved

VIl. QUESTIONS TO THE PRESIDENT
(15 minutes)

none

VIIl. OLD BUSINESS

none
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IX. NEW BUSINESS
A. DEPARTMENT HEAD TITLES

MOTION:

That the Senate go on record as favoring a secret ballot referendum, to take place in
each department (or comparable unit) of the University, to determine the faculty’s prefer-
ence as between the headship and chairmanship systems. Care would be taken to carry
out the referendum in a manner that would not violate the departmental or collegiate
constitutions. The referendum would take place not later than December 1980, and its
administration would be entrusted to the Office of Vice President for Academic Affairs.

COMMENT:

From my experience while serving on the SCFA, | have come to believe that the lack of
systematized and meaningful participatory procedures for departmental decisions (in
particular, with respect to salaries, but also other matters) is a major cause of low faculty
morale in a number of departments, and such procedures are more often encountered
under the chairmanship system than under headship. Yet it is precisely in departments
tacking such procedures that it may be difficult or impossible to initiate reform from within. A
referendum initiated from outside seems to be a reasonable solution.

Undoubtedly many faculties prefer the existing system, and the referendum would
reveal this. It is not my intent to advocate uniform structure for all departments.

Since the precise formulation of the referendum questions may involve delicate points,
the Senate may wish to entrust this task to one of its committees.

LEONID HURWICZ
Senator

Referred to the Business & Rules Committee.

B. STUDENT COMMITTEE MEMBERS RECRUITMENT

Faculty members are requested to assist in recruitment of students to serve on
committees of the Senate by giving to interested students copies of descriptive information
on committees as well as membership application forms provided by the Student Commit-
tee on Committees.

BRUCE THORPE
Student Member
Committee on Committees

X. TRIBUTE TO DECEASED FACULTY MEMBER

ROBERT G. HINCKLEY

1903-1980

Robert Hinckley began his higher education with a three-year agriculture course at the
University of Wisconsin. He then switched to medicine, obtaining his M.D. in 1925 from the
University of Wisconsin and then interning at Morningside Hospital in Tulsa, Oklahoma.
Following four years of private practice, he began his 39-year career at the Boynton Health
Service in 1930. He gained promotions through the years and was promoted to professor of
psychiatry in 1962. During a sabbatical in 1942, he obtained training at the Payne-Whitney
Clinicin New York and became a board certified psychiatrist. He authored 123 professional
articles during his career, served as a psychiatric consultant to the Minneapolis V.A.
Hospital for 23 years and as a consultant to the Big Sisters Society of Minneapolis for
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ten years. He was active in teaching psychiatric residents and courses on psychiatric
social work. His professional membership included the American Psychiatric Association,
the American Medical Association, Ortho-Psychiatry, and American College Health
Association.

Dr. Hinckley's major professional accomplishments were contained within two over-
lapping areas. He had a lifelong commitment to college mental health programs. Soon after
coming to the Boynton Health Service at the University of Minnesota, he became director of
the mental health section. Through the years he developed a small rudimentary clinical
service into a major psychiatric treatment resource—one of the best in the nation. He
promoted the importance of mental health facilities for college students with unswerving
zeal. During the 1940’s he advocated their growth on a national scale when he was
chairman of the American College Health Association's Mental Health Section. He pub-
lished numerous articles on student mental health. Dr. Hinckley’s other major thrust was
group therapy. He was a true pioneer in this area, one of the first clinicians to recognize the
potential for treatment that group offered. In 1951 with Lydia Hermann, his future wife, he
published “Group Treatment in Psychotherapy,” one of the first books ever written on
group psychotherapy. His enthusiasm for group therapy was particularly contagious to the
many psychiatric residents whom he taught. He has left a legacy of group therapy which
has been spread throughout the community by his students. In 1969 he retired from the
Boynton Health Service. As professor emeritus, he continued for some years his teaching
activities, and his strong interest in medicine never waned.

Beyond all these professional accomplishments, Dr. Hinckley remained basically a
doctor who was genuinely committed to his patients. His identity as a physician was firmly
blended with his English and Germanic character structure into a harmonious whole. His
ethical values as a physician never aliowed him to compromise when a patient’s welfare
was at stake. His warm personality, his imposing knowledge of psychiatry, and his sincere
interest in people made “Dr. Bob" an outstanding clinician. His many patients will remem-
ber him as a friendly, competent doctor. For Health Service friends and colleagues, he has
left a memory of dedicated professionalism tempered by human kindness. He was firmly
grounded in his physical nature and in the reality of his spiritual-emotional self. This unique
combination made him a complete human being and those of us fortunate enough to have
worked with him will never forget his memory.

XI. ADJOURNMENT
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ABSTRACT OF DISCUSSION

The meeting was called to order at 3:15 p.m. in 25 Law Building, West Bank, Minneap-
olis campus, by President C. Peter Magrath. Minutes of the last meeting and the report of
results for the Twin Cities campus in the Consuitative Committee election were accepted.
The President expressed appreciation to Consultative Committee retiring members Wen-
dell Glick, Fred Morrison, George Blake, and Richard Purple.

Election of Vice Chairman—Vera Schletzer, professor, continuing education and
extension, nominated Russell Hobbie, director, space science center, and current vice
chairman, for another term. She praised his service on the Consultative Committee and
urged support for his nomination. There being no other candidates, Mr. Hobbie was
elected.

Handbook Amendment, Subcommittees—A proposal to introduce to the Senate
handbook a section on subcommittees, including appointment of members and reporting
procedures, was introduced by Richard Purple, professor of physiology and chairperson of
the Consultative Committee. It had been considered first by the Committee on Committees
and was mainly a housekeeping item, he said. It was approved with minor dissent.

Faculty Retirement Pian, Sex Differentials—C. Arthur Williams, professor of business
administration and chairperson of the Faculty Affairs Committee, presented a motion to
approve equalization of monthly pensions for men and women with the same accumulated
contributions at the same retirement age beginning October 1. Participants in the plan, he
said, had received a report outlining this proposal last May. In the meantime legal pressures
had become stronger, and TIAA-CREF had moved to a unisex basis. However, the change
would not be retroactive, he noted. He further reported that it appeared that the Senate
would not be acting on the recently completed SCFA task force report on the faculty
retirement plan, which had been distributed to participants and on which there would be a
number of hearings on all campuses shortly. SCFA had decided, therefore, to move ahead
on the sex differential issue because of moral and ethical considerations and because it
believed that time was running out, though the committee was not unanimous in that
decision. He said it was troubled by the fact that lower pensions for males would result, and
it urged the administration to seek outside funding to cover the differential.

Lawrence Goodman, professor of civil and mineral engineering, presented a friendly
amendment, accepted by Mr. Williams as an elaboration. It specified that contributions as
used in the motion would refer only to the faculty member’s and University's contributions
and would not include accumulated interest or dividends. Asked about the status of the
proposed change in view of the University’s situation with respect to the current cease and
desist order, Mr. Williams said his committee had sidestepped that complication, believing
that it was important to take action in the face of possible federal penalties. Mr. Purple
added that legal counsel to the Regents, to whom the recommendation would be sent,
would advise them as to the legal implications.

Thomas Bouchard, professor of psychology, asked whether the committee had looked
at equalization of costs for all kinds of insurance. Mr. Williams responded that life insurance
had been considered. Mr. Bouchard said that all imbalances in insurance projects should
be corrected, but he disagreed with the method, indicating that there were fairer ways of
correcting the situation by defining groups differently, rather than solely on the basis of sex.
Mr. Williams agreed, but pointed out that the federal government is not at this time
permitting that latitude. Asked about the magnitude of the anticipated drop in male benefits,
Mr. Williams said it would be on the order of $92 for every $100, adding that a male with
spouse at retirement age be affected to a lesser extent. President Magrath indicated that
the gap could close over time as mortality rates change. One faculty member inquired
whether the government wouldn’t recognize that the University, in offering one insurance
plan that provided equal benefits, wasn'’t in compliance. Mr. Williams said it appeared a
will-o’-the wisp that the University would get clear guidance on interpretation from the
government. The proposal was then approved by a large majority.

Search Committee Guidelines—Wendell Glick, professor of English, UMD, and
chairperson of the subcommittee on search committee guidelines for the Consultative
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Committee, introduced a set of revised guidelines for search committees for filling major
administrative positions. He recalled that the current guidelines had been in effect for about
four years and in general had been effective. The current move was one of incorporating
affirmative action policies in the language, he explained, and there was little substantive
change. He added that the Consultative Committee would be considering whether similar
guidelines should be set up for search committees for faculty members. The motion was
then approved without dissent.

Department Head Titles—Leonid Hurwicz, Regents’ professor of economics, pre-
sented a motion to provide departments with an option to hold a secret ballot referendum to
indicate preference as between the headship and chairmanship systems. He recognized
there could be a problem implementing it, but his experience in serving on two committees
had provided a number of instances where profound dissatisfaction had been expressed
with internal governance of departments where there had not been systematic procedures
and adequate meaningful consultation with respect to salary levels. The Faculty Senate
voted to refer the matter to the Business and Rules Committee.

Recruitment, Student Members for Committees—Bruce Thorpe, student member of
the Committee on Committees, urged faculty members to take to their classes copies of
application forms and the paper he had prepared on committees of the Senate, describing
their duties. The President suggested that he send them to coordinate campuses, too.

Following silent tribute to a deceased faculty member, the Senate adjourned at
4:30 p.m.

MARILEE WARD
Abstractor
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
UNIVERSITY SENATE MINUTES

May 15, 1980

The fifth meeting of the University Senate for the year 1979-80 was convened in 25
Law Building, Minneapolis campus, on Thursday, May 15, 1980. Coordinate campuses
were linked by telephone. Checking or signing the roll as present were 142 voting members
of the faculty, 30 voting members of the student body, 4 members of the Council of
Academic Officers, and 32 nonmembers.

President C. Peter Magrath presided.

I. SENATE AND UNIVERSITY COMMITTEES, 1980-81
INFORMATION;

The Senate Student Committee on Committees has made an early, vigorous attempt
at filling the student positions on Senate committees for next year but, due to a requirement
in the new student government constitution, will not be making the appointments yet. The
MSA constitution calls for each member of the Forum (the legislative body of the MSA) to be
a member of at least one Senate Committee. The result of this requirement is simply that
the Student Committee on Committees must postpone its appointment process until after
the student elections so that a much more effective job can be done. The commitiee is most
grateful to the entire Senate for the understanding and cooperation that Committee on
Committees has received in this most difficult and important task.

BRUCE THORPE
Student Committee on Committees

Accepted

Action (10 minutes)

SENATE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC STANDING AND RELATIONS: Thomas Kraabel
(Chr.), Bill Andrews (UMW), Adele Donchenko, Bernadine Feldman, Mary Klaurens, Ellen
Ordway (UMM), James Preus (ex officio), Charles Sigmund, Jean Swanson (UMD), Frank
Ungar, James Werntz (ex officio). One faculty member to be named.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON ALL-UNIVERSITY HONORS: Edward Fletcher (Chr.),
Edward Cowles (UMD), Caroline Czarnecki, Seymour Geisser, Al Linck (ex officio), Robert
Odegard (ex officio), Joseph Resch, Steve Roszell (ex officio), Russell Tall (ex officio). One
faculty member to be named.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON BUSINESS AND RULES: Constance Sullivan (Chr.),
James Connolly (ex officio), Robert Eyestone, David Giese, Wayne Jesswein (UMD), John
Muller, Bruce Nord (UMM), Marilee Ward (ex officio), David Weissbrodt.
UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON EXTENSION AND COMMUNITY PROGRAMS: William
Ranz (Chr.), Norman Brown (ex officio), Geraldine Gage, Paul Hagen, William Hodapp,
John Kearnes (UMM), Patricia Merrier (UMD), Harold Miller (ex officio), Arthur Naftalin,
David Noetzel, Betty Robinett (ex officio). Two faculty members to be named.
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UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON SUMMER SESSION: Dale Lange (Chr.), F. Thomas
Benson, Bright Dornblaser, Richard Graves (UMD), Richard likka (UMM), Al Linck (ex
officio), Willard Thompson (ex officio), Paul Weiblen. One faculty member to be named.
UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT: Tom Noonan (Chr.),
Kenneth Howey, Lewis Levang (UMD), Bruce Overmier, James Werntz (ex officio). Three
faculty members to be named.

SENATE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY: Stanford Lehmberg (Chr.), Robert
Carr, Evelyn Hansen, Nils Hasselmo (ex officio), Stephen Hedman (UMD), James Jensen,
Richard Leppert, Al Linck (ex officio), James Terwilliger. Three faculty members to be
named.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON UNIVERSITY-ROTC RELATIONSHIPS: William Wright
(Chr.), Edward Baxter (ex officio), Robert Binish (ex officio), John Clausen, John Goodding,
Al Linck (ex officio), Rosemarie Park, Kenneth Risdon (UMD), Ludwig Spolyar, Frank
Topley (ex officio), Elton Wolfe.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION: Gary Wynia (Chr.),
Frank Braun, Vernon Cardwell, Milan Kovacovic (UMD), Maurice Kreevoy, Josef Mesten-
hauser (ex officio), Philip Porter (ex officio), Michael Smith (UMC), Homer Venters. One
faculty member to be named.

SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS: C. Arthur Williams (Chr.), Robinson
Abbott (UMM), Roberta Armstrong, Tom Bacig (UMD), Harold Bernard (ex officio), Joanne
Eicher, Frank Enfield, Kathryn Hoelmer (UMW), Al Linck (ex officio), Leo Raskind, Ronald
Schuler, George Sell, Alice Sime, Craig Swan, Robert Ulstrom.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON TENURE: Charles Wolfram (Chr.), James Carlson
(UMM}, Robert Carlson (UMD), Stephen Gasiorowicz, Charles Green, Gloria Leon, Verna
Rausch, Betty Robinett (ex officio).

UNIVERSITY APPEALS COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC FREEDOM AND RESPONSIBIL-
ITY: Donald Ireland (Chr.) (UMD), Laird Barber (UMM), Martin Dworkin, Russell Hobbie, J.
Lawrence Mitchell. Two faculty members to be named.

SENATE JUDICIAL COMMITTEE: Edward Rippie (Chr.), Timothy Dunnigan, Shirley Gar-
ner, Helen Jorstad, Diane Kjervik, Harry Lease (UMD), Jooinn Lee (UMM), William Mad-
den, John Mauriel, Phillip Tichenor, David Ward. Additional members to be named.
SENATE LIBRARY COMMITTEE: Hoyt Wheeler (Chr.), Mark Brenner, Clarke Chambers,
Philip Friest (UMD), Glen Gadberry, J. Woods Halley, Diane Hedin, Sun Kahng (UMM),
Wayland Notand, Mark Pitt, Eldred Smith (ex officio), John Turner, John Van Pilsum.
SENATE COMMITTEE ON RESEARCH: Robert Hexter (Chr.), Stanley Erlandsen, Lyle
French (ex officio), Edmund Graham,Warren Ibele (ex officio), Clinton Johnson (ex officio),
Joseph Latterell (UMM), John Leppi (UMD), Al Linck (ex officio), Kenneth Reid (ex officio),
James Rest, Richard Sauer (ex officio), Anthony Zahareas. One faculty member to be
named.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON ANIMAL CARE: Kent Rees (Chr.), Larry Anderson (UMD),
Stephen Bistner, Alan Hunter, Patrick Manning (ex officio), Robert McKinnell, Gail Peter-
son. Three faculty members to be named.

SENATE COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES AND PLANNING: Van Mueller (Chr.), Dean
Crawford (UMD), Chester Grygar (ex officio), Nils Hasselmo (ex officio), John Helmberger,
Robert Lambert, Al Linck (ex officio), frwin Rubenstein, Harvey Sarles, Frank Sorauf. Two
faculty members to be named.

SENATE COMMITTEE ON SOCIAL CONCERNS: Frank Wood (Chr.), V. Elving Ander-
son, John Ingle (UMM), Dorothy Loeffler (ex officio), Philip Raup, Terrie Shannon (UMD),
Lillian Williams (ex officio). Two faculty members to be named.

Approved
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INFORMATION;

In the recent election to fill 1980-83 vacancies on the Senate Consultative Committee,
John Verrill (UMD), and Allan Ward (UMW) were elected.

In the recent election to fill 1980-83 vacancies on the Senate Committee on Commit-
tees, Virginia Gray and James Houck from the Twin Cities campus, and Blanchard
Krogstad (UMD) were elected. Continuing members on the committee are Paula Berry
(1978-81), Mary Corcoran (1979-82), John Howe (1979-82), Mariam Frenier (1978-81),
and Pearl Rosenberg (1978-81).

Accepted

Il. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

SENATE REORGANIZATION
(30 minutes)

MOTION:

That the Senate adopt in principle the 26 recommendations of the Spring report as
printed below; and that the Senate direct the Senate Consultative Committee to refer the
recommendations to a joint subcommittee of the Senate Consultative Committee, the
Senate Committee on Committees, and the University Committee on Business & Rules
and instruct them to write the appropriate constitutional language and to present the
formally worded proposals to the Senate at the Winter Quarter meeting of the 1980-81 year.

INFORMATION:
BACKGROUND

The University Senate at the May 25, 1978, meeting approved a resolution to establish
a Select Committee to study the structure of central administration and the consultative
institutions of the Senate and to review the decision-making process at the University. The
January 30, 1979, Report of the Select Committee has been widely distributed. Many of its
comments and recommendations were related to the University Senate and its committee
structure, and the message was clear and alliteratively memorable: There was a need for
improved “Consultation, Coordination, and Communication.” The report cautioned that “If
any revision of the present system is to work, it must be developed through discussion and
consensus of faculty and students, so as to command their subsequent active support.”
Accordingly, the Senate Consultative Committee established a Subcommittee on Senate
Reorganization to pursue with students and faculty possible revisions in the present
system. Aninterim report of the Subcommittee was presented at the May 31, 1979, meeting
ofthe Senate, the same meeting at which the president responded to the recommendations
of the Select Committee. Discussions at that Senate meeting subsequently led the Consul-
tative Committee to expand the Subcommittee and charge it to develop further its recom-
rsnendations and, if possible, to issue a final report at the Spring, 1980, meeting of the

enate.

What follows is the final report of the Subcommittee in the form of 26 recommendations
to its parent committee. SCC has reviewed and approved this report and now passes it on
to the University Senate for action. The recommendations set forth in fairly general terms
changes in the Senate and Senate committee structure which, after much discussion and
consultation, the Subcommittee deems advisable. Obviously, however, much more de-
tailed forms of these proposals written in appropriate constitutional language must be
drawn up by the Committee on Committees and the Business and Rules Committee before
the Senate can vote on specific handbook and constitution changes. What we seek here,
then, is agreement in principle to these recommended changes so that the Committee on
Committees and Business and Rules may proceed. Hopefully, their detailed, formally-
worded proposals will be ready for Senate action at a winter quarter 1981 meeting. I so, the
proposals can be implemented in spring quarter 1981 for the 1981-82 academic year.
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However, if these recommendations are approved in principle today, in some instances
movement in the direction of the change can begin immediately.

The first 5 recommendations listed below seek to improve consultation, coordination,
and communication among the groups involved in the governance system: the Senate
itself, its committees, its student/faculty constituencies, and the central administration.
Recommendation 6 sketches out a plan for the realignment of committees, and the
remaining recommendations develop details of that plan.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 1: Election to the University Senate

The Subcommittee recommends that in elections to the University Senate large college
voting units be subdivided into departments or clusters of departments. Specifically, we
recommend that units having more than 6 faculty senators (CLA-29, IT-18, Med-15, Agric-
14, Educ-9) should submit plans for Senate approval to restructure themselves into smaller
constituencies so that no more than 6 senators will be elected by any constituency. The
Subcommittee believes we should improve consultation and communication between the
Senate and collegiate unit constituencies. The size of the major voting units dilutes the
representative quality of the Senate in so far as it impairs the opportunities for consultation
and communication between Senators and their constituents. Furthermore, we would
encourage Senators and Senate committee members, in this regard, to make more
frequent use of existing department and collegiate newsletters to inform constituents of
pending Senate and Senate committee business.

Recommendation 2: Appointment of Senators to Committees of the Senate

The Subcommittee recommends that the Senate endorse procedures which will insure that
a specified minimum number of Senators will serve on certain designated committees; we
hope the same procedures will encourage even more overlapping membership than the
minimums specified. Obviously, we are seeking here agreement in principle to a recom-
mendation to improve communication and consultation between the Senate and its com-
mittees. Details of the procedures, including how much overlap we prescribe and on which
committees, must, of necessity, await discussion of the committee structure in later
recommendations, particularly in Recommendations 9 and 15. In 1978-79 only 29 faculty
Senators and 8 student Senators (if we exclude Senate Consuitative Committee members)
served on committees of the Senate. Proposals recommended in this report will raise those
totals to a minimum of approximately 45 faculty and 24 students (you are reminded that the
Senate consists of 165 faculty and 58 students). Without prolonged argument, then, we
would state our goals here to be a Senate better informed on its committee business and
more committee members chosen by their colleagues.

Recommendation 3: Consuitation between Central Administration and Committees of the
Senate

The Subcommittee recommends that the consulting relationship which obtains between
SCC and the President be duplicated (a) between SCEP and the Vice President for
Academic Affairs; (b) between UCBRBR (renamed in Recommendation 20 “Committee on
Finance”) and the Vice President for Finance; and (c) between a newly-formed (see below,
Recommendation 22) Committee on Planning and the Vice President for Administration
and Planning. Behind this recommendation lies the conviction that SCC, UCBRBR, SCEP,
and a Committee on Planning must deal with the most crucial issues facing the Senate at
this time. Hence, the Subcommittee believes connections between these groups and
central administration must be as direct, open, and timely as we can make them. This
proposed consultative relationship should not be confused with the currently assigned ex
officio representation on committees from the offices of these vice presidents.

Recommendation 4: Expanded Subcommittees

The Subcommittee recommends that the Handbook be revised to include a section on
“Expanded Subcommittees,” which would address the question of how the Senate gover-
nance system responds to problems and issues of some moment which often come up on
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short notice and demand quick but careful action. In the past, such problems have been
handled in two different ways. They were given to already over-burdened standing commit-
tees with the result, on occasion, that action was delayed. Moreover, standing committees
often lack required expertise on such matters. The second way of handling such problems
(and the way recommended by the Watson Report) has been to create a task force which
would have the expertise and which could focus its full attention on that particular problem.
The difficulty with task forces, on occasion, has been that they do not always bring to bear
upon problems the perspectives of the Senate governance system; their reports emerge
full blown without consultation with the larger view provided by the Senate governance
system; and some difficulty or delay is regularly encountered in re-integrating their recom-
mendations into the Senate governance system. In other words, the Subcommittee be-
lieves that task forces frequently operate at cross-purposes with the objective of improved
consultation, coordination, and communication. Accordingly, the Subcommittee recom-
mends that standing committees in whose purview such issues fall shouid be directed to
establish a subcommittee with some overlapping membership from the parent committee
but expanded to include the expertise and data sources necessary to complete the task.
Such Expanded Subcommittees should be required to make regularly recurring interim
reports to the parent committee so that the larger view of the governance system can be
provided all along the way. SCC (and the Committee on Committees) could assist in both
identification of new members for such Expanded Subcommittees and in reviewing interim
reports.

Recommendation 5. Committee Support and Service

The Subcommittee recommends that financial and employee assistance to committees of
the Senate be improved. The Senate Handbook contains a statement (U1.302.6) concern-
ing committee support and service, therein defined as “financial and employee assistance
in research, data collection, record keeping, and all aspects of secretarial services.” Under
Duties and Responsibilities of the SCC (Handbook, p. U-18, item “m”) a budget subcom-
mittee of the Senate is provided for and its membership defined. This system has not
always worked as effectively as it might, and failures have resulted in breakdowns in
consultation, coordination, and communication. The Subcommittee believes the entire
system should be reviewed and redesigned to improve procedures as well as resources.
We call attention here to two of the most pressing problems.

For a variety of reasons (among the most important is the one-year rotating chairmanship)
continuity of effort is difficult to achieve on even the most active committees. At the
beginning of each academic year, a period of time must be given over to orienting
themselves to their tasks, determining procedures, reviewing past completed and uncom-
pleted actions, and getting started. Before the committee is underway a new chair must
determine its budget needs. Often two or three different secretaries are assigned to serve a
committee within a single year. The Subcommittee recommends, therefore, that the Clerk
of the Senate office be expanded so that the same secretary can be assigned to a
committee not only for an entire year but from one year to the next. We believe such a
practice will provide invaluable aid to new chairs and help immensely in achieving continu-
ity in committee business.

Secondly, the Subcommittee believes that if Expanded Subcommittees (see Recommen-
dation 4, above) are going to function effectively, they must be provided with the same kind
of budget and assistance provided administrative task forces.

Recommendation 6: Senate Committee Structure

The Subcommittee recommends major changes in the basic categorization of committees
and in the principles and procedures for appointing members to committees. We have
focused much of our effort upon the committee structure because we believe the present
structural division of committees is flawed, its reporting procedures largely ignored, and the
method for appointing committee members not calculated to fit the differing needs of
committees or the proper integration of the Senate itself with the flow of committee
business and with the deliberations of its committees. The Subcommittee believes that the
structural changes recommended here and in Recommendations 7-26 address some of
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the most important problems in consultation, coordination, and communication identified
by the Watson Report.

The Subcommittee recommends a new three-category system of committee classification.
Two comments about this system should be made immediately. First, itis not an hierarchi-
cal system: we reject the notion that importance ought to be the basis for classification. We
believe that at any given moment the action of any committee may be the most important
business confronting the faculty and students of the University. Secondly, we look upon alt
these committees as ‘‘committees of the Senate,” but when we speak in this document
about “Senate Committees,” we are referring to only one of the three categories (the other
two being “University Committees” and “Academic System Committees”). We have
retained the names “Senate Committee” and “University Committee” simply because the
University community is familiar with them.

First, we designate as “Senate Committees” those committees to which the Senate has
delegated responsibility in broad areas of policy making. In keeping with the adjective
“broad,” these should be relatively few in number.

Secondly, we designate as “University Committees” those two groups or clusters of
committees existing around SCC and SCEP (the Tenure committee is a temporary excep-
tion) to which policy-making and operational powers have been delegated by the Senate
within the broad areas assigned to SCC and SCEP. This new clustering principle is
important, we believe, to improving the flow of committee business.

Thirdly, we recommend that a new category of committees of the Senate be established
called “Academic System Committees,” and that this title be reserved for those committees
whose functions are largely operational—that is, concerned with overseeing and enforcing
regulations and procedures or with advising administrative offices. The creation of such a
category would acknowledge and emphasize the importance of continuity in collegial
governance at the University of Minnesota; a large segment of important committee
business not only can be carried on independent of Senate meeting action, but, for the sake
of timely action, must be.

A structural chart follows containing not only the committees but the consulting relation-
ships to Vice Presidents referred to in Recommendation 3 above. Recommendations
concerning these categories of committees (including changes in the principles and
procedures for appointing members to each of the categories) and recommendations
concerning individual committees within each category will follow after the chart.
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SENATE COMMITTEES

Recommendation 7:
The Sucbommittee recommends that “Senate Committees” be defined as those commit-
tees to which the Senate has delegated responsibility in broad areas of policy-making, and
that the number of these committees be 5, divided into 2 groups:

1) SCC, SCEP, and Social Concerns—which report to the University Senate.

2) SCFA and Judicial— which report to the Faculty Senate.

Recommendation 8:
The Subcommittee recommends that the Senate control the appointment of faculty mem-
bers to its own Senate committees in accordance with the following procedures. Each year
at the appropriate time the Committee on Committees should forward to the Senate for
approval hames of the faculty they recommend for appointment to each Senate committee
to fill positions vacated by normal rotation procedures or for other reasons. Their recom-
mendations should be selected from the following sources:
1) Upon election to the Senate, each new Senator will be required to submit to the
Committee on Committees a highly selective list of those committees of the Senate
(in all three categories: Senate, University, and Academic Systems) in which the
Senator has interest and expertise.
2) The survey which the Committee on Committees presently makes at least every
three years to discover faculty preferences.
3} Recommendations from members of the Committee on Committees.

Recommendation 9:

The Subcommittee recommends that approximately two-thirds (note: this should be stated
as a specific number in the composition of each committee) of the faculty membership on
Senate Committees (with the exception of SCC, whose members are elected, and the
Judicial Committee—see Recommendation 11 below) must be made up of members who
are current Senators or in the year succeeding their three-year membership.

Recommendation 10:

The Subcommittee recommends that the Tenure Committee (presently a University Com-
mittee reporting to the Senate through SCFA) remain for now a separate entity as a
University Committee, but when action on the proposed tenure code is completed, it should
become a subcommittee of SCFA. If the business of such a group warrants it at some time
in the future, it could become an “Expanded Subcommittee (see Recommendation 4
above).

Recommendation 11:
The Subcommittee recommends that the Faculty Senate establish a plan for equitable
(perhaps not proportional) “assessment” of potential members from each department (or
division or even small small college in some cases) who might serve a 3-year term on the
Judicial Committee. Determination of the nominees should be made by the faculty of the
unit assessed. The Committee on Committees should demand twice the number needed
and be able to insist that both the faculty member listed and the unit represented agree to
include this service in his or her duties and responsibilities. Whenever possible, the Faculty
Committee on Committeees should appoint from a list of these nominees.

The last sentence in the paragraph above is a frank admission by the Subcommittee
that this plan is an experiment, an attempt to solve the problem of recruiting faculty who are
willing and able to serve in this capacity.
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UNIVERSITY COMMITTEES: SCEP CLUSTER

Recommendation 12:

In Recommendation 6, the Subcommittee recommended that “University Committees” be
defined as committees to which policy-making and operational powers have been dele-
gated in specific areas within the broad areas of certain “Senate Committees.”They should
be divided into 2 groups or clusters: the SCEP cluster and the SCC cluster (again note that
the University Committee on Tenure is a temporary exception). The word “cluster” is
chosen advisedly; we wish to suggest a relationship which is likely to result in improved
consultation, coordination, and communication. The Subcommittee recommends that the
SCEP cluster consist of the following: University Committees on Research, Computer
Facilities, Library, Instructional Materials and Media, Extension and Community Programs,
Summer Session, International Education, and Liberal Education. Our recommendation to
cluster so many committees about SCEP is a frank admission that a large part of Senate
business is, or ought to be, educational policy, but that one committee cannot handle the full
burden. Moreover, one committee cannot contain the full range of interests and expertise
needed in such widely divergent areas of educational policy as international programs,
instructional media, and research.

Recommendation 13:

To support further the cluster principle, the Subcommittee recommends that we change the
reporting procedure for these committees clustered about SCEP. Unlike present University
Committees, these will report business for information or for action directly to the Senate.
On matters likely to alter the educational policy of the University, however, these commit-
tees must work closely with the Chair of SCEP. Since SCEP is constitutionally committed to
an overview of all educational policy matters, the purpose for involving the Chair of SCEP
from the very beginning is to insure that ramifications of the actions of individual commmit-
tees are attended to. To guard against an individual committee ignoring this injunction to
consult and coordinate, all Senate action items from such committees must be submitted
10 days before the docket deadline of the Senate meeting concerned.

Recommendation 14:

The Subcommittee recommends that the Senate contro! the appointment of facuity mem-
bers to those University committees clustered about SCEP in accordance with the following
procedures. Each year at the appropriate time, the Committee on Committees should
forward to the Senate for approval names of the faculty they recommend for appointment to
each University committee to fill positions vacated by normal rotation procedures or for
other reasons. Their recommendations should be selected form the following sources:

1) Upon election to the Senate, each new Senator will be required to submit to the
Committee on Committees a highly selective list of those committees of the Senate
(in all 3 categories: Senate, University, and Academic System) in which the
Senator has interest and expertise.

2) The survey which the Committee on Committees presently makes at least every 3
years to discover faculty preferences.

3) Recommendations from members of the Committee on Committees.

4) An additional source for potential members should be added as an aid in discover-
ing faculty who have the kind of interest and expertise essential to these commit-
tees: the Committee on Committees should ask Deans, Directors, and Department
Heads (or individuals or groups designated by them) to submit names of faculty
they believe have the requisite interest and expertise for membership on specific
University and Academic System committees.

Recommendation 15:

The Subcommittee recommends that approximately one-fourth (Note: this should be
stated as a specific number in the composition of each committee) of the faculty member-
ship on University committees must be made up of members who are current Senators orin
the year succeeding their 3-year membership.
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Recommendation 16:

In Recommendation 12, the Subcommittee listed the present Council on Liberal Education
as a University Committee on Liberal Education. The Subcommittee recommends that
SCEP undertake a study to determine whether the Council has a role as a University
committee clustered with SCEP and, if so, how the Council should be altered to fit that role.
Without going into the historical moment which led to the creation of the Council, we note
that it is at present anomalous among the committees of the Senate in at least 2 regards: Its
members are appointed by the President from slates provided by college Deans or campus
Provosts; its Chair is the Vice President for Academic Affalrs or ““a major colleague from
hisher office.”

In this same study, the Subcommittee would like SCEP to consider the somewhat
tentative suggestion of the Watson Report that a Council on Undergraduate Education be
extablished. The Subcommittee considered the matter at some length but finally declined
to act on the suggestion for 2 reasons. We felt that even if such a Council were established,
it was very questionable whether it should be a part of the Senate governance system.
Secondly, we believed it was an issue of substance, not structure, and hence consideration
of it probably exceeded our charge.

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEES: SCC CLUSTER
Recommendation 17:

The Subcommittee recommends that the SCC cluster consist of the following: University
Committees on Committees, Business and Rules, Finance, Physical Plant and Space
Allocations, and Planning. These committees fall into 2 groups:

1) The Committee on Committees and Business and Rules share responsibility with
SCC in running the Senate and in steering and supervising the business of the
committees of the Senate. In this regard, also, the Subcommittee recommends that
SCC regularize the use of the Facilitative Committee.

2) The Committees on Finance, Physical Plant, and Planning are all essential to SCC
in fulfilling its consulting responsibilities, especially those concerned with budget
and biennial requests. Furthermore, there is a parallelism in how these 3 operate:
Each must work closely with plans and actions generated by administrative offices;
each serves as a point to which questions and concerns can be directed from other
committees and from the faculty and student body; each reports through SCC to
the Senate.

Recommendation 18:

The Subcommittee recommends that Business and Rules be regarded as an expert
advising committee of SCC and that it be a committee of reference on constitutional
questions and changes. its membership should probably be reduced, and it should be
determined and appointed by SCC; it should include at least one member of SCC.

Recommendation 19:

The Subcommittee recommends throughout this document many changes in appointment
procedures which will affect the operation of the Committee on Committees. in addition, we
would like to encourage further cooperative effort with SCC, in a sense providing a
continual concern for restructuring the Senate and its committees. Accordingly we recom-
mend expanded efforts on the part of the Committee on Committees in reviewing annually
committees of the Senate and recommending changes in committee structure, charge, or
membership to meet changing conditions in the University. Furthermore, since much of the
success of the committees of the Senate will depend upon their efforts, we recommend that
faculty members on the Committee be current Senators (or in the year succeeding their
term) elected by the faculty Senators from each of the University campuses.

Recommendation 20:

The Subcommittee recommends that UCBRBR be renamed Committee on Finance but
continue to perform the duties and responsibilities presently assigned to it with some minor
changes. Appointment of members should follow approximately the representational
scheme now in use and the at-large members should be appointed by SCC.
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Recommendation 21:

The Subcommittee recommends that SCRAP be disestablished and that its responsibilities
dealing with physical plant be given to a new committee to which would be added the
responsibilities of space allocation, a concern many Senators have long feltbelonged in the
committees of the Senate. This group would be named the Committee on Physical Plant
and Space Aliocation and its members would be appointed according to the procedures
described in Recommendation 14 above, i.e., direct nomination by the Committee on
Committees to the Senate.

Recommendation 22:

The Subcommittee recommends that another area of SCRAP’s responsibilities—planning,
including representation on the Planning Council—be assigned to a Committee on Plan-
ning whose membership and responsibilities would be determined temporarily by SCC.
This unusual arrangement is recommended because, although the function of the Planning
Council is in a transitional stage, the Subcommittee believes it important to follow the
advice of the Watson Committee to relate the Planning Council to the Senate governance
system. Perhaps its principal function at first might be to provide the required 4 faculty and 2
student members on the Planning Council and to meet as a group and advise SCC on those
aspects of Planning Council business which are related to Senate business.

ACADEMIC SYSTEM COMMITTEES

Recommendation 23:

In Recommendation 6, a new category of committees is proposed called “Academic
System Committees,” committees whose functions are largely operational—that is, con-
cerned with overseeing and enforcing regulations and procedures or with advising admin-
istrative offices. The Subcommittee recommends that this category consist of the following:
Academic System Committees on Animal Care, Use of Human Subjects in Research,
Academic Standing and Relations, Educational Development, University-ROTC Relation-
ships, University College Assembly, Academic Freedom and Reponsibility Appeals, All-
University Honors. If such committees have Senate business, they would report it to the
Senate Consultative Committee which, in its steering capacity, would bring it directly to the
Senate or, if further consultation is required, assign it to a Senate or University committee.
Annual reports from Academic System Committees would be submitted to the Clerk of the
Senate and published.

Recommendation 24:

The Subcommittee recommends the following procedure for appointment of members to all
Academic System Committees except the Appeals Committee and the All-University
Honors Committee: Since members of such committees frequently must have specific
kinds of interest and expertise, the Committee on Committees should compile each year for
each committee an alphabetical list of faculty members judged to have the requisite interest
and expertise The names should come from the same 4 sources used for the University
committees clustered about SCEP (see Recommendation 14). Such lists should be for-
warded to the President; they should include more names than are needed to fill the slots in
each committee. The President should be free to appoint directly (submitting appointments
to the Senate for information only) from these lists or to add names of facuity and students
from other sources.

Faculty members of the All-University Honors Committee should be nominated by
SCC and forwarded to the President for approvai.

Members of the Appeals Committee should be appointed in the same manner pre-
scribed for University committees clustered about SCEP (see Recommendation 14); that
is, direct nomination by the Committee on Committees to the Senate.

Recommendation 25:

The Subcommittee recommends that serious consideration be given to the proposal in the
February 28, 1980, minutes of the Academic Standing and Relations Committee to dises-
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tablish the committee and reconstitute it as an Academic System Committee on Student
Academic Services. This carefully considered proposal contains a helpful list of “Current
Activities and Concerns.”

STUDENT MEMBERSHIP ON COMMITTEES

Recommendation 26:

Recommendations above concerning membership on committees are phrased almost
exclusively in terms of faculty members. At the time those recommendations were con-
structed, students were engaged in revising student government. Student members of the
Subcommittee, therefore, asked the Subcommittee to delay comments on student member-
ship on committees of the Senate until certain student constitutional questions were settled.
Itnow appears that recommendations on student membership on committees of the Senate
can parallel those of faculty membership. The Subcommittee accordingly recommends the
following provisions for student members. Since student Senators are elected each spring
and appointment of students to committees is not completed until the fall, it should be
possible to have student Senators provide the Committee on Committees with selective lists
of committeesin which they haveinterestand expertise. It should be possible, also, torequire
that two-thirds of the student members of Senate committees be Senators and one-fourth of
the student members of University committees be Senators.

The Subcommittee recommends that students and faculty be limited to a maximum of
2 committees. We add that normally students and faculty should serve on only one
committee but that, because of prescribed overlapping memberships and because some
committees are elective, a maximum of 2 is permitted.

Finally the Subcommittee recommends that slates of members for Committees report-
ing to the University Senate prepared by the Student Committee on Committees and those
prepared by the Faculty Committee on Committees should be submitted to the combined
Committee on Committees for review and recommendation.

UNRESOLVED ISSUES

A substantial segment of the Subcommittee believes that 3 committees—Library,
Summer Session, and ROTC—should be disestablished as committees of the Senate and
assigned to the various campus assemblies with provision made for ad hoc liaison groups
or sessions when all-University issues arise. The Subcommittee believes that the Commit-
tee on Committees may wish to reconsider this unresioved issue.

The Subcommittee has found no place in the committee structure for the Council of
Academic Officers and accordingly makes no recommendation for including it. The Com-
mittee on Comittees may wish to reconsider this issue. In this regard we should note also a
strong recommendation from one of our correspondents that occasionally a Senate meet-
ing should be used as a forum for exchange of views between studentsfaculty and the
administration, including the CAO.

The Subcommittee has made no recommendations with regard to the reorganization
of campus assemblies, since its mandate is limited to the reorganization of the Senate. We
have, however, observed that there may be occasion for a comparable reorganization of
the Twin Cities Campus Assembly and some rewriting of its constitution. We therefore think
that this matter should be brought to the attention of the Assembly Consultative Committee,
which may find it advisable to appoint its own subcommittee on Assembly reorganization.

W. D. SPRING, Chr.

Subcommittee on Senate Reorganization
RICHARD L. PURPLE, Chr.

Senate Consultative Committee

Approved
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lil. SENATE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY

OUTREACH REPORT
(10 minutes)

MOTION:

That the Senate consider the recommendation from the Report of the Study Group on
University Qutreach that

“over time, the University should incorporate instruction now on overload, e.g., CEE credit
instruction and Summer Session, into the regular workload of the faculty either by substitut-
ing any instruction now on overload for other current assignments or by employing addi-
tional faculty”

at the earliest possible date during the 1980-81 academic year. Consideration will follow
the completion of a study conducted by the administration in cooperation with SCEP to
determine the impact of various methods of implementation on faculties, students, pro-
grams, and research capabilities. The administration will report the progress of such an
investigation to the Senate through the Senate Consultative Committee once, at a meeting
of the Senate prior to that time.

INFORMATION:

Atthe November 1, 1979, meeting, the Senate voted to withhold implementation of the
operational proposals of the Study Group on Outreach pending the completion of a study of
the likely impact of such action. The study was to be conducted by the administration in
cooperation with SCEP and be completed in time for consideration by the Senate at the first
meeting in the fall of 1980.

Due primarily to a shortage of available staff in the office of the vice president for
academic affairs, progress on the design of the study has been slower than initially
anticipated. Therefore, itis unrealistic to expect the study to be completed before the fall of
1980. The effect of the above motion is to delay consideration of the recommendation on
imptementation of inloading until a proper study of the issue has been completed.

JAMES S. TERWILLIGER
Chairman

Approved

IV. SENATE COMMITTEE ON RESEARCH

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR ELIGIBILITY ON SPONSORED PROJECTS
(15 minutes)

MOTION:

That the Senate approve the following policy with respect to principal investigator
eligibility on sponsored projects:

The foliowing policy has been developed to provide guidance to departments and
collegiate officials in reviewing research andor training applications to be submitted for
sponsored support by academic employees who are either of faculty rank or who hold other
academic class titles. It supersedes the policy approved by the University Senate on
February 28, 1974. The policy sets forth minimum standards which must be followed by all
units of the institution. Units may develop additional or more restrictive standards regarding
this matter. However, the minimum standards of this policy must be incorporated into
departmental or collegiate policies and procedures.

SECTION [:

Faculty members who hold regular appointments, as defined in Attachment A, may serve
as principal or co-principal investigators on research grants and contracts and other
sponsored projects subject to ltems 1, 2, and 3 below. Nonregular faculty and other
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academic employees as defined in Attachment A may serve as principal or co-principal
investigators subject to all of the following conditions:

(1) Responsibility for the approval of all research and training project proposals rests
with department heads, deans (or comparable University officer), and the Office of Re-
search Administration. The Office of Research Administration will not forward any applica-
tion for sponsored support without the approval of the appropriate department head(s) and
dean(s). A number of factors may enter into the decisions of department heads and deans
when approving or disapproving the BA Form 23. Primary among these are the status of the
facuity member, the merit of the project, the space available to house the project, the
- proposal’s relationship to the mission of the department or college or its compatibility with
such mission, and the equipment necessary to conduct or complete the project.

(2) Grants and contracts for sponsored research and training projects are normally
awarded to the University of Minnesota, rather than to individuat investigators. Should the
faculty member, of whatever rank, leave the University prior to the completion of the project,
the future of that project shall be governed by the terms of that contract/grant agreement,
the wishes of the sponsor, or negotations between the sponsor, the University, and the
principal investigator, as is appropriate in the specific circumstances.

(3) The relationship of academic employees to the University is governed by the
appointment document. The approval of academic employees as principal investigators in
no way affects the rights, claims, and duties of such persons as may be specified in the
tenure code or elsewhere. In particular, responsibilities as principal investigator do not
imply any commitment on the part of the University of Minnesota to any subsequent
appointment beyond the term of appointment then in effect.

(4) The BA Form 23, “Approval of Application for Sponsored Research or Training
Support,” must be marked in the place provided to indicate whether the proposed principal
investigator is a regular or nonregular academic staff.

(5) The Office of Research Administration will not accept fixed-price specific perfor-
mance based contracts where the principal investigator is not a regular faculty member,
unless the appropriate department head and dean (or comparable University officer) have
certified that the project can be completed as required by the contract.

SECTION II:

Individuals holding *'student-only” academic appointments such as Teaching Associ-
ates, Teaching Assistants, Research Assistants, Project Assistants, Administrative Fel-
lows, Medical Fellows, or Medical Fellow Specialists, may serve as principal investigators
on research projects for which the funding agency specified a program for which students
are eligible. Applications in this category must receive the approval of the department head
and dean of the college or school in which the student is registered, who will inform the
applicant that his/her position as principal investigator in no way affects his/her status as a
student, nor does it commit the University to any future position.

SECTION it

Appropriate affirmative action/equal opportunity policies and procedures apply to hiring
nonregular academic staff on sponsored research and training projects. Regardless of the
availability or presumed availability of sponsored support, staff may not be hired independ-
ent of appropriate affirmative action policies and procedures.

ATTACHMENT A
FACULTY RANKS AND OTHER ACADEMIC CLASS TITLES

. FACULTY RANKS
The faculty ranks are: Professor, Associate Professor, Assistant Professor (including
Research Associate), and Instructor (including Research Fellow).
Faculty members hold either “regular” or “nonregular”’ appointments.
A “regular” appointment is one in which the faculty member has achieved indefinite
tenure or is on probationary appointment leading to a decision concerning indefinite
tenure.
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M.

A “nonregular” appointment does not have tenure nor the right to a decision concern-
ing tenure. Such appointments are for a fixed period of time with specified beginning
and ending dates of employment. Subject to annual review and approval, nonregular
appointments may be renewed. All appointments which carry the prefix of Visiting,
Adjunct, or Clinical before a facuity rank are nonregular.

NON-FACULTY RANK ACADEMIC INSTRUCTIONAL OR RESEARCH TITLES
There are 4 instructional or research titles which are not faculty ranks. They are:
Lecturer, Research Specialist, Teaching Specialist, and Hormel Fellow.
Appointments in these titles are restricted to the University’s fiscal year. Specified
beginning and ending dates of employment must be given. Subject to review and
approval, these appointments may be renewed.

NON-FACULTY RANK ACADEMIC STAFF TITLES

There are a number of non-faculty rank tittes which are collectively called “academic
staff” positions. These titles are identified in the annual Budget Index and Account
Listing book under the 93XX Academic Administrative and 97XX Miscellaneous
Academic class titles. Agricultural Extension Service titles, 96XX series, are also
academic staff.

Persons may hold an academic staff title without faculty rank. However, regular or
nonregular faculty rank may also be held if appropriately accorded by an academic
department. Academic staff titles and positions must be distinct and severable from
faculty rank.

STUDENT-ONLY ACADEMIC TITLES

These titles may be separated into 2 groups. All titles are identified by the 95XX class
series.

The first group are the 7 graduate assistantship titles which require admission to or
good standing in a Graduate School degree program or a post-baccalaureate profes-
sional degree program. The titles are: Graduate Teaching Assistant, Teaching Asso-
ciate | and |, Graduate Research Assistant, Project Assistant, and Administrative
Fellow | and Ii.

The second group of titles are for persons completing training requirements in a
professional field who may or may not also be registered students in a Graduate
School program or post-baccalaureate professional degree program. These titles
include Medical Fellow, Medical Fellow Specialist, Dental Fellow, and Psychology
Fellow Specialist.

ROBERT HEXTER
Chairperson

Approved

V. UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON BUSINESS & RULES

DEPARTMENTAL GOVERNANCE
(15 minutes—Faculty Senate)

MOTION:

That the office of the vice president for academic affairs administer a confidential

survey of the regular members of departmental faculties to ascertain their preferences with
regard to the structure of department governance. The survey should include questions as
to the desirability of changées in method of selection of department chief executive officer;
method of allocating salaries, research funds, space, and teaching assignments; method of
appointing new faculty and awarding promotion and tenure; and, in general, the relative
roles of the chief executive officer and the faculty at large in determining policies. The
results of the survey for each department should be communicated to the members of that
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department after compilation. Departments should be required to report what action, if any,
they have taken or plan to take to the vice president for academic affairs by the end of the
quarter following dissemination of the results.

COMMENT:

The following motion by Regents’ Professor Leonid Hurwicz was referred to the
Committee on Business and Rules at the April 17 Senate meeting:

That the Senate go on record as favoring a secret ballot referendum, to take place in
each department (or comparable unit) of the University, to determine the faculty’s
preference as between the headship and chairmanship systems. Care would be taken
to carry out the referendum in a manner that would not violate the departmental or
collegiate constitutions. The referendum would take place not later than December

1980, and its administration would be entrusted to the Office of Vice President for

Academic Affairs.

The Committee on Business and Rules has redrafted the motion as above and
presents it to the Senate for action. In redrafting, we have changed the referendum on the
symbolic issue of chairmanship vs. headship to a questionnaire covering a range of
questions pertaining to the structure of departmental governance. It is recognized that the
absence or unclarity of satisfactory participatory procedures in departmental (or unit)
decision-making is a factor which may adversely affect faculty morale in certain units, and
an external stimulus to discussion of the desirability of changes in the governance structure
would be helpful in such cases. Doubts were expressed, however, about the response rate
to such a survey, the value of a University-wide survey to serve a need felt only in some
units, and whether the results would actually be implemented in the units with the greatest
problems. Any action or inaction would be left up to the departments or units (subject in
some cases to collegiate constitutions); the survey can only serve to provide an opening for
discussion. The Senate, if it adopts this motion, would be indicating its concern that such an
opening be provided in units which presently lack meaningful participatory structures.

JOSEF ALTHOLZ
Chairman

Anamendment, "' The aggregate results of the data, without department names, should be
communicated to the Senate within a reasonable amount of time after completion,” was
approved, and the motion, as amended, was defeated.

VI. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE
NESTLE BOYCOTT
(5 minutes)
INFORMATION:

The Senate Consultative Committee has received a letter from President Magrath
indicating that the Nestle boycott request passed by the Senate has been placed on the
Regents’ agenda, but that the President will recommend against the motion.

RICHARD L. PURPLE
Chair

See Abstract of Discussion
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Vil. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE
ANNUAL REPORT

The University Senate Consultative Committee is charged with the dual functions of
acting as the steering committee for the Senate and of consulting with the president on
University and Senate business, thereby representing the Senate to the administration.
The faculty members of the Senate Consultative Committee meet with the Regents on a
guarterly basis, and monitor Regential meetings.

1979-80 members of the Consultative Committee are George Biake (F, Soil Science,
Director of Water Resources Research Center; Robert Brasted (F, Chemistry); Scott
Carlson (S, Student Chair, CLA); Mark Davis (S, Duluth); Marcia Eaton (F, Philosophy);
Jim Gelbmann (S, Morris); Wendell Glick (F, English, Duluth); Cleon Melsa (F, General
Ed.—Chemistry, Crookston); Fred Morrison (F, Law); Sue Pribyl (S, CLA); Richard Purple
(F, SCC Chair, Physiology); Vera Schletzer (F, Psychol., Cont. Ed. & Ext.); Skip Scriven (F,
Chem. Engin.); W. Donald Spring (F, Associate SCC Chair, English, Morris); John Weis (S,
CLA); ex officio: Russell Hobbie (F, Physics, Vice Chair of Senate”) and Richard Kottke (S,
Grad., Vice Chair of Assembly). The Waseca student member was unable to attend, and
the Waseca student body sent the following students on occasion during the latter part of
the year: Dan Tauer, Tom Busak, Kari Simon and Annette LeGare. Steve Carlson (S, CLA)
and Dick Cooke (S, CLA) attended during the fall until suspended by the TCCA. Krishna
Seeley (S, CLA) and Judy Nord (S, CLA) were appointed interim representatives by TCSA
governance pending the outcome of the TCCA trial.

To date, the SCC has held 18 regular open meetings, 8 regular open monthly meetings
with the President, and 5 executive meetings to interview and evaluate candidates for the
position of vice president for academic affairs. One regular SCC meeting was held in Duluth
on October 18, 1979, and another regular SCC meeting in Crookston on May 1, 1980. The
chair also convened monthly meetings of the Facilitative Committee. The SCC office,
staffed by Meredith Poppele, is presently iocated in 5-255 Millard Hall, and contains all
minutes, correspondence, and supplementary documents of the SCC in addition to the
minutes of all Senate and TCCA committees. Open meeting policy statements for all
committees are on file there, and all files are open for Senate inspection.

OVERVIEW. SCC activities can be generally described as falling into five categories:
1) Senate steering duties concerned with Senate reorganization, coordination of Senate
committees using the Facilitative Committee (composed of the chairs of all Senate commit-
tees), and recommending Senate action on two major task force reports—that on Univer-
sity Outreach, and that on the Academic Staff (‘'E’) employment category; 2) reviews of the
University budgets (1980-81 budget, '81-'83 biennial request, and 6-year capital plan) in
which SCC delegates the major business to UCBRBR, then meeting jointly with that
committee to formulate recommendations to the president; 3) participation in interviewing
and formulating recommendations to the president on vice presidential candidates, and
recommending changes in the Senate guidelines for search committees for major adminis-
trative positions; 4) monthly meetings with the president; and 5) faculity relations with the
Regents and the legislature. In carrying out these tasks the SCC set up the following
subcommittees: Outreach, chaired by Professor Brasted; Grievance and Legal Concerns,
Professor Eaton, Chair; Senate Reorganization, Professor Spring; Administrative
Searches, Professor Glick; Membership Concerns, Professor Blake; Legislative Relations,
Professor Glick; Senate Budget, Professor hobbie.

SENATE STRUCTURE AND REORGANIZATION. The Spring Subcommittee on
Senate Reorganization has met often this year, modifying the report submitted to the
Senate in May of last year. Using the Facilitative Committee as its major contact with
Senate committees, the subcommittee has elicited extensive discussion and reaction to its
modified report by Senate committee chairs. Professor Spring broadened the subcommit-
tee to include members from Business and Rules and the Committee on Committees to
maintain a coordinated approach. The Senate reorganization proposal is ready to be

*Succeeding Professor Robinett who resigned
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submitted to the Senate at the May 15, 1980, meeting, under a motion to endorse in
principle the recommendations in the report and to charge the Committee on Committees
and Business and Rules, with support from the subcommittee, the Senate parliamentarian
and the clerk of the Senate, with the technical business of rewriting the Senate constitution
and handbook. If the proposed schedule is followed, a vote on the new constitution and new
handbook will be taken at the winter quarter meeting of 1980-81. If they are approved, the
new Senate structure can be implemented by the end of that academic year.

The Facilitative Committee has met on a monthly basis during this year. Its activation
was recommended in the Watson Report. The consensus of those attending is that this
structure has been usefui to monitor Senate business in committees, to give all committees
a chance to exchange information and maintain a coordinated approach on issues before
the Senate, and to facilitate the structuring of deadlines to be metin getting business before
the Senate. In addition, information exchanged at these meetings has assisted the SCC in
its steering capacity. Although the Watson Report recommended increased use of “task
forces” for Senate business that cuts across committee lines, both the SCC and the
Facilitative Committee have opposed the “pure task force” approach on the grounds that
such bodies rarely coordinate well with the Senate committees and the reports then take
exceedingly long to clear each committee after they are issued. As an alternative, the
concept of the “expanded subcommittee” has been tried, whereby one Senate committee
is designated as the major reporter of such issues, and is charged with the responsibility of
having one of its members chair an expanded subcommittee composed of members of the
other relevant Senate committees and experts outside the committee structure as needed,
with staff support from the relevant administrative office. One expanded subcommittee has
been set up to deal with issues of special concern to women. This Subcommittee on Sexual
Harassment functions as an expanded subcommittee of SCFA with representation also
from Social Concerns, Judicial, Tenure, and SCEP. Professor Eaton as chair of the SCC
Subcommittee on Grievances and Legal Concerns monitors the subcommittee for the
SCC. ltis hoped that the approach adopted will allow for timely clearance of this expanded
subcommittee’s report to the floor of the Senate at the fall, 1980, meeting, thus accomplish-
ing the purpose of a “task force” within one year of its being charged. The usual Senate
legislative action on task force reports (the ‘E' document, Outreach, etc.) has in the past
taken two to four years, and even then their implementation in legislative terms has tended
to be hazy. The SCC agrees with the Senate Reorganization Subcommittee recommenda-
tion that we continue with this “expanded subcommittee” approach, as it appears to be a
more effective mechanism for implementing Senate business than the traditional adminis-
trative task force, at the same time meeting the spirit of the recommendation of the Watson
Report.

I. SENATE ACTION PENDING ON 1979 ADMINISTRATION TASK FORCE
REPORTS

1. OUTREACH. In accordance with the Senate mandate of last May, the SCC
established a subcommittee to coordinate responses to the Outreach proposal of 1979.
The subcommittee met this deadline, and the Senate at the November 1 meeting accepted
the principle of the Outreach recommendations but withheld implementation pending
further study. SCEP will report on the further study at the May 15, 1980, meeting.

2. ACADEMIC STAFF (‘'E’) APPOINTMENTS. Professor Eaton's Subcommittee on
Grievance and Legal Concerns coordinated Senate activity on the ‘E’ document, and the
November 29, 1979, Senate meeting adopted the recommendations of the Eaton subcom-
mittee report to approve the principle of the ‘E’ appointment but to withhold implementation
of the specifics until the Tenure Committee could be consulted by the administration. The
Tenure Committee has begun a series of meetings with the administration, and it is hoped
that substantive faculty agreement can be reached on the specifics of the report by the end
of spring quarter. Once the Tenure Committee and the Faculty Senate have completed
their action, Regential consideration of the ‘E’ document is likely to be held up as a result of
the cease-and-desist regulations in force while collective bargaining actions are pending.

Il. BUDGET, BIENNIAL REQUEST, 6 YEAR CAPITAL PLAN. These matters are of
sufficient importance to require a more detailed report, and the SCC refers you to
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UCBRBR's annual report, with which we concur. Under the new budget executive system,
UCBRBR and the SCC remain in close working relationship, including several joint meet-
ings between SCC and UCBRBR, SCC and the budget executive, and SCC, UCBRBR and
the president.

lll. ADMINISTRATIVE SEARCHES. SCC, under Senate policy, recommends faculty
and student names to the president for service on major administrative search committees.
The names recommended by SCC for the search committees for three different vice
presidencies (Academic Affairs, Administrative Operations and Planning, Finance) were
accepted by the president. It should be noted that, as Senate policy mandates, additional
members of these search committees are appointed directly by the president. The SCC
later participates as one of the interviewing groups, following the search committee’s
choice of a slate of finalists. The SCC has participated in interviewing candidates for the two
vice presidencies now filled (Administrative Operations and Planning, and Academic
Affairs). The president’s choices (Hasselmo and Keller) had the advisory concurrence of
the SCC. Following the selection of the vice president for administrative operations and
planning, a number of complaints were received on search procedures. The SCC, under
the guidance of Professor Glick's subcommittee, rescrutinized the Senate’s guidelines for
major administrative searches. The Senate adopted the Glick subcommittee recommen-
dations for amending those guidelines at its meeting of April 17, 1980. On the agenda for
next year, following one of those recommendations, will be a consideration of the need for a
Senate policy on faculty searches. This is particularly pressing and will have to be done in
conjunction with the new Senate Committee on Equal Opportunity for Women to be
established as a result of the consent decree signed by the Board of Regents and the
plaintiffs in the Rajender class action suit.

IV. SCC RELATIONS WITH THE PRESIDENT. The SCC and the president have
continued the tradition of monthly meetings. The new aspect this year is that these
meetings are open to the public, and minutes of the meetings are on file in the SCC office
and available for public inspection. All of the matters referred to above, in addition to a
number of other items, have been discussed at these meetings (including the Nestle
boycott action of the Senate, SCFA action on facuity salaries and merit equity distribution,
the Minnesota Daily and the funding controversy, progress reports on searches, and
actions by the Legislature and administrative stances on proposed legislation). An evalua-
tion of the meetings is that on balance they have been worthwhile and productive. Usually
the president comments on the rationale behind pending and recent decisions, with
members of SCC responding. Sometimes the result has been to convince the president to
change a pending decision. More often, it has been to analyze problems relating to a recent
decision with an attempt to structure better procedures for resoiving questions in the future.
In general, the SCC has had time to present its views and the views of the Senate to the
president in an adequate consultative forum. Items for consideration are received at the
SCC office, and the SCC solicits requests for topics for the remaining meeting with the
president. The open meeting policy has worked well. Occasionally faculty and students
have attended for the purpose of hearing discussion on particular items, although attend-
ance has not been heavy. “Brief”, the Daily, and other media reporters have attended. We
have especially appreciated “Brief's” excellent, succinct coverage. Language in the open
meetings has tended to be more circumspect and cautious, but the open meeting policy has
caused no inhibition affecting the nature or the substance of the views expressed.

Closed, executive SCC meetings have been held five times this year in interviewing
the candidates for the academic vice presidency. The closed meetings were held at the
requests for confidentiality by the candidates from outside the University, and were con-
ducted according to guidelines on open and closed meetings enunciated by the president
last year.

V. STUDENT CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE. The Student Consuitative Committee
met occasionally to discuss student representation on various committees. It also acted as
the steering committee for the University Student Senate and attempted to link the separate
campuses on matters of general University-wide student concern (i.e., smoking parapher-
nalia, draft registration, truth-in-testing, student representation in collective bargaining,
ete.).
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V1. FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE. Attimes the FCC exercised the option
of closed meetings with the president to discuss personnel items not covered by the open
meeting policy. (One example: a series of briefings on the Rajender class action suit
against the University. The FCC role was relatively passive in this instance due to a court
order forbidding the administration to engage in public discussion or extended faculty
consultation.) The FCC feels that such closed meetings, in accordance with the law, remain
beneficial as a limited channel of administration-faculty communication that should con-
tinue to be used on a judicious basis.

VIl. FACULTY RELATIONS WITH THE BOARD OF REGENTS. The FCC and Re-
gents continued meeting together quarterly. These meetings have been on the whole
constructive in providing a forum for frank exchange and the building appreciation of mutual
concerns. The FCC also continued an experiment begun last year of FCC members
responding to the request to attend Regents committee and Board meetings to monitor
activities and, on occasion, to speak. The results of this experiment have been mixed. The
option to request to speak on behalf of the faculty has not been utilized often. Our views
have usually been well represented by the president, the acting vice president for academic
affairs or other members of the administration. When we have spoken, our views have been
taken into consideration, although not always courteously (re: the Regents’ new post-
employment regulation discussions before the Committee on Staff and Faculty Affairs).
Our recommendations have been both accepted (Finance Committee’s consideration of
student business policy, for example) or soundly rejected (Regents’ post-employment
regulation, for example). We recommend a continuation of the present experiment. It is
beneficial for keeping SCC members informed of Regential activity (we receive a copy of
the Regents’ docket approximately one week before Regents’ meetings, and the docket is
available in the SCC office). At present it is less important as a conduit for expressing
faculty views because speaking opportunities are limited.

VIIl. MISCELLANEOUS. A number of other items have been considered by the SCC
which arose on a topical basis and required either prompt mediation or action. One such
issue was the last minute review of the proposal on per-credit tuition, in which an attempt
was made to clarify the student government viewpoint on this issue to the administration.
Another concerned the need for an explicit statement in the Senate handbook clarifying
subcommittee lines of responsibility and reporting. This latter item was forwarded to the
Committee on Committees, and the Senate voted at the April 17, 1980, meeting to adopt
our recommendation.

IX. CONCLUSIONS. A considerable program remains for the rest of the year, with a
number of items certain to carry over into the next year. Final action by the Board of
Regents on the Senate motions with respect to the Nestle boycott, and with respect to the
mandatory student fee for the Minnesota Daily will be monitored and reported back. Senate
reorganization and plans for further action, if any are mandated by the Senate, must be set
in motion. The ‘E’ document and Outreach remain areas of continuing concern, as does the
expanded subcommittee on Sexual Harassment.

Ithas been a busy year, and the SCC wishes to thank the Senate committees and their
chairs and the Senators for their voluntary efforts this year. We also thank the Senate
parliamentarian (Professor Connally has had a busy year, and faces a further increased
workload if the SCC plan for reorganization is implemented), and especially the clerk of the
Senate, Marilee Ward, and her staff, for uncomplaining services, without which University
governance could not exist. The SCC also wishes to offer public thanks and appreciation to
Meredith Poppele, our secretary for the 1979-80 year.

RICHARD PURPLE
Chair

Accepted
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Viil. UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON BIENNIAL REQUEST
& BUDGET REVIEW

ANNUAL REPORT
(10 minutes)

The University Committee on Biennial Request and Budget Review is a coordinating
committee which attempts to coordinate the work of several Senate committees on matters
relating to the fiscal affairs of the University. The committee consists of student and faculty
members from the Senate Consultative Committee and from the Senate Committees on
Educational Policy, Research, Resources and Planning, and Faculty Affairs. In addition,
two faculty members serve in at-large positions, and a facuity member and a student serve
from the coordinate campuses. UCBRBR takes action on substantive questions by report-
ing to the Senate Consultative Committee, which then either directs the communication to
the president or to the Senate, as is appropriate.

Members and alternates who have served on UCBRBR this year are:

Julie Bates Robert Holt
Dwight Brown Rosalind Horowitz
Scott Carlson Ken Keller
Marcia Eaton Robert Lambert
Robert Evans Jack Merwin

Jim Gelbman Fred Morrison

Paul Grambsch Sue Pribyl
Robert Hexter George Sell

Nancy Vezner of the Law School staff has served as secretary of the committee
throughout the year.

The committee held 14 meetings this year. (Since committee members generally
serve as delegates from other committees, these meetings were in addition to their other
regular committee service.)

Major items for discussion this year have included the review of the annual budgets for
1980-81 and the tentative reallocations for 1981-82, review of the preliminary biennial
request for 1981-83, review of a six-year capital plan, review of the allocation of tuition
reserve funds, and a few miscellaneous matters.

1. REVIEW OF 1980-81 BUDGET. The committee conducted discussions with the
budget executive in the fall regarding the criteria for budgeting decisions in the 1980-81 and
1981-82 budgets. We agreed to the criteria which were developed. When the actual
allocations were presented in late January, the committee held a public hearing at the
winter Senate meeting. On the basis of this hearing, other comments directed to us, and our
own review, the committee made a report to the Senate Consultative Committee which was
critical of budgetary decisions. That report stressed our concern that quantitative criteria
had been over emphasized, in preference to qualitative considerations. It also questioned
whether we had made sufficient efforts toward reallocation in this two-year fiscal period, to
accommodate the needs of the University. We did endorse the administration’s decision to
set aside substantially more centrally held reserves than have been available in past years.
This should cushion us against unexpected enrollment shortfalls and should provide “soft
money” funding in the event that tuition and enroliment meets or exceeds our expectations.
Both are needed and desirable goals at this time.

We raised a number of specific issues including a question on the role of liberal
education and its support, the role of the Morris campus, financing for the administration of
the graduate school, library acquisitions, laboratory fees, tuition revenue, and user
charges.

In general, we were satisfied with the process which was used to reach budget
decisions this year, even though we were not satisfied with the results. We have encour-
aged certain changes in the process, including greater consultation between central
administration and the collegiate deans before making decisions.

Our review of the budget is contained in a letter dated February 22, a copy which can
be obtained from the committee secretary.
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2. BIENNIAL REQUEST. The committee also reviewed the preliminary biennial re-
quest. In general, we have endorsed the approach which the administration is taking for the
next biennium. That approach emphasizes research and service special appropriations,
rather than direct increases in the instructional account. We did, however, emphasize the
need for a review of the increase for library acquisitions, since inflation of book costs now
exceeds the original estimate. We also raised questions about certain proposed programs
and asked that their role in the University be reviewed. We repeated our concern that, if no
new instructional dollars are to be requested, the University must have a stronger commit-
ment to internal reallocation.

Our review of the biennial request is contained in a letter dated March 27, which can be
obtained from the committee secretary.

Certain biennial request items, particularly the size of the salary increase, remain to be
determined. The Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs will take leading responsibility with
respect to these items.

3. SIX-YEAR CAPITAL PLAN. The committee also reviewed a six-year capital plan
for the University, which includes essentially all buildings which the University might
request through 1987. This six-year capital plan is more than a mere “wish list” but is less
than a firm commitment. It represents a substantial stage in the University’s planning, but
will have to be revised in light of legislative decisions and recommendations from the
governor.

We recommended that serious consideration be given to demolition and replacement
of older structures, rather than their remodeling. In the past, remodeling has been an
economical alternative, but that is no longer necessarily the case. We think the economic
realities should be weighed early in the process, and balanced against any historic or
aesthetic factors which may be involved.

We also urged substantial involvement of the Senate Library Committee and of library
users in the planned major remodeling of Walter Library. We also made certain recommen-
dations with respect to recreational sports facilities.

These recommendations are included in a letter dated January 21, a copy of which can
be obtained from the committee secretary.

4. TUITION RESERVES. The administration holds back a sum of money each year as
a form of “tuition reserve.” If tuition revenue is less than anticipated, this reserve cushions
the shortfall and makes a mid-year retrenchment unnecessary. If tuition meets or exceeds
our expectations, this revenue makes soft money available for instructional and other
needs. The committee has reviewed several formulas developed by the administration for
distribution of these revenues. We believe that the most recent such formula is an adequate
approach to that problem. We wish to emphasize, however, that formulas can only serve as
an aid to judgments and that a major part of the revenues must be distributed on the basis
of sound judgment, not mechanical application of numbers.

5. OTHER MATTERS. The committee has also considered a number of other matters
during the year. These include a report by a number of deans and central administrators on
budget alternatives, called the “Weaver Report.” We have referred that matter to various
substantive committees which will report in due course. We have not yet reached any
satisfactory conclusion of our concern about the charges which University service organi-
zations make on academic units’ budgets for services rendered, which are widely believed
not to be competitive with charges which would be made in the open market. We hope to
address this question again in the near future.

Addendum by the Chair:

After the committee approved the foregoing annual report, we were notified by the
administration that additional budget information would be necessary this year. The gover-
nor's office has called for the University to submit a six-year estimate of operating ex-
penses, to paralle! the six-year capital plan, and a minimum budget supplement, which
would reveal how the University would be operated in case of severe state retrenchment.
We expect to review both of these documents before final action is taken on them this
summer.
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In addition, the failure of the legislature to appropriate money for construction of new
buildings means that certain revisions will be necessary in the 1981 capital request and in
the 1981-87 capital plan. We will also review these revisions.

FRED L. MORRISON
Chairman

Accepted

IX. UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON EXTENSION &
COMMUNITY PROGRAMS

ANNUAL REPORT

The University Committee on Extension and Community Programs for 1979-80 met on
October 25 and December 5, 1979, and on February 14 and May 8, 1980. Activities of the
committee were again dominated by discussions about and comments on the November
1978 Report of the Study Group on University Outreach and on the Senate actions of
November 1, 1979, derived from the Outreach Report. Attention was focused on a clearer
definition of means, including “inloading,” which can lead to development and expansion
and extension and community programs of high quality.

WILLIAM RANZ
Chair

Accepted

X. SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES
ANNUAL REPORT

The Senate Committee on Committees and its sections held 6 meetings during the
year, and a joint meeting with the University Committee on Business & Rules and the
Senate Consultative Committee will soon take place.

The principal work of the Committee was to prepare double slates for Senate and
University Committees. These slates have been presented to the president and action for
confirmation of committee appointments is anticipated at the spring quarter Senate meet-
ing. The slates included the following: Women—professors, 6; associate professors, 14;
assistant professors, 19; instructors, 3. Men—professors, 63; associate professors, 42;
assistant professors, 17; instructors, 2. The proportions are given in the following table:

Women Men
Slates All-University Slates Ali-University
Protessor 8% 5% 92% 95%
Associate Professor 25% 16% 75% 84%
Assistant Professor 53% 26% 47% 74%
Instructor 60% 47% 40% 53%

The Student Committee on Committees will present siates next fall.

VIRGINIA FREDRICKS
Chairperson

Accepted
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Xi. SENATE LIBRARY COMMITTEE
ANNUAL REPORT

The Senate Library Committee met twice quarterly during this academic year. The
work of special subcommittees—concerned with such issues as acquisitions, cataloguing,
and accessibility of materials—informed the Committee’s discussions. The remarkable
attendance record of the Committee, which numbers 23 persons from five different cam-
puses, is a testimony to the earnestness with which members fulfilled their responsibilities
and their dedication to advancing library resources and services throughout the entire
University system.

Chief among the issues that demanded extensive deliberation were the following: the
University Libraries Mission, Assumptions, Goals, Objectives, and Priorities Statement; the
University Academic Staff Policies and Procedures Memorandum (dealing with “E” ap-
pointments); plans for advancing the automation of library systems (computerization of
library operations and services); proposals for the renovation of Walter Library; critical
space problems of 1.T. libraries; and problems arising from recurring abuse of faculty loan
privileges (the frequent ignoring of book recall notices, and the failure to renew books). The
Committee’s agenda, then, were crowded with weighty items.

Given the pressures of inflation—that work with special force on costs of books and
periodicals—the Libraries have done well in maintaining levels of acquisition. Aimost all
other costs can be covered, at sacrifice to be sure, by internal reutilization and reallocation
of resources, but the rising costs of acquisitions had to be assumed as a University-wide
responsibility. The Libraries’ basic planning document was generally well-received by
members of the Senate Library Committee; it provides a firm foundation for constructive
growth in the next several biennia if the central administration of the University continues to
assign a high priority in seeking support for Library programs, all of which are crucial to the
teaching and research missions of the University in all its diverse parts.

Preliminary to Senate consideration, on November 29, of the proposal on Academic
Staff Policies and Procedures, the Senate Library Committee engaged in extensive con-
versations bearing on the impact of the proposal on Library personnel and services. From
those deliberations emerged a Committee resoiution approving the principle of “E” ap-
pointments for appropriate University groups, but stressing the need for clarification of
sections dealing with job security and relating to the specifics of the proposed librarian
series. The action of the Senate on November 29 responded positively to many of these
concerns. The Senate Library Committee intends to follow development of the proposal in
the hope that implementation will fully reflect the letter and spirit of the Senate’s action and
take into account the complexities inherent in applying the strategy to the Libraries.

Plans for the development of a system of automation that would be flexible, integrated,
and economical have been under way at the University for some years. Funding by the
state legislature in 1977 made possible a shift of emphasis from a research and develop-
ment orientation to operations, and in the spring of 1979 the Library added a staff person to
direct the library systems program. This winter a team of outside consultants surveyed
library automation developments on this campus and, as a part of their review, met with the
Library Committee. Their official report is expected to be received in the near future—that
report, and the Library’s response, will be high on the agenda of the Senate Library
Committee next year.

Another matter is also still in process of planning and resolution—the urgent need to
renovate Walter Library and to find more appropriate space for I.T. collections now housed
in various locations. For some years the University has placed a high priority on relocating
and centralizing its several archives operations which are now scattered and housed, in
most instances, under inappropriate environmental conditions which are leading to the
deterioration of rare and valuable documentary and manuscript materials. The renovation
of the 55-year old Walter Library could provide a protective environment for rare and fragile
materials; it could also provide for more adequate and efficient space for workers and
patrons. The Library Committee studied the analysis of the Walter and I.T. libraries made
by an outside consulting firm and, after extensive discussion, endorsed in principle the
recommendations made in that report. The University will sponsor a structural study by a
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consulting engineer this summer; a special subcommittee of the Senate Library Committee
will serve a liaison function over the summer so that, at the beginning of the next academic
year, the full Committee can effectively pick up the issue again. The place of consolidated
library facilities in |.T. building plans will also be on the Committee’s agenda next year.

CLARKE A. CHAMBERS
Chair

Accepted

Xll. THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES AND PLANNING
ANNUAL REPORT

The Senate Committee on Resources and Planning has held a total of ten two-hour
meetings during the 1979-1980 academic year.

At the start of the year the committee explored the idea of conducting research on one
or more policy issues. Unfortunately, the pressures of time and the lack of readily available
research assistance thwarted our efforts. There is general agreement, however, that the
committee could make a contribution to the University by identifying some of the long-range
problems of the University and shed light upon the impact each might have in future years.

Most of the meeting time has been occupied preparing reactions to the President's
Statement of Goals Objectives and Priorities and, in recent meetings, the University
Mission Statement being prepared by a committee of the Board of Regents. Our reports on
the drafts of both these documents have gone forward through the Senate Consultative
Committee to the appropriate administrator. Presumably if time permits the committee will
prepare reactions to the rewritten drafts.

In the current planning effort the Planning Council created by President Magrath has
assumed much of the role which SCRAP might have fulfilled. As a result, the function of
SCRAP has become ambiguous. There is faculty and student as well as administrative
input into the Planning Council through membership on that body. SCRAP has become
strictly a reactive body as a result. During the coming year it is strongly urged that the
Senate resolve the ambiguity so that its members, who have given valiantly of themselves,
may be able to make a larger contribution.

The chairperson wishes to thank the members of the committee who have given
unselfishly of both time and effort in a cause in which accomplishments were nebulous in
the extreme.

PAUL V. GRAMBSCH
Chairperson

Accepted

Xill. SENATE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY
ANNUAL REPORT

The committee met 14 times during the 1979-80 academic year, four times during the
fall term and five times during each of the winter and spring terms. One meeting during the
spring term will be held at the Duluth campus.

Three items were reported to the Senate. Items reported for information were:

1. Areview of and response to the Report of the University Committee on the Handicapped
presented at the February 14, 1980, meeting. (Itis anticipated that recommendations for
action will be presented during 1980-81.)

2. Areview of and recommendations concerning the report of the ad hoc task force on the
Student Course Information Project presented at the February 14, 1980, meeting. (The
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project will continue through 1982-83 with a thorough evaluation to be conducted during
1982-83.)
The item presented for action is:

3. A motion presented at the May 15, 1980, meeting to delay reconsideration of the
recommendation of the Study Group on Outreach that CEE and Summer Session
instruction be “inloaded” until appropriate studies on the impact of such action have
been completed. (The Senate voted on November 1, 1979, to reconsider the recom-
mendation “at the first meeting in the fall of 1980" but due to delays in the conduct of the
studies on the impact of inloading this will not be possible.)

Other major items considered during the year included:

1. Review and discussion of President Magrath's November 5, 1979, statement entitled
“Institutional Planning Assumptions, Goals, Objectives and Priorities for the 1980's”; a
letter presenting SCEP reactions and suggested changes in the document was for-
warded to President Magrath.

2. Review of selected sections of the Report of the Special University Committee on
Budget Alternatives (Weaver Report) with special attention to the issues of redundancy
and inloading; reactions of SCEP were communicated to Professor Fred Morrison,
Chairman of the University Committee on Biennial Request and Budget Review.

3. Review of the University College Planning Statement and comments from President
Magrath concerning an earlier draft of that document; comments and reactions commu-
nicated to President Magrath and James H. Werntz, Director, University College.

4. Discussion of criteria employed in decision-making in relation to program planning and
program evaluation at the University.

5. Continued discussion and examination of policies and practices related to the evalua-
tion of teaching at the University.

6. Consultation with the office of the vice president for academic affairs on the design and
conduct of proposed studies of the impact of “inloading” of CEE and Summer Session
instruction.

7. Review and discussion of the 1980-81 budget proposals; reactions communicated to
President Magrath.

it is anticipated that several items to be carried over to 1980-81 will be brought to the

Senate for action at a later date. These include: (a) recommendations from the Report of

the University Committee on the Handicapped, (b) report of the results of studies on

inloading, and (¢) modifications of the 1974 Senate Policy on Evaluation of University

Teaching.

JAMES S. TERWILLIGER
Chairman

Accepted

XIV. SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS
ANNUAL REPORT

. MEMBERSHIP AND MEETINGS. The committee met six times between October
12,1979, and April 25, 1980. A final meeting is scheduled for May 23, 1980. The members
were Robinson Abbott (UMM), Roberta Armstrong, Tom Bacig (UMD), Joanne Eicher,
Frank Enfield, Kathryn Hoelmer (UMW), Ruth Hovde, Leonid Hurwicz, Al Linck (ex officio),
Louis Safer, George Sell, Robert Ulstrom, Leo Raskind, and Janet Burcalow (student
member). Ralph Miller served as a representative of the Faculty Retirees Association.
Marilee Ward performed numerous secretarial tasks for the committee, including keeping
excellent minutes. Harold Bernard, director of Employee Benefits, attended most of the
meetings as a valued technical advisor.
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Two subcommittees were established. Tom Bacig chaired a subcommittee on the
salary increase component in the 1981-83 biennial budget request to the legislature. This
committee also studied how the 1980-81 salary income monies should be distributed
among units and among faculty members. Professor Leo Raskind chaired a subcommittee
on sexual harrassment. Professor George Sell served as our representative on the Univer-
sity Committee on Biennial Request and Budget Review.

Il. FACULTY RETIREMENT PLAN. SCFA spent considerable time reviewing and
editing a report by an administration-appointed facuity Task Force on the Faculty Retire-
ment Plan. In April, SCFA distributed to each participant in the plan that report plus
comments by two SCFA members—Professors Hurwicz and Sell. SCFA has not yet
accepted or rejected the report. Both the Task Force and SCFA wish to obtain faculty
reactions to the Task Force's tentative proposal before making their final recommenda-
tions. Hearings on the report were held in April and May at each of four coordinate
campuses, Minneapolis, and St. Paul. The Task Force will review the comments presented
at those hearings and submit a revised report to SCFA. SCFA will then prepare its own
report, which may necessitate further hearings before SCFA sends its final report to the
Senate. SCFA hopes to make this report no later than winter quarter next year.

Ill. SEXDIFFERENTIALS IN PENSION PLANS. in May, 1979, SCFA distributed to ali
participants in the Faculty Retirement Plan a 22-page study entitled “Sex Differentials in
Periodic Retirement Benefits under the Faculty Retirement Plan.” This study took no
position on whether the present plan should be amended to eliminate the differentials that
exist under the present plan. Instead it provided a comprehensive discussion of the issues
involved and some alternative possible practices. On November 12, 1979, SCFA told the
Senate that it was deferring action on this issue until the faculty had reacted to the broad
restructuring proposed by the Task Force on the Faculty Retirement Plan. By March, 1980,
however, SCFA was convinced that it would take many months to obtain faculty reactions
to the Task Force report and to consider alternative proposals. Inthe meantime the external
pressures for change in our present plan had increased and a majority of the committee
favored some change merely on ethical grounds, regardless of legal requirements and
what others do.

Consequently on April 17, 1980, SCFA recommended to the Senate that all future
contributions made to the faculty retirement plan after October 1, 1980, be used to
purchase annuities at retirement priced on a unisex basis. The Senate approved the
motion. SCFA also urged the administration to seek ways in which increased benefits for
females might be financed without decreasing the benefits for males.

IV. CHANGE IN RETIREMENT, DISABILITY, AND DEATH BENEFITS FOR FAC-
ULTY MEMBERS AGE 65 AND OVER. In 1978 amendments to federal and state statutes
raised the earliest possible mandatory retirement age to 70. Faculty members, however,
would not have been affected by the federal amendments untit July 1, 1982, and by the
state statutes until June 1, 1980. That fall, SCFA appointed a Subcommittee on Mandatory
Retirement to recommend changes in faculty employment practices necessitated by these
amendments.

The subcommittee’s recommendations, adopted by SCFA in November, 1978, were
divided into two parts. First the subcommittee recommended that the University change the
mandatory retirement age to 70 effective for individuals scheduled to be retired on June 30,
1979. The Board of Regents rejected this recommendation, but in early 1979 the state
statute was amended to require this change.

Second, the subcommittee recommended continuing the policy of stopping contribu-
tions to the pension plan at age 65 (age 68 for those who entered the plan prior to October 2,
1974) on an interim basis until the Task Force on the Faculty Retirement Plan had
completed its review. They cited arguments both for and against stopping contributions at
age 65 in the long run. Both the federal and state amendments and administrative
regulations permit a plan to discontinue contributions at age 65. The subcommittee also
recommended that the life and disability income insurance benefits be amended to comply
with regulations to be developed by the Department of Labor.

In the opinion of SCFA the September 14, 1979, action of the Board of Regents was
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consistent with these recommendations and with Department of Labor regulations. Except
for a slight reduction in life insurance benefits for faculty members age 67 or 68, the
changes either improved or left unchanged the benefits for faculty members aged 60 or
over.

Specifically,

1. Retirement plan contributions still stop at age 65 (age 68 for faculty participating in
the plan prior to October 2, 1974).

2. Premiums are waived in case of total disability to the June 30 following or coinciding
with the faculty member’s 65th birthday. Previously this benefit terminated at age
65.

3. For continuing disabilities commencing prior to age 62, disability income payouts
are paid to the June 30th following age 65 but not less than 42 months. For
disabilities commencing later, the maximum number of monthly payments is 42
months for disabilities starting at age 62, scaling downward to 12 months for
disabilities starting at age 69, and to mandatory retirement for disabilities starting at
age 70. Previously no disability benefits were paid after age 65.

4. Group life insurance benefits decline from $20,000 at age 60 to $9,500 at age 70.
Previously these benefits deciined from $20,000 at age 60 to $12,500 at age 68.
The amount of insurance is the same or higher than it was previously except at age
67 ($11,600 compared with $12,500) and age 68 ($10,800 compared with
$12,500).

In one respect the Regents went beyond the SCFA recommendations. The Regents
formally set age 65 as the normal retirement age. In “pension parlance” the normal
retirement age is the age at which a faculty member with long-term service should be able
to claim a pension without any reduction for early retirement. It is also the age at which a
faculty member should be eligible for a pension that meets a specified retirement objective.
The mandatory retirement age may be greater than the normat retirement age. This action
by the Regents does not change the promise under the present plan that the University will
continue its contributions to age 68 for faculty who started in the plan prior to October 2,
1974.

SCFA will continue to study the Faculty Retirement Plan and other faculty benefit plans
to determine whether it believes these current practices should be changed.

V. SUPPLEMENTAL LIFE INSURANCE FOR MANAGEMENT EMPLOYEES. In
1979 a State Pay Bill allowed the Commissioner of Personnel to “design an employee
benefit system for employees defined as managerial.” The Commissioner decided that the
special managers plan would provide an additional $10,000 of life insurance for all mem-
bers of the managers group whose salaries are $30,000 or over. The University was invited
to participate at no cost to the University. The University elected to join the plan with
managerial employees defined as assistant deans and higher. Two issues arose. The first
was whether SCFA should have been consulted prior to electing the coverage. At a
meeting with Vice Presidents Stein and Brown, SCFA and Senate Consultative Committee
representatives were informed that the deadline for electing the coverage and the ciose of
the school year made such consultation extremely difficult. They agreed that normally such
consultation wouid be desirable and asked SCFA to address the second issue—whether
the University should continue to participate under the plan.

SCFA reported the following position on January 14 to Vice President Hasselmo. We
identified the following options: (1) Continue the present supplemental life insurance
program. (2) Discontinue the present program. (3) Continue the present program but
redefine “management employees.” (4) Add to the present program $10,000 life insur-
ance for nonmanagement employees paid by the University.

We rejected the second option because we saw no reason to stop some of our
colleagues from receiving a benefit that costs the University nothing. We rejected the third
option because we believe that redefining “management employees” for this purpose
would be a complex, arbitrary process. Furthermore, the redefinition would stil leave most
faculty members uncovered. We were initially leaning in favor of the fourth option until we
discovered that this benefit would probably cost the University on the average about
$150,000 annually. We now believe that the faculty as a whole may benefit more from
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having the University use the money in some other way. We were left, therefore, with the
first option. We recommended that the present supplemental life insurance for manage-
ment employees be continued; we also recommended that when future employee benefit
changes are made, consideration be given to the fact that under this supplemental program
management employees gained more than nonmanagement employees.

VI. HEALTH INSURANCE LIAISON. SCFA continued the practice started last year of
communicating with Council 8, the union representing most state employees, concerning
health insurance issues under negotiation and the health insurance concerns of University
facuity members. (For reasons why this form of communication is necessary, see the
Senate minutes for May 25, 1978, pp. 107-8, ltem X|.A.) On December 3, 1979, the SCFA
chair met with Bob Currie, who has succeeded Bernard Brommer as Executive Director of
Council 6. Mr. Currie expressed his willingness to continue the relationship established with
Mr. Brommer. SCFA, however, has made no proposals in this area this year.

Vil. DISTRIBUTION OF 1980-81 SALARY INCREASE MONIES. Following an ex-
tended discussion of a recommendation by its subcommittee on the distribution of salary
increases at its February 15 meeting, SCFA adopted the following motions which were
transmitted to President Magrath:

1. The committee agreed unanimously to encourage President Magrath to request
salary improvement funds from the legislature that would increase the percentage increase
available from 7% to 13%, the inflation rate during 1979.

2. By a narrow margin the committee accepted the recommendation of the subcom-
mittee that the University adopt the following allocation policy for the 7% salary funds
currently available:

a. Across-the-board allocation as follows:

$1,000 to faculty earning $20,000 or less

5% to faculty earning between $20,000 and $40,000

$2,000 to faculty earning $40,000 or more

This across-the-board allocation should use up 5% of the 7% available.

b. The across-the-board adjustments should be distributed prior to the distribution of

the remaining individual merit and unit/merit equity funds.

c. The individual merit funds should be distributed to units on an equal percentage of

salary basis. There should be no unit meritincreases other than those implicitin (a).

Those who voted against this recommendation favored a smaller across-the-board
allocation.

3. By a narrow margin the committee accepted a suggestion that the University
allocation formula not be binding on all units. Instead, the facuity in each budgeted unit
should vote by secret ballot on the formula to be used to distribute the salary monies
available to that unit. The budgeted unit for voting purposes should be the smallest unit with
its own salary increase monies.

President Magrath and the Board of Regents did request without success additional
salary funds from the legislature. The Regents also adopted a strong statement on the
erosion of faculty purchasing power. The 1980-81 distribution pattern, however, was more
unit-oriented than a narrow majority of the committee preferred and there was no local
option on how the money should be distributed within each unit.

VIil. SALARY INCREASE COMPONENT IN THE 1981-83 BIENNIAL REQUEST TO
THE LEGISLATURE. On March 31 SCFA published in the Minnesota Daily its tentative
position on how the salary increase component in the 1981-83 Biennial Budget Request
should be calculated and justified. This position was developed primarily by its subcommit-
tee on the salary increase component but it was also discussed, amended, and approved
as a tentative position by the fuil committee. On April 8, SCFA held a hearing on this
proposal in the Regents Room with telephone connections to the coordinate campuses.
The basic approach proposed by SCFA was supported by those in attendance. Several
persons, however, made vaiuable suggestions which SCFA then considered in redrafting
the proposal. The final position, adopted by SCFA on April 25 and transmitted to President
Magrath, reads as follows:
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The budget request should be divided into four categories: |. a cost-of-living category
intended to ameliorate the effects of inflation; Il. a merit category involving three compo-
nents: conventional merit increase funds, promotion funds, and retention-recruitment
funds; Hli. a unit equity category intended to solve problems of unwarranted differences
between average salaries in various units or categories; and {V. a category to offset the
relative deterioration during the past decade in the purchasing power of faculty salaries.

Categorization of the salary request in this way would allow the faculty and the
administration to approach the legislature asking for salary improvement funding in a way
that assures legislators that the distribution of funds will not exacerbate problems they
perceive in our methods of allocating salary to faculty members. This approach would, at
the very least, help to enhance the legislators’ view of the variety of factors that need to be
taken into account in allocating money at a major university.

In the following we state the general principles we believe should be followed and
illustrate their application with numbers that seem reasonable to us at this time. The
amounts listed for each category need to be documented further and revised where
appropriate. The numbers we suggest as a point of departure would justify considerably
larger salary allocations than we have been receiving. This, however, is not surprising
since, as we will demonstrate below, the salary increases we received during the seventies
resulted in a decrease in the purchasing power of University faculty salaries at the same
time the purchasing power of the average Minnesota citizen’s income rose. Furthermore,
during most of the seventies the inflation rate was much less than most persons expect
during the next few years.

CATEGORY 1. We request sufficient funds to provide an adjustment equal to the
previous year's rate of inflation and projected rates of inflation for the first year of the
biennium. For example, assuming an average rate of inflation of 13% for this year and next,
the cost-of-living increase for all faculty members would be 13% in each year of the
biennium. (The figure of 13% is based on the increase in the Consumer Ptice Index during
1979. This percentage may be adjusted later to reflect the expected inflation for the
biennium.)

In awarding such an increase we would recommend that, in order to help more of the
junior members of the faculty, the University adopt a sliding scale. Again, assuming 13%
inflation, the sliding scale would be structured as follows: Those earning up to $21,000 per
year would receive an across-the-board increase of $2,730. Those earning between
$21,000 and $42,000 per year would receive a 13% increase. Those earning over $42,000
per year would receive an increase of $5,460. (A similar scale would be used in the 1982-83
academic year.) We expect that this adjustment would cost about $16.9 million in the first
year and an additional $19.4 million in the second year of the biennium. (We assume that
the base for academic salaries the first year would be $130 million.)

CATEGORY |I. Given the long-term commitment of the University to rewarding excel-
lence and the fact that the money distributed in Category | should help most faculty
members meet the increased costs produced by infiation, a reasonable merit money pool
could be developed by a 3.5% of total salary base allocation. In 1981-82 the merit pool
would be approximately $4.6 million and in 1982-83, an additional $5.2 million.

In addition, we request monies to fund (a) promotions in rank and (b) meet retention
recruitment needs. Based on past experience with promotions we expect that increments
averaging between $1500-$2000 could be awarded to promoted faculty members if
$250,000 were available the first year and an additional $250,000 the second year to fund
promotions.

In view of existing competitive pressures, we believe that the purpose of the funds
currently held by the administration to deal with retention cases should be enlarged to
include both retention and competitive recruitment. We suggest that a total of $1 million the
first year and an additional $1 million the second year be requested for this purpose.

CATEGORY |iI. The unit equity category has been funded to the level of $770,000
during 1979-80, $625,000 during 1978-79, $334,704 during 1977-78, none during 1976-
77, and $565,371 during 1975-76. Assuming that retention cases would be funded from
Category Il money, to meet the needs of this category would require $.3 million for 1981-82
and an additional $.3 million for 1982-83.
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CATEGORY IV. The past decade has produced dramatic reductions in (1) the pur-
chasing power of average salaries at the University of Minnesota and (2) the ratio of these
salaries to the Minnesota average per capita income. A chart recently published by the
Twin Cities Chapter of the American Association of University Professors and reproduced
below shows graphically the extent of these reductions. From 1970-78 the purchasing
power of the average faculty salary at the University of Minnesota decreased about 10.5%.
Over this same period the purchasing power of the Minnesota average per capita income
increased about 22.5%. No data are available at this writing on 1979 Minnesota per capita
income, but the chart shows a further decline from 1978 to 1979 in University of Minnesota
average salaries in real terms.

In order to make up this discrepancy during the next five years, it will be necessary to
increase faculty salaries an additional 6.5% per year. The extra funds required during the
biennium for this purpose would be about $8.5 million for 1981-82 and an additional $9.2
million for 1982-83.

The total request for salary improvement funding based on these assumptions would
be about $31.6 million for the first year of the biennium and an additional $35.4 million the
second year. Fringe benefit costs would also increase because of these salary increases.

. . yJ
Change in Minnesota average per e
capita income in real terms (1970~100) -~
1201
1101
100
90T
Change in University of Minnesota
Faculty salaries in real terms
80T

70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 Year

IX. SEXUAL HARASSMENT. The work of the Sexual Harassment Subcommiittee has
consisted of weekly meetings at which the subcommittee has met with various persons in
positions of responsibility who have been concerned with the problem. Among others, the
subcommittee met with Ann Truax, Dean Lukermann, Assistant Dean Zimmerman, Bonita
Sindilir, and Dr. Carol Pazandak.

In addition to determining the volume and nature of the cases which have arisen, the
subcommittee has developed an understanding of the existing structure for hearing griev-
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ances and appeals from such hearings. The subcommittee’'s goal is to prepare a policy
statement, a set of provisions in the nature of a statute which will state the practices to be
barred and provide a set of sanctions in ascending order of severity. The design is to start
with an informal procedure for the initial complaint. If there is no agreement to an informal
resolution, a more formai procedure will follow. Sanctions will range from an informal
settlement agreement to suspension and termination of employment. It is expected that the
proposed “statute” will also be supplemented by a set of guidelines to their interpretation.
One option under consideration is to set out the above as a provisional structure to be
reviewed and madified in the light of a three-year experience. Yet to be determined is the
exact nature of the complaint, hearing, and review process. Present committee sentiment
tends to favor a separate administrative structure to deal with sexual harassment.

In the course of these meetings, the subcommittee has had in attendance a represent-
ative from the Civil Service Personnel Office.

X. OTHER ISSUES. SCFA also considered several other issues this year, several of
which will be more intensively investigated next year.

A. Class E appointments
SCFA spent some time becoming acquainted with the issues surrounding Class E
appointments. The Tenure Committee, which reports through SCFA to the Senate,
has been assigned initial responsibility for preparing a recommendation on this
subject.

B. Nepotism
The Tenure Committee has also been assigned initial responsibility for a report on
nepotism.

C. Semi-monthly salary payments
On June 13, 1979, last year's SCFA met with Vice President Brown to discuss a
biweekly payroll report, dated April 11, 1979, prepared by a University payroll/per-
sonnel system team. After considerable discussion SCFA decided to support a
modified biweekly payroll system that would provide a greater number of options
for faculty members than the present system. For faculty members, furthermore,
the payroll would not be delayed. SCFA urged similar treatment of Civil Service
personnel.

D. Merit increase criteria
SCFA received one serious inquiry about how merit increases are determined at
the University. Because this matter is also of great concern to SCFA itself, we
decided to review this important issue. Following this review the committee de-
cided to reaffirm the position SCFA took on November 20, 1975, when it endorsed
the report of the Task Force on Academic Salaries, which appears in the May 22,
1975, Senate minutes. SCFA believes that this recommendation is still sound and
as explicit as it is possible to be. Many administrators, however, may not be aware
of its existence. Consequently we recommended that the vice president for aca-
demic affairs send copies to all department heads reminding them that this recom-
mendation is the Senate-endorsed position.

E. Reduced contingency budget
In April 1980, Governor Quie asked all state agencies including the University to
prepare 90% budgets as a contingency. In early May, SCFA urged President
Magrath to resist preparing such a budget for the University because of its adverse
implications for faculty welfare and the quality of education at the University.

F. Parking
An SCFA committee is currently reviewing the recent report to the Twin Cities
Assembly of the Parking and Transportation Committee in so far as it affects faculty
welfare. SCFA is also drafting at least one recommendation for that committee.

C. ARTHUR WILLIAMS
Chair

Accepted
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XV. SENATE JUDICIAL COMMITTEE
ANNUAL REPORT

Last year (1978-79) was the busiest year in Judicial Committee history. The Commit-
tee had 26 pending complaints and eight full hearings. It was impossible for a 15-person
committee to deal with all of these complaints, so former members of the Judicial Commit-
tee were asked to return and sit on panels. Because of the committee’s heavy caseload,
five new members were added for the 1979-80 academic year.

This year (1979-80) has been less busy. The committee’s work has consisted mainty
of cleaning up cases that had been deferred from the 1978-79 academic year. Six cases
were before the committee at the beginning of the 1979-80 academic year. One of these
cases has been held in abeyance with the complainant’s consent pending departmental
and administrative decisions on complainant’s promotion. Two cases are dormant because
of inaction of the complainants. The other three cases have resulted in hearings. In one of
these, the final findings and recommendations have been sent to the president. Final
findings and recommendations in the other two cases should be ready by June 15.

Only three new complaints were filed in the 1979-80 academic year. One of these may
never result in a hearing because the complainant is pursuing other possibilities for relief.
The other two cases are in the pre-hearing stage.

It appears that the committee will have a relatively light caseload next year, but it is
hard to predict whether additional cases wilt be filed during spring quarter by persons who
have recently received notification of adverse action on a promotion or tenure decision.

Although the guantity of cases has been small, the committee has still been fairly busy
because three of the cases have involved protracted hearings and deliberations. One of
these cases was relatively unusuai (an attempt to remove a tenured professor for cause)
but the other two are the type of cases that are likely to recur time and again. Even with a
relatively light caseload, the increase in the size of the committee from 15 to 20 has been
helpfui. The increase made it possible to avoid assigning new cases to members currently
involved in protracted hearings. It has also ameliorated the problem of forming panels for
cases arising in spring quarter. Ideally, the hearing officer for a case arising in spring
quarter should be someone who has had prior experience, who is not currently engaged in
the hearing of another case, and who will be available in 1980-81. Even with 20 members, it
has not been possible to form new panels whose hearing officers meet all of these criteria,
but the problem is much less severe than it was last year.

During the current academic year, the committee as a whole met once a month. The
purpose of these meetings was to discuss matters of general policy, to air problems that
have arisen in pending cases, and to consider administrative responses to committee
recommendations. In the two instances in which the committee was dissatisfied with the
administrative handling of a recommendation, the committee communicated its view to the
president and the matters were resolved to the satisfaction of the committee.

The committee also passed two amendments to its rules of procedure. One
amendment shortened the time for pre-hearing discovery from 90 to 60 days. The other
amendment provided that hearings may be open to the public if all parties and the panel
agree. The second amendment was passed in response to a resolution by the Senate
recommending that the committee take this action.

The committee also considered a proposal from the Facilitative Committee to alter the
method of choosing new committee members. In response to the proposal, the committee
passed the following resolution:

(1) The Judicial Committee agrees with the proposal that the Committee on Commit-
tees select members for the Judicial Committee;

(2) The Judicial Committee approves the proposal to solicit names from departments,
subject to the following reservations:

(a) the departmental nominees preferably should be selected by the faculty in the
departments, not by the department heads; and
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(b) the Committee on Committees should not be limited to choosing from nomi-
nees submitted by departments.

ROGER PARK
Chairperson

Accepted

XVI. UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON
EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

ANNUAL REPORT

The Committee’s activities this year have been focused in two areas. The first area
concerns the committee’s responsibility for the Educational Development Program. In this
regard, the committee set up the guidelines and deadlines for the competition to support
projects in 1980-81, reviewed 113 different proposals, and has recommended to the vice
president for academic affairs that 83 proposals be funded for a total amount of $313,174. A
noteworthy addition to this year’s program was the reappearance of the all-University level
of the Educational Development Program after several years’ absence.

The second area of committee activity was the initiation of a comprehensive review of
the Educational Development Program and the role of the committee in this program. The
committee concluded that, after a decade of operation, there was a need to reexamine how
an educational development program could function most effectively—especially under the
conditions that are likely to prevail during the 1980s.

THOMAS NOONAN
Chair

Accepted

XVIl. SENATE COMMITTEE ON RESEARCH
ANNUAL REPORT

At a special meeting requested by President Magrath in August 1979, the Senate
Committee on Research recommended several changes in the guidelines for use of
indirect cost recovery funds. The committee made the recommendation that the fourth
guideline, which designated that ICR funds not be used for matching funds, be eliminated.
Also at that meeting the committee recommended several changes in the distribution plan
for indirect cost recovery funds. Academic Affairs had proposed that all the funds be
allocated on a proportional basis to those units which generate I1CR funds. The committee
recommended that only $200,000 be allocated on that basis and that ali additional funds be
allocated on the basis of a formula that recognized annual increases in non-state funding.
These recommendations were incorporated into the final guidelines.

In October 1979, at the request of the University Committee on Biennial Request and
Budget Review, the Senate Committee on Research took action to support the University
alternative relative to bidding procedures for all state purchases.

For several months the committee discussed the funding mechanism for unsponsored
research computing. These discussions led to the committee’s recommendation that,
rather than offering no financial support for computer use over $300, there be a declining
scale of support from $300 to $1,000. It was thought that this plan would provide financial
disincentive for the faculty member to be inefficient in his use of the computer but it wouid
not impose such a severe financial penalty that would stop computer use when it is
necessary to a research project.
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With the help of various administrative offices, the committee is in the process of
preparing a booklet describing the various research services available to faculty. This
booklet, which will be printed by the Office of Research Administration, will be completed
and distributed next year.

The committee endorsed the new Principal Investigator's Manual that is being pro-
duced by the Office of Research Administration and which will be distributed to the faculty in
the near future.

The committee approved a new policy on principal investigator’s eligibility on spon-
sored projects and that policy is being submitted to the Senate for action at its meeting of
May 15, 1980.

ROBERT HEXTER
Chairperson

Accepted

XVIlIl. QUESTIONS TO THE PRESIDENT
(15 minutes)

See Abstract of Discussion

XIX. OLD BUSINESS

None

XX. NEW BUSINESS
(15 minutes)

See Abstract of Discussion

XXI. TRIBUTE TO DECEASED FACULTY MEMBERS

CYRIL J. HOYT

1905-1979

Cyril J. Hoyt, professor emeritus, University of Minnesota, died on December 16, 1979,
atthe age of 74, having served as a member of the faculty of the College of Education since
1948.

Dr. Hoyt was born at Stewart, Minnesota, on November 22, 1905. He obtained his
bachelor of science degree in mathematics education at the University of Minnesota in
1928. This degree was followed by an M.A. and a Ph.D. in educational psychology in 1937
and 1944, respectively, both also earned at the University of Minnesota.

His interest in the theory and practice of education had its roots in the teaching of
mathematics and science in Minnesota elementary and secondary schools from 1928.
While pursuing higher degrees he became intensely involved in educational research. In
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1938 Dr. Hoyt was appointed a teaching assistant in the College of Education, and began
work on a Ph.D. Dr. Hoyt served as an assistant professor of mathematics at Mankato
Teachers’ College from 1941 until 1946. In that year, he moved to the University of Chicago
as a visiting assistant professor of education and remained there for two years. He came to
the University of Minnesota in 1948 as associate director of the Bureau of Educational
Research and as examination consultant for the Bureau of Institutional Research. Dr. Hoyt
was named director of the Bureau of Educational Research in 1949. Be became professor
of educational psychology in 1962.

Dr. Hoyt's major research and scholarly contributions have been in the areas of
educational measurement, statistics, and educational research. Of particular significance
are his theoretical and applied contributions to the concept of test reliability, his publications
having appeared in both education and psychology journals. In addition, he made many
contributions in test theory and practice through his publications in psychology journals and
in yearbooks and encyclopedias. Dr. Hoyt was a strong co-author for various educational
diagnostic and developmental reading tests, as well as for tests in arithmetic and mathe-
matics. His work on the assessment of teacher attitudes, particularly the Minnesota
Teachers’ Attitude Inventory, exemplified the high standards he maintained.

Dr. Hoyt was listed in Who’s Who in American Education and in American Men of
Science. He served as a consultant to the Minneapolis public schools, the Washington,
D.C., public school system, the United States Air Force, and the United States Indian
Service from 1946 to 1972. He was a member of numerous educational, statistical and
educational measurement organizations, and was a Fellow of the American Association for
the Advancement of Science. Perhaps unknown to many, Dr. Hoyt's excellent work
continued after his retirement through his consulting activities with various research
institutes.

Dr. Hoyt was a quiet man, relatively unassertive and unassuming. Yet his impact on
students and faculty alike was profound. His high standards of excellence and thorough-
ness in educational research formed a halimark by which graduate theses and facuity
endeavors will be measured in the future. Of particular importance to those who knew him
as a graduate advisor or who worked with him in the Bureau of Educational Research was
his effect upon their education in research methodology. Hoyt's major teaching contribu-
tions will remain lodged with those individuals whom he introduced to careers in educa-
tional research.

Dr. Hoyt's many friends and students express a continuing appreciation for his warmth
and for his total devotion to their causes and activities, often at the complete expense of his
own, as well as to his quiet strength and forthrightness, and to his unbelievable devotion to
personal duty. He was a true friend, a stimulating scholar, and an outstanding educator.

Dr. Hoyt is survived by his wife, Vena, and two sons, Bill and John. As surely as they
will all miss him, so will his friends, colleagues, students, and neighbors.

HELEN A. LUDWIG

1901-1979

Helen A. Ludwig, professor emeritus in the Department of Design of the College of
Home Economics, died August 5, 1979, of cardiovascular failure following a stroke fifteen
days earlier. She had a long association with the University of Minnesota as student, faculty
member, and active retiree. In 1923 she received her B.S. degree in home economics
education and in 1943 the MA degree in home economics with special emphasis in related
art under the direction of Harriet Goldstein.

Most of Helen Ludwig'’s professional career was in education. She was a high school
home economics instructor in New Ulm, Minnesota, for fourteen years. This was followed
by two years as a teaching assistant in the General College while doing graduate study, a
year as instructor at the University of Missouri, five years at Michigan State University, and
seventeen years at the University of Minnesota until her retirement in 1969.
~ Many generations of University students received more than the usual academic
instruction in Miss Ludwig’s courses in interior design, home planning and furnishing and
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other courses; they received personal counsel, practical assistance, and friendship that
continued after graduation. This was particularly true in the field experiences course in
retail merchandising of home furnishings which she initiated in 1953.

Helen Ludwig’s influence extended to other parts of the United States as well, through
teaching summer session courses and workshops at such institutions as the University of
California extension service at Berkeley, UCLA, South Dakota State University, and North
Dakota State University.

Miss Ludwig was also associated with retailing as an owner-operator of a dress,shop
in St. Paul for a brief time and as training instructor in home furnishings for department store
personnel in Indianapolis for three years. Her professional and community organization
memberships and contributions include ASID, Minneapolis Art Institute, Walker Art Center,
Minnesota Historical Society and, most enthusiastically, the Minnesota Doll and Toy
Collections Club, of which she was president. She was an avid collector of antique fashion
dolls. It was this interest, together with her general interest in costume history, that led her to
start a historic costume collection for the University of Minnesota. After her retirement she
continued to give active support for the development of this collection which has now grown
into a significant resource for study and research.

Helen Ludwig is remembered affectionately by students and colleagues at the Univer-
sity and by many others in the community who were fortunate enough to share her wide
range of interests and her special zest for living.

XXIl. ADJOURNMENT
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Appendix 1

ELECTED MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES, 1980-81
(key to unit codes follows membership lists)

ELECTED FACULTY MEMBERS

Unit Term
Adams, Russell ........ 01 80-83 Gentry, William......... 16 79-82
Allen, C. Eugene ....... 01 80-83 Gerberich, William ..... 21 80-83
Anderson, J. Edward ...21 80-83 Glenn, Allen .......... 07 79-82
Awad, Essam .......... 16 78-81 Glick, Wendell ......... 31 80-83
Barber, Donald ......... 20 78-81 Godzich, Wladslaw ....14 79-82
Barber, Laird ........... 17 79-82 Goldman, Allen ........ 21 80-83
Beier, Frederick ........ 03 80-83 Goldstein, Sheldon ....08 79-82
Benjamin, Roger ....... 14 79-81 Goodman, Lawrence ...21 78-81
Berscheid, Ellen ........ 14 78-81 Gore, Warren ......... 01 78-81
Blackshear, Perry ...... 21 79-82 Grau, Craig ........... 31 80-83
Bloomfield, Victor ....... 02 78-81 Graves, Richard ....... 30 80-83
Bodley, James ......... 16 80-83 Gremmels, James ..... 17 78-81
Bouchard, Thomas ..... 14 79-82 Grohs, Roy ........... 17 78-81
Brede, Caroline ........ 13 79-82 Grosch, Audrey ....... 24 78-81
Brenner, Mark ......... 01 80-83 Hage, George ......... 14 79-82
Brothen, Thomas ....... 10 78-81 Hansen, Helen ........ 18 80-83
Brown, Alan ........... 08 78-81 Hein, Andrew ......... 11 78-81
Brown, David .......... 16 78-81 Hendricks, Lewis ...... 09 78-81
Buckley, Joseph ........ 16 80-83 Hirschbach, Frank ..... 14 79-81
Cardwell, Vernon ....... 01 78-81 Hobbie, Russell ....... 21 78-81
Cashman, Paul ........ 14 80-83 Hodgkins, Emmett ..... 04 78-81
Chambers, Clarke ...... 14 79-81 Hoelmer, Kathryn ...... 25 80-83
Chase, Harold ......... 14 80-83 Holt, Robert ........... 14 79-82
Christiansen, Larry ..... 04 80-83 House, Peggy ......... 07 78-81
Christenson, Richard ...04 79-82 Howe, John ........... 14 79-82
Collins, Terry .......... 10 80-83 Hoyle, Karen .......... 24 80-83
Conant, Jonathan ...... 31 79-82 Humphreys, Roberta ...21 79-82
Cooperman, David ..... 14 79-82 Jesswein, Wayne ...... 28 79-82
Cox, Victor ............ 23 79-82 Johnson, Glenice ...... 04 79-82
Cushing, Edward ....... 02 80-83 Johnson, Rodney ...... 19 80-83
Dahlstrom, Helen ....... 16 78-81 Josal, Wendell ........ 14 80-83
Davis, Eugenia ......... 12 80-83 Keck, Steven .......... 05 79-82
Davis, H. Ted .......... 21 78-81 Keynes, Harvey ....... 21 78-81
Davis, Margaret ........ 02 79-82 Kiaurens, Mary ........ 07 78-81
Dempsey, Mary ........ 16 80-83 Kleinhenz, William ..... 21 80-83
Dunham, Stephen ...... 13 80-83 Kline, Gerald .......... 14 80-83
Egan, Ellen ............ 18 78-81 Krivit, William ......... 16 79-82
Eicher, Joanne ......... 12 78-81 Krogstad, Blanchard ...31 78-81
Eidman, Vernon ........ 01 79-82 Kumar, K. S. P. ....... 21 79-82
Eliefson, Paul .......... 09 78-81 Larson, Roger ......... 10 79-82
Epley, Richard .......... 01 79-82 Leppi, T. John ........ 32 80-83
Falk, Dennis ........... 33 80-83 Levang, Lewis ......... 31 78-81
Farmer, Edward ........ 14 80-83 Lindsay, Malcoim ...... 15 78-81
Fisher, Suzanne ........ 26 80-83 Liu, Benjamin ......... 21 80-83
Foreman, Gertrude ..... 24 80-83 Loud, Warren ......... 21 80-83
Fratzke, Mel ........... 29 80-83 Lukasewycz, Omelan ..32 78-81
Garetz, Floyd .......... 16 78-81 MacEachern, Donald ...07 80-83
Garner, Shirley ......... 14 80-83 *Marshak, Marvin ....... 21 80-81
Gauger, Ronald ........ 30 79-82 McCollister, Robert ....16 80-83

10;Allernate for George Sell, 1980-81



McCubbin, Hamilton
*McGinnis, Barbara

Means, Lora
Merwin, Jack
Messer, Harold ...
Meyers, Susan ...
Moller, Karlind
Moore, Shirley ...
Morris, Howard ...
Nelson, Stanley ..
Newman, John ...
Olson, William
Overmeier, James
Ozbun, Jimmy
Parker, John

Purple, Richard ...
Rasmusson, Donaid
Robinett, Betty ...
Rose, Gordon
Rust, Joseph
Ruth, George
Sawchuk, Ronald .
Schofield, William .
Shannon, Terrie ..
Shively, W. Phillips
Simmons, Roberta
Skaggs, Richard ..
Snoke, Martin
Sorauf, Frank

Anderson, Robert K.
Atassi, M. Zouhair
Bacig, Thomas
Banerjee, Subir
Banttari, Ernest
Bartsch, Glenn

12 79-82 Spadaccini, Nicholas ...14
..... 17 80-81 Spector, Janet ........14
..... 25 78-81 Spelsberg, Thomas ....15
..... 07 80-83 Spencer, Robert .......14
..... 05 80-83 Stein, Marvin ..........21
..... 26 78-81  Stephanopoulos, George .21
..... 05 78-81  Stuthman, Deon .......01
..... 07 79-82 Sullivan, Constance ....14
..... 01 78-81 Tamminen, Armas .....29
..... 25 79-82 Tenney, Barbara ......05
..... 23 79-82 Thompson, David ......01
..... 23 78-81 Thompson, Larry ......31
..... 14 80-83 Turner, John ..........14
..... 01 80-83 Uhlstrom, Robert ......16
..... 24 79-82 Veninga, Robert .......20
..... 16 80-83 Wang, Yang ..........16

.01 79-82 Warner, William ....... 21
..... 14 79-82 Watson, Dennis .......16
..... 26 79-82 Welch, Wayne ........07
..... 27 79-82 Weller, Milton .........01
..... 23 80-83 Wertz, John ...........21
..... 19 78-81  White, Donald .........01
..... 16 78-81 **Wilcox, Clifford ........27
..... 29 78-81  Williams, C. Arthur ....03

.14 78-81 Winchell, C. Paul ...... 16
..... 14 78-81 Wold, Finn ............02
..... 14 79-82 Young, Mary ..........07
..... 07 79-82 Zahareas, Anthony ....14
..... 14 79-82 Zaidi, Mahmood .......03

*Alternate for Merle Hirsh, 80-81.

80-83
78-81
78-81
78-81
79-82
79-82
80-83
78-81
80-83
80-83
80-83
79-82
80-83
79-82
80-83
79-82
78-81
80-83
78-81
80-83
79-82
80-83
80-81
79-82
80-82
80-83
80-83
80-83
78-81

**Alternate for William Lueschen, 1980-81.

FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

Brasted, Robert
Eaton, Marcia (Chr.)

Hobbie, Russell (ex officio)

Pratt, Douglas
Quie, Paul
Schletzer, Vera
Scriven, L. E.

Spring, W. D. (UMM} (Assoc. Chr.)

Swan, Patricia
Verrill, John (UMD)
Ward, Allan (UMW)

Term
79-82
79-82
80-81
80-83
80-83
78-81
78-81
78-81
80-83
80-83
80-81

ELECTED FACULTY ALTERNATES
Alternates are elected for a 1-year term.

Unit
20
15
31
21
01
20

Benson, Eliis
Berger, Thomas
Beskos, Dimitrios
Blackburn, Henry
Blade, Timothy
Block, Lester
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Bloom, Paul
Boen, James
Bognanno, Mario
Boylan, William
Brand, Gerhard
Brantner, John
Briggs, Peter
Bruininks, Virginia
Brutger, James
Cabhill, Laurence
Carr, Robert
Chee, Cheng Khee
Chou, Shelley
Clark, Shirfey
Cogan, John
Comella, Frank
Crookston, Kent
Cushing, Edward
Dagley, Stanley
Davis, Margaret
Diesch, S. L.
Dodson, Raymond
Dornblaser, Bright
Driggs, Truman
Dufty, Douglas
Dvorak, Edward
Dworkin, Martin
Dykstra, Robert
Ellingson, Celia
Enever, Robin
Fant, Jesse
Fenton, Eleanor
Fenton, Stuart
Fog, Peter
Foglesong, Hubert
Fratzke, Mel
Gatto, Daniel
Gershenson, Hillel
Gidmark, Jill
Goldman, Jay
Grambsch, Paul
Greene, Velvl
Guyotte, Roland
Hafner, Jack
Hamilton, David
Hartrup, Wiliard
Hatten, John

Hogenkamp, Henricus

Holister, C. David
Hunter, Alan
Johnson, Allen
Johnson, Arthur
Johnson, Eugene
Johnson, Joann
Jones, Thomas
Jopke, Walter
Kelly, John T.
Kincannon, James

Kjelistrand, Carl
Kjelsberg, Marcus
Klausner, Jeffrey
Kralewski, John
Krieger, Janet
Labuza, Theodore
Lambert, Robert
Larson, Paul
Leman, Allen
Leon, Arthur
Lindahl, Thomas
Linnell, Barbara
Litman, Theodor
Maclear, James
Macy, Janet
Mann, Lois
McHugh, Richard
McKeever, Patrick
McKinnell, Robert
Miller, Beverly
Miller, Larry
Morey, Vance
Mullan, Louise
Munro, William
Nelson, Ronald
Newstrand, Lois
Oden, Chester
Qelke, Ervin
Ollenburger, Alvin
Oppenheimer, Jack
Phillips, Ronald
Poppele, Richard
Prineas, Ronald
Quast, Wentworth
Rabas, David
Read, Paul
Rossmann, Marilyn
Rupprecht, Paul
Ryden, Muriel
Schuman, Leonard
Schwanke, Robert
Seljeskog, Edward
Seltzer, Miriam
Severson, Arlen
Singer, Rexford
Smith, Ralph
Stanley, Shirley
Stauffer, Lee
Stebbings, James
Straub, Conrad
Stromberg, Bert
Tagatz, George
Taylor, Henry

ten Bensel, Robert
Thoen, Gail
Tobian, Louis

Van Dyke, Russell
Vernier, Robert
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Vesley, Donald
Walker, Arnold
Walser, Mary
Wang, Richard
Warner, Raymond
Warnes, Dennis
Weckwerth, Vernon
Weinberg, Richard

Welsch, Delane
Westerman, John
Wickesberg, Albert
Williams, Howard
Wint, Robert
Wollan, Ralph
Wright, Herbert
Yardley, Donald

The following units define their pools of alternates as any faculty member from within
their units eligible to vote for senators:

Business and Economics (UMD)

Crookston
Dentistry

Fine Arts (UMD)
Forestry

ELECTED STUDENT MEMBERS—as of June 1, 1980
Students are elected for a 1-year term.
Unit

Adams, Ken
Aho, Wiiliam
Bailey, Randy
Bjork, Heather
Born, Tim
Brecht, Nancy
Carlson, Steve
Chaplin, Michele
Chapman, Tim
Davis, Janine
Duerr, Jennifer
Durham, David

Emerson-Nelson, Diane

Fort, Peggy
Fox, Alan
Hauser, Steve
Henly, Russell
Hosch, Lark
Johnson, JoAnn
Kraft, Marla
Krueger, Elise
Larsen, Mary
Larson, Kathieen
Lokich, Marjorie
Lorenz, Gail
Marsnik, Susan
Mayer, Robert

STUDENT CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

Arkan, Orhan
Bates, Julie
Nord, Judy

Law
Liberal Arts
Public Health

Social Development (UMD)

McCurdy, Sheryl
Meyer, Katherine
Moore, Virginia
Muellerteile, Michael
Olive, Tom

Olsen, Kristen
Pederson, Jeffrey
Peterson, Constance
Plunkett, Jim
Prohofsky, Diane
Reiman, Ron
Rogers, Renae
Roschen, Layne
Ruminski, Paulette
Sanders, Paula
Sanvik, Rick
Schultz, Scott
Snyder, John
Solinger, Jayne
Swearingen, Denise
Tyler, Charles
Withelm, Teresa
Wiseman, Kit
Ziebell, Rodney
Zilz, Nathan

Additional student senators to be named.

Pribyl, Sue

Sellgren, Julie (UMD)

Thorpe, Bruce

1 Morris and 1 Crookston student to be named
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ELECTED STUDENT ALTERNATES
Alternates are elected for a 1-year term.

Unit
Cutting, Timothy 08
Dettmann, Ronald 08
Earley, James 08
Harrington, Cecilia 08
Hart, Kenneth 17

Crookston student alternates to be named.

Waseca student alternates to be named.

Jagerson, David 08
Lenander, D. David 08
Masterson, Wayne 17
Muttuswamy, Sivaloganathan 08
Nwaneri, Angela 08

Any Twin Cities or Duluth campus student eligible to vote for senators may serve as a

student alternate member of the Senate.

UNIVERSITY SENATE UNIT CODES

Agriculture ............. ... .. 01
Biological Sciences ................ 02
Business ...........c... it 03
Crookston ........... ... .o 04
Dentistry ............... ool 05
Education ................ ... . 07
Continuing Education and

Extension ....................... 08
Forestry ........ ...l 09
General College ................... 10
Graduate School .................. 11
Home Economics .................. 12
Law ... 13
Liberal Arts .............. ... ... 14
Mayo ...............iiiiiil 15
Medical School .................... 16
Morris ... 17
Nursing ...l 18

Pharmacy ................ .. ..o 19
Public Health ...................... 20
Technology, Institute of ............ 21
University College ................. 22
Veterinary Medicine ................ 23
Twin Cities Campus Libraries ...... 24
Waseca ... 25
Minnesota Agricultural Extension

Service ........ ... o i 26
Minnesota Agricultural Experiment

Station ...l 27
Business and Economics (UMD) ....28
Education (UMD) .................. 29
Fine Arts (UMD) .................. 30
Letters and Science (UMD) ........ 31
Medicine (UMD) ................... 32
Social Development (UMD) ......... 33
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Appendix 2

ATTENDANCE OF MEMBERS

The University Senate met five times during 1979-80.

FACULTY

Adams, Carl
Adams, Russell
Anderson, J. Edward
Anderson, Robert
Andrews, William
Awad, Essam
Baizerman, Michael
Bakdash, M. Bashar
Bales, Kent
Barber, Donald
Barber, Laird

Beck, Robert
Benjamin, Roger
Berscheid, Ellen
Blackshear, Perry
Bloedel, James
Bloomfield, Victor
Boman, Thomas
Borich, Patrick
Bouchard, Thomas
Boyce, William
Brede, Caroline
Brothen, Thomas
Brown, Alan
Brown, David M.
Cardwell, Vernon
Carter, Roy
Cavert, Mead
Chambers, Clarke
Christenson, Dick
Clark, John P.
Clayton, Thomas
Conant, Jonathan
Cooper, Laura
Cooperman, David
Corcoran, Mary
Cox, Victor
Crookston, Kent (appointed 1/80)
Dahlstrom, Helen
Darby, David
Davis, H. Ted
Desborough, Sharon
Drage, Charles
Egan, Ellen
Egertson, Kenneth

1979-80
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Eicher, Joanne
Eidman, Vernon
Ellefson, Paul
Epley, Richard
Freier, Phyllis
Frenkel, Albert
Garetz, Floyd
Gatewood, Lael
Gauger, Ronald
Gentry, William
Glenn, Allen
Godzich, Wiadslaw
Goldstein, Sheldon
Goodman, Lawrence
Gore, Warren
Grambsch, Paul
Gremmels, James
Grohs, Roy
Grosch, Audrey
Hage, George
Ham, George
Hanley, Mary
Hansen, Evelyn
Hansen, L. Sunny
Hein, Andrew
Hendricks, Lewis
Herman, William
Hirschbach, Frank
Hirsh, Merle
Hobbie, Russell
Hodgins, Emmett
Holt, Robert
House, Peggy
Howe, John
Humphreys, Roberta
Huntley, Tom
Hurwicz, Leonid
Isbin, Herbert
Jesswein, Wayne
Johnson, Glenice
Kahn, Donald
Keck, Steven
Kelly, Richard
Keynes, Harvey
Klaurens, Mary
Krivit, William
Krogstad, Blanchard
Kumar, K. S. P.
Larson, Roger
Levang, Lewis
Lindsay, Malcolm
Lueschen, William
Lukasewycz, Omelan
Mansfield, Elaine
McCubbin, Hamilton
Means, Lora
Meyers, Susan
Miller, Daniel
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Moller, Karlind
Mooney, Harold
Moore, Shirley
Morris, Howard
Moulton, Robert
Murphy, Paul
Nelson, Stanley
Newman, John
Olson, William
Pandey, Rama
Parker, John
Pearsall, Thomas
Peterson, William
Prager, Stephen
Pratt, Douglas
Prince, James
Quie, Paul
Rasmusson, Donald
Rose, Gordon
Roufs, Timothy
Rust, Joseph
Sawchuk, Ronald
Schofield, William
Shannon, Terrie
Shively, W. Phillips
Simmons, Roberta
Skaggs, Richard
Snoke, Martin
Sorauf, Frank
Spector, Janet
Spelsberg, Thomas
Spencer, Robert
Stein, Marvin
Stephanopoulos, George
Sullivan, Constance
Sutton, Everett
Tamminen, Armas
Tellegen, Auke
Thompson, Larry
Ulstrom, Robert
Walker, Paul
Wallace, John
Wang, Yang

Ward, Giltbert
Ward, Jean
Warner, Witliam
Welch, Wayne
Weller, Milton
Wertz, John
Wharton, Keith
Williams, C. Arthur
Zimmerman, William
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CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

Blake, George
Brasted, Robert
Eaton, Marcia
Glick, Wendell
Hobbie, Russell
Melsa, Cleon
Morrison, Fred
Purple, Richard, Chr.
Schletzer, Vera
Scriven, L. E.
Spring, W. D.

DA W-r00O A

STUDENTS

Allen, Tracy

Anderson, Beverly (resigned 12/79)
Arkan, Orhan (appointed 5/80)
Bates, Julie

Berg, Colin (terminated 1/80)
Berman, Mark

Bevard, Lise (terminated 1/80)
Brown, Alan (terminated 1/80)
Brown, Cheryll

Bugbee, John

Burshtein, Howard (appointed 2/80)
Carison, Paul

Casey, Mark (appointed 5/80)
Claessens, John (terminated 1/80)
Coleman, Brendan (terminated 1/80)
Collins-Repke, Michele (appointed 5/80)
Cromer, John

Drake, Charles

Enrooth, Richard (appointed 2/80)
Erickson, Kathy

Foster, Mark (appointed (3/80)
Grey, Teri

Hanson, Richard

Harkcom, Don (appointed1/80-resigned 5/80)
Hartman, Grant

Hellier, Edward (appointed 12/79)
Harty, Timothy (resigned 12/79)
Hernandez, Juan (terminated 4/80)
Hess, Greg

Hollinger, Lynda (resigned 1/80)
Hosch, Lark

Hovelson, Robert (appointed 1/80)
Jurgens, Wayne

Kaiser, Margaret (terminated 3/80)
Kanter, Claudia (appointed 3/80)
Keller, Liz (resigned 3/80)

Kottke, Richard

Kreuzer, Kim

Krueger, Elise

Kvam, Caroline (appointed 1/80-terminated 4/80)
Linden, Rick (terminated 3/80)
Mashak, Don (appointed 1/80)
McCurely, Sheryl (appointed 5/80)
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McGinley, Sheila

McGowan, Perry

McGreevey, Karen

Meyer, Bruce (terminated 1/80)
Molienhoff, Lori (resigned 2/80)
Nord, Judy

Nystrom, Carlye (resigned 4/80)
Ott, Lesley (appointed 12/79)
Peterson, David C. (resigned 1/80)
Peterson, Gary G. (resigned 1/80)
Peterson, Polly

Plunkett, James

Reiva, Greg

Rogers, Renae

Ruminski, Paulette (appointed 1/80-terminated 4/80)
Schwartz, Lori

Seeley, Krishna

Seligren, Julie

Senstad, Al (resigned 3/80)
Snyder, John

Theisen, Cindy

Thomas, Dianne (resigned 5/80)
Thorpe, Bruce (appointed 3/80)
Urbanski, John

Vagnini-Ferrari, Marilyn (terminated 1/80)
Viere, Robert

Will, Tom

Wsiman, Kit (appointed 5/80)

CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

Carlson, Scott

Carlson, Steve (suspended 12/79-6/80)
Cooke, Dick (suspended 12/79-4/80)
Davis, Mark

Gelbmann, James

Kottke, Richard

Pribyl, Sue

Weis, John

Werner, Brad (resigned)
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Appendix 3

ABSTRACT OF DISCUSSION

The University Senate was called to order at 3:15 p.m. in Room 25 Law Building,
Minneapolis campus, by President C. Peter Magrath. Coordinate campuses were linked
by telephone. Memberships on Senate and University Committees for next year were
approved.

Senate Reorganization—W. Donald Spring, professor of English, Morris, and chair-
person of the Subcommittee on Senate Reorganization, presented a motion that the
Senate adopt in principle 26 recommendations. He claimed the plan would strengthen the
Senate trhough a better coordinated committee system, a closer relationship between the
Senate and its committees, and improve consultation between the Senate, its committees,
and the central administration. Modifications in the constitution, bylaws, and handbook
would be needed, he pointed out, and every recommendation for change would be brought
to the Senate for action. A principal feature would be the overlap of Senate members
serving on committees, the required proportion being about 28 percent. He called it an
“interrelated” document, noting that any change in the present outline would probably
affect other sections.

John Wertz, professor of chemistry, was concerned about the latitude offered the
president in appointing academic system committee members. He said past experience
had indicated that in at least one instance it had not been a wise move. Mr. Spring said the
committees affected were largely operational in nature, and that he was not aware of any
other cases where there had been problems. Carl Adams, professor of management
science, said it seemed that the sections on the two committees that would replace the
Senate Committee on Resources and Planning were ambiguous as to responsibilities, and
he asked whether they would be advisory to the Consultative Committee. Mr. Spring
indicated that an earlier section (17) described their relationship to other committees and to
the Consultative Committee, through which it would report to the Senate. The vote was then
taken and, in what the president termed a “first,” Mr. Spring was credited with winning a
unanimous vote of approval and a round of applause.

Outreach Report—Evelyn Hansen, associate professor of arts, communication and
philosophy, and Educational Policy Committee member, moved that the Senate take up the
recommendation of the Outreach Report that overload instruction be incorporated into the
regular workload of the faculty next year following completion of a study to determine the
impact of such a move. Because there had not been staff available in the academic affairs
office to conduct the study which the Senate had asked for during the year, it appeared that
the study would not be completed before fall. She added that a pilot study was being made
now and that in the fall 15 to 20 departments would be studied. Her motion was then
approved.

Principal Investigator Eligibility on Sponsored Projects-—Robert Holt, professor of
political science and Research Committee member, presented a revised policy with
respect to principal investigator eligibility on sponsored projects. The 1974 policy, he said,
had recognized the rights of nonregular faculty members to serve as principal investigators
but its procedural requirements had proved cumbersome. The new policy would simplify
the procedure, while recognizing the legitimate rights of those faculty members and at the
same time wouid protect the University. The policy was then approved.

Departmental Governance—Josef Altholz, professor of history and chairperson of the
Business and Rules Committee, introduced a motion that was in response to a Senate
referral to his committee of a proposal by Leonid Hurwicz, Regents’ professor of econom-
ics, for a secret ballot referendum in each department to determine the faculty’s preference
as to a head or chair system. His committee rewrote the motion to specify a broader issue,
i.e., preference as to structure of department governance and questions as to the desirabil-
ity of making changes in the way heads are appointed and other aspects of decision-
making. He called it a test of Senate interest in democratic or autocratic systems for
departments. Business and Rules was divided on whether the Senate should get into the
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governance of departments, he said, but the majority favored providing the opportunity for
faculty members to express their views. Asked what the distinction was between headship
and chairmanship, Mr. Altholz said chairmen were usualily, though not always, considered
more democratic—a first among equals. When the president asked whether he meant that
the distinction was not very meaningful, Mr. Altholz suggested that there might be degrees
of meaningfulness. Phillips Shively, professor of political science, maintained that a ques-
tionnaire would be a great nuisance for the faculty and for the academic affairs office, which
would administer the survey, and called it an over-reaction to a few instances of dissatisfac-
tion. On the other hand, David Cooperman, professor of sociology, thought that it would not
overburden the academic affairs office, and he proposed a friendly amendment that the
aggregate results of the survey be communicated to the Senate within a reasonable
amount of time after completion, a motion which was approved. Frank Sorauf, professor of
political science, contending that the proposal was a haphazard way to go about making a
change, pointed out that disssatisfied departments and colleges could rewrite their consti-
tutions. Lael Gatewood, associate professor of lab medicine and pathology, took the view
that surveys by department were very difficult to produce because of the wide variety of
structures. Mr. Altholz suggested that the items involved in decision-making listed in the
motion could be framed into questions to determine whether faculty members were
satisfied with procedures in their units. Because Mr. Hurwicz was not present, Mr. Holt
passed on to the Senate his concern for the amount of discretionary judgment exercised by
departments and the extent of restrictions placed on departments by central administration.
The motion was then defeated 81 to 61.

Nestle Boycott—Richard Purple, professor of physiology and chairperson of the
Consultative Committee, in what he called one of the committee’s rare instances of
disagreement with the president, turned to Laura Cooper, associate professor of law and
Social Concerns Committee member, who spoke to the matter of the president’s recent
response to the Senate’s call for a boycott of Nestle products: the president had indicated
that he would not recommend the boycott to the Regents. The Senate had recommended
the action because of Nestle’s policy of merchandizing infant formula in regions where it
could be harmful to children. Ms. Cooper said her committee was dissatisfied with the
president’s response, that it had given serious attention to the issue, had worked within the
governance structure, and should have been given reasons for his disapproving the
recommended action. President Magrath apologized for not giving his reasons, though he
said he did send a response to the Consuitative Committee. Ms. Cooper said her commit-
tee had seen the response but would appreciate a fuller discussion, which the president
said he would be happy to provide.

Faculty Retirement Plan—Marvin Marshak, associate professor of physics, asked for
a statement about faculty concerns expressed during the recently held hearings in connec-
tion with proposed revisions in the faculty retirement plan. George Sell, professor of
mathematics and member of the Faculty Affairs Committee, said the committee would be
discussing the hearings at its meeting the following week, and he emphasized that the
committee had not yet taken a position. He called it a complicated, ongoing item for
discussion and assured the Senate that a decision would not be made in haste.

Governor's Request—Jim Clark, student, noted that the Faculty Affairs Committee
had asked the president to resist making a 90 percent “contingency” budget for the
University as requested by the governor. He asked what had happened and whether there
was some other way to respond creatively with respect to faculty welfare. President
Magrath said it was a matter appropriate for the Biennial Request and Budget Review
Committee (UCBRBR) and that a response in some way had to be made. He said the
University could not operate at 90 percent, that the consequences would be extraordinarily
serious, and that there would be dialogue with UCBRBR and the Faculty Affairs Committee.
Fred Morrison, professor of law and chairperson of UCBRBR, added that the matter was
still up in the air and his committee would be following it.

Sex Discrimination Case—Mr. Wertz having submitted a question to the president
about his failure to inform the Senate at its last meeting of the outcome of a recent case
involving charges of sex discrimination by a former University faculty member, the presi-
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dent informed him that, while it was a matter that affected the University in a very serious
way, there had been nothing that he could bring to the Senate in a public statement at that
time about the consent decree, which was still being negotiated, he said, and he had not
been allowed to release information. On April 11 in a nonpublic session the Regents had
approved the decree, but the other side had not agreed until the day after the Senate
meeting, and one week later the judge granted conditional approval, he explained. He then
called attention to an open meeting schedule for May 19 at which appropriate people from
the University and the attorney who represented the University would have a question and
answer session to clarify the results of the decision.

Minnesota Daily Fee—Mr. Purple called attention to action by the Twin Cities Campus
Assembly at its last meeting, when by a vote of 99 to 7 it approved a resolution that the
Minnesota Daily continue to be included in the mandatory student services fee and that no
refund be given. Shortly thereafter the president had recommended to the Regents that it
become a refundable item. Mr. Purple asked the president to explain the process by which
he arrived at his decision and to comment on the academic freedom aspects of the issue.
The president defended his position by going back to events following a controversial
edition of the Daily in the summer of last year. At that time, he said, he had stated publicly
that that particular issue, which had become of external concern, was not a matter to be
resolved by the legislature, and he had opposed the severing of the Daily from the
University through the cut-off of subsidies. He noted that all Big Ten universities and many
other large institutions did not have the mandatory fee for the student paper. With respectto
current concern tha he he was bowing to political pressure, he said he had never taken the
position that the mandatory fee should never be changed. He said he had hoped that some
other options on refunding would have been proposed, and thus had not stated his position
publicly until earty April. He said he might have made a mistake in not reaching a position
earlier but was concerned that an early decision during the legislative session and before
the appropriate University committees had convened would be misunderstood, and there
would be accusations that he was “playing to the gallery.” He said he shared the Senate’s
concern with regard to the University’s need to transact its affairs internally, and concluded
with the statement that disagreement was healthy and he had no fear about the status of
academic freedom at the University.

Consultative Process—Mr. Clark expressed apprehension about the effectiveness of
the consultative process at the University in light of the response to two of the agenda items
at the meeting. He said that one of the duties of the administration was to convey to the
Senate its reasons for taking actions in matters that were of concern to the Senate. He
observed that the Daily had quoted Robert Gorlin, Regents’ professor of oral pathology, as
saying that the president had indicated that there was a difference between a professor
taking a strong political stand and the Daily taking a strong political stand, and he asked at
what point a professor would have the right to make political statements without fear of
retribution. The president responded that the Daily story did not quote his complete
comment and was taken out of context, that of course faculty members and students were
free to express political views.

The meeting adjourned at 4:40 p.m.

MARILEE WARD
Abstractor
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