Minutes”

Faculty Consultative Committee
Thursday, October 16, 2003
1:00 - 3:00
238A Morrill Hall

Present: Judith Martin (chair), Gary Balas, Jean Bauer, Charles Campbell, Tom Clayton, Gary
Davis, Arthur Erdman, Dan Feeney, Mary Jo Kane, Marvin Marshak, Martin Sampson,
Carol Wells

Absent: Susan Brorson, John Fossum, Emily Hoover, Marc Jenkins, Fred Morrison, Jeff Ratliff-
Crain

Guests: Vice President Sandra Gardebring, Amy Anderson (University Relations); President

Robert Bruininks

Other: Lynn Holleran, Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Chief of Staff), Leanne Wirkkula (Office
of the Executive Vice President and Provost); John Ramsay (ACE Fellow)

[In these minutes: (1) statement on the USA PATRIOT Act; (2) branding; (3) discussion with President
Bruininks; (4) reorganization of the Senate]

1. Statement on the USA PATRIOT Act

Professor Martin convened the meeting at 1:05 and asked Committee members to consider a draft
statement on the USA PATRIOT Act. Professor Wells said she would probably abstain on the resolution
because she is not sure what is out that there that people need to be protected against. What restrictions
have been imposed? Professor Feeney said that one is the creation of the "sensitive but unclassified"
category of research, which has created the possibility that it will not be permissible to publish research
results.

The Committee agreed that it would vote on a revised version of the statement by email within
the next day. The Committee voted in favor of the following statement:

We, the members of the Faculty Consultative Committee of the University of Minnesota,
composed of the ten elected and seven faculty-appointed senior members of the faculty from
across its colleges and campuses, respectfully ask the members of Congress from Minnesota to
oppose any expansion of the USA PATRIOT Act and to support amending the Act to restore the
academic freedom that has been gravely infringed upon by the Act.

The United States has reached its present eminence and status substantially as a result of
the efficacy and success of its colleges and universities, which depend crucially upon their
freedom of instruction and enquiry for their success and that of all Americans. We are therefore
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deeply distressed by the devastatingly negative impact of the USA PATRIOT Act on our ability
to recruit the best graduate students from around the world. We are likewise distressed by the
restrictions the federal government has imposed on the publication of the results of research,
through the creation of "sensitive but unclassified" research, for example; this category's
ambiguity makes it all too easily abused and its use has violated longstanding policies governing
publication of university-based fundamental research. We are also disturbed by the fact that
recent actions taken and statements made by federal officials are having a chilling effect on
professional associations, some of which are considering censoring publications, a frightening
retreat from freedom of enquiry and expression that is neither democratic nor American,
historically speaking. Unless federal officials refrain from undermining their academic freedom,
American colleges and universities cannot maintain their status as the leading research and
teaching institutions in the world, and the future of the entire country will be placed in jeopardy,
far from achieving security by such ill-advised means as those of the USA PATRIOT Act.

We recognize the need to ensure national security and protect against terrorism. But
efforts to ensure the safety of the country from terrorism by abridging freedom of enquiry, and
inhibiting breadth of perspective and stimulus by denying entry to foreign students, is a road map
to accelerating national decline that may be irreversible. We are already on that road. Amending
the USA PATRIOT Act will go some way to putting us back on the historic American course of
democracy, freedom, and productivity for the good of all.

[This resolution was later presented to the Senate Research Committee for adoption; it asked a
number of questions about the wording and the data to support some of the assertions which the Faculty
Consultative Committee thought legitimate and helpful, so the Committee decided to revise the wording;
the resolution finally adopted will be incorporated in future minutes.]

2. "Branding"'

Professor Martin next welcomed Vice President Sandra Gardebring and Ms. Amy Anderson,
Director of Marketing, from University Relations.

Vice President Gardebring said she had not spoken with the Committee about "branding” for a
long time. Most U.S. colleges and universities have made an effort to be more systematic about
positioning or "branding” themselves. About 18 months ago her office started to work with the Foley
Group on developing a "brand" for the University; there was a long period of research, and trial-and-error
efforts, to develop a positioning statement for the University around which it could organize internal and
external communications.

Has the decision been made that the University will do this, Professor Martin asked? Many of the
units of the University already are, Ms. Gardebring said, such as the Carlson School and Agriculture,
Food, and Environmental Science. The question is whether the University should do something that is
consistent across colleges. This effort, she added, is directed at the Twin Cities campus, not the other
campuses. But an absolute decision has not been made.

Ms. Anderson presented a series of slides to the Committee and narrated the background they
provided.
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The University conducts annual opinion polling of 600-800 Minnesota residents age 21 and over;
the polls focus on "top of mind descriptors™ of the University, overall impressions, willingness to act,
ranking of performance, and the value of the University. The results suggest the University "must do a
better job speaking with one voice." There is no dominant opinion but there are three dominant themes:
size, health and medicine, and athletics. "*We must assume a low level of knowledge about the U and
speak in clear language and avoid academic jargon."

The University should "speak from a position of pride. People want the University to be a source
of pride and they are inclined to see us in a positive light." It should not sound defensive or apologetic
and should leverage current connections and create ambassadors. It should distinguish the University
through its characteristics and strengths: "People think the U is 'really big' and 'pretty good™ but it does
not distinguish itself from other public institutions of higher education in the state. Branding helps to
differentiate the University and set it up to talk about things it cares about.

What is a brand? "The sum total of characteristics, expectations, and emotions that surround a
product or service." A brand represents the intersection of an organizations strengths and what its
customers value; a brand is "promise, trustmark, pledge, assurance, explanation, position." A brand
works by making promises of interest to key audiences, delivers on those promises, establishes a
meaningful relationship over time with key audiences, and maintains awareness of audience needs and
interests. It is not just a message strategy, Ms. Anderson said; it is about what the institution delivers on a
regular basis to its audiences.

Why branding? (1) "It enhances the U's quality and reputation, (2) improves awareness and
communicates relevance, (3) helps students, faculty, staff, donors, and the community build pride and
loyalty, (4) provides stability during challenging economic times.” Professor Martin said she did not
believe #3, did not believe that branding would help faculty build pride and loyalty; other things do that
for faculty. Ms. Anderson disagreed. Vice President Gardebring said they had had meetings with faculty;
they were not especially interested in the details but just wanted the University to do something. It may
not build pride or loyalty with faculty, she agreed, but they do think the University should act.

A brand is a promise, not a logo or a tagline, Ms. Anderson said. "If expectations are consistently
met, people remain loyal to a brand.” The Harvard University banner and seal have prestige, quality,
honor, status, history, and success. What is the University's promise? Some Big Ten schools have
brands: "Do Something Great" (Ohio State); "Making Life Better" (Penn State); Quality Education,
Lifetime Opportunities” (Indiana); Building Relationships for Life (Illinois). Local schools have also
adopted brands: "Go Places" (MNSCU); "Come prepared to learn, leave prepared to succeed" (St.
Thomas); "Education. Reborn." (Capella University); "Minnesota's First University" (Hamline).

They engaged in a research process that included focus groups, interviews, consultations, and
polling about what people think the University's reputation is and what it should be. The groups they
went to included key deans and faculty, senior administrators, students, parents, alumni and donors,
legislators and opinion leaders, and guidance counselors. The top descriptor used for the University was
"big." Vice President Gardebring said the Committee would find it informative to review the poll results;
they demonstrate what people think of the University versus what its self-perception is.

What is its image among prospective students, Professor Campbell asked? Vice President
Gardebring said that Mr. Sigler, the Director of Admissions, does separate polling. They were interested
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in the voting/general public and its views of characteristics they value and what they believe the
University does well or not well. What were the responses from the public, Professor Clayton asked?
They took three ideas or taglines to high-ability students and to the public (but they wanted to be sure
they appealed to high-ability students, and also talked with Deans David, Elde, and Rosenstone).

What is the problem, Ms. Anderson asked? The University does not get credit for what it does,
there is a lack of pride, there is no consistent brand, and it is not leveraging its strengths. All of this is
particularly worrisome as the University moves into the legislative cycle, Vice President Gardebring said,
although branding is not all about the legislature. But it has failed to differentiate itself from other parts
of higher education. It has done a good job of talking about undergraduate education but has not done as
good a job talking about graduate and professional education and about research, and the health care
professions, all of which distinguish the University from others.

What is the goal? To get from non-emotion ("I just want to get a degree. Any college will do.")
to utility ("'l want to get a specific degree that will help me land the job | want. | want to stay close to
home.") to emotion ("I choose a college because it reflects the kind of person I am. "I want to be part of
something special, something great.”). The solution is to "rekindle pride by making people feel they are
part of something special, something great.” The people include prospective students, parents,
counselors, current students, alumni, donors, the public, sports enthusiasts, etc.

They have developed a "positioning statement™ (that will not appear anywhere in public) that
summarizes "the identity that captures unigque qualities and competitive advantage”): "Only the U offers
comprehensive educational and research programs with vital community connections designed for highly
motivated students seeking preparation for the real world." They last point, Ms. Anderson reported, they
heard a lot about from alumni. And so, Professor Kane asked? "Because we do all these things, here is
your return, people of Minnesota?" This is not about value, Ms. Anderson said, it is about personality.

The translation of that positioning statement is a brand promise: big time education, big time
opportunities, big time research, big time medicine, big time athletics, big time culture.

This is aimed at the state, Professor Marshak observed. At the Midwest, Ms. Anderson said. It is
not clear the University is so unique in the Midwest, Professor Marshak said. It is intended primarily as a
campaign in Minnesota, Vice President Gardebring said; they will not buy advertising outside the state.
Recruiting faculty or students is a more targeted effort. This is intended for within the state--and within
the state, the University is very different from the rest of higher education. Dean Elde worried that this
effort would replace the effort to recruit high-ability students; the University is not "big time" compared
to Duke and other institutions. The branding effort does not supplant Dean Elde’s efforts; this is
geographically based.

The faculty see the broader market that this is not aimed at, Professor Marshak said. Vice
President Gardebring agreed, although the "big time" theme appealed to the Medical School. This is a
campaign for the state and region, Professor Martin pointed out, but graduate and professional education
and research are not regional. Ms. Gardebring agreed and said this effort was not intended for those
purposes. The point is to explain what a Big Ten university is and how it is different, Ms. Anderson said.

Professor Balas said that the "big time" theme sounded pedestrian to him, something one would
see on a television network. Ms. Anderson responded that it would connect with something people know;
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"big time" means the best, the highest quality. Professor Erdman applauded the effort and said he has
been on a soapbox a long time about the University's inability to brag about itself. This differentiates the
University from the University of Wisconsin: Minnesota has everything. Units can run with their own
efforts, Ms. Anderson said, or key off this one. As the campaign gains legs, people can use it. That is
where repetition comes in.

Professor Kane said she supported the effort but "big time" is easy to make fun of, it sounds
cheap, and it goes against the Minnesota ethos. She said she liked the concept of big time but not the
phrase. They have heard from a lot of people, especially faculty and deans, so they went back and tested
the phrase, Ms. Anderson said; the concerns of the faculty were not well-founded when it comes to other
groups. One concern was what the other institutions of higher education are to think about themselves--
small time? The campaign should differentiate the University, Professor Kane maintained.

Vice President Gardebring asked that the Committee acquiesce "to our trying." They have
researched this issue in every conceivable way (the way that faculty expert in doing such research told
them to do it) and it is not something they came up with after two or three conversations. She said she
would like a sufficient suspension of disbelief to let them try. She showed the Committee a number of
potential advertisements that she said were sensitive to the points about the phrase not being dignified and
bragging too much. There is a cliché among university relations people that any advertisements have to
have a fall scene, diverse students walking across campus, and the word "great" in there somewhere.
They want to try something not so standard.

Committee members spoke positively about the three examples that Vice President Gardebring
passed around. Professor Kane said it should be noted that she "acquiesced big time" to Vice President
Gardebring's request. Some colleges will use the ads, some never will, Ms. Gardebring said; the
campaign is flexible. Professor Kane later commented that the three ads all start with a universal problem
(e.g., pancreas failure) and a punchline: the only place you can have it dealt with is at the University.
That should be consistent. Vice President Gardebring agreed; only at the University is there the
combination of disciplines that can lead to a pancreas transplant.

Professor Marshak noted that when Harvard grads on the faculty use slides, they have the
Harvard logo on them--Harvard must supply them. The University should do the same thing for its
faculty--and should publicize that they are available and try to get faculty to use them. That would help
the University project outside the region as well.

Professor Wells said she agreed with Professor Kane--she has not used the phrase "big time"
since her children were in daycare and it feels odd, not part of the culture. Would anyone expect Harvard
to use the phrase "big time"? Harvard already has a brand, Vice President Gardebring said. Professor
Wells said she would not feel comfortable talking to her neighbor about the University as "big time." Ms.
Anderson said, however, that she has been shocked to learn how often the phrase is used in general
conversation, now that she has started listening for it.

His concern, Professor Sampson said, is that a successful ad campaign is difficult to turn
negative. Can this one be turned around, turned against the University? There is that danger, Ms.
Anderson said, but anyone would be hard-pressed to find words that could not be used in that way. But
the University is not selling tennis shoes or vacuum cleaners, Professor Wells pointed out. This phrase
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may make it too easy for headline writers, Professor Campbell commented. Vice President Gardebring
said she shared the concern but said they have tried a lot of other things.

Professor Marshak said he hoped Vice President Gardebring would come back later to the
Committee to tell it how the campaign worked. She said she would be glad to do so. The point is not
how "we feel, it is about how people out there feel."

3. Discussion with President Bruininks

Professor Martin welcomed the President to the meeting.

President Bruininks distributed copies of press releases from members of the legislature, one of
which indicated a proposal would be introduced to remove money from the University as a result of its
decision to reorganize the Minnesota Extension Service and another indicating opposition to the proposal.
This reflects a national problem, he said; politicians have cut the University's budget and are now blaming
higher education for raising prices. The University will probably see more of this kind of reaction and it
could be a rocky period: budget cuts are now being felt and there may some pushing back from various
sources. There may be some "blaming the victim.” The University needs to engage in constructive
solutions to these questions and concerns.

The President said he would like to talk with the Committee at one of its "intellectual future™
discussions about the University's role in economic and community development. The University cannot
carry out that role alone, however; it will need partners such as the private foundations and the state, but it
can bring its assets to the table. In speeches around the state, the President related, he has learned that
people think VERY highly of the University and what it is doing for them. In his talks with business
leaders, he has learned that they, too, have a growing recognition of the University's contributions.

He would like to reappoint the Budget Advisory Committee, he said, and will bring a plan to the
Committee. It would have perhaps four or more working groups that could deal with, inter alia, how to
position the case for state support, the economy of small units (departments, colleges, campuses, centers,
museums, etc.), state support for non-instructional academic units, and other issues. It may be broader.
Two of its members should be the chair of this Committee and the chair of the Senate Committee on
Finance and Planning (or their designees). He said he would like these efforts to be fleet-footed, not take
years, and supported by solid analysis. In that context, he said, it would appropriate to look at IMG,
which is one element of how the University budgets and allocates funds; he would prefer to approach
IMG this way rather than have suggestions for tweaking it in isolation.

The Committee spoke briefly with the President about the possibility of the strike by the clerical
workers and the indication by one faculty member that he would like to introduce a resolution at the
Faculty Senate meeting saying that the provisions of the law saying he can be fired if he crosses a picket
line as interfering with tenure. The President said that no one is talking about firing anyone or anyone
losing their tenure. Professor Martin said she would be reluctant to see a conflation of tenure and not
crossing picket lines.

The President also spoke briefly about the possibility of a supplemental request to the legislature.
Any proposal, he said, would be brought to the Committee on Finance and Planning and would need
review and action by the Board of Regents.
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They are also discussing a scholarship/fellowship strategy and trying to collect all internal
scholarship funds that are flexible to put into a pool of matching funds (including, for example, the money
from TCF for the UCard and ATM machines, etc.). Those funds would be used in a major campaign to
raise money for scholarships and fellowships which, the President said, he hopes to have ready to go by
January.

4, Senate Reorganization

Professor Martin next asked Professor Feeney for an update on the reorganization of the Senate.

Professor Feeney said the process was moving along. The goal, based on a suggestion from
Professor William Tierney from USC, is to make the University Senate more inclusive. Right now it calls
itself the University Senate but it only represents students and faculty (and a small number of P&A staff).
The proposal is to create a genuine University Senate, with representation from students, faculty, and
staff. The faculty would retain a majority, because of the nature of the institution, but the number of
faculty seats would shrink. In round numbers, the faculty would go from 175 to 125, the students would
go from 59 to 50, and the professional/administrative staff and the civil service staff would each have 25
seats. This proposal, Professor Feeney said, has received expressions of support from both the
administration and the members of the Board of Regents.

One tenet of the proposal is that everyone serving in the Senate must be elected in some way.
The members of CAPA (Council of Academic Professionals and Administrators, the representative body
for the professional/administrative staff) already are; the civil service staff are developing an election
process for their members.

To some extent there has been concern that the effort is trying to usurp authority from the existing
groups. What he has explained, Professor Feeney said, is that the goal is to let people in, not take away
any authority; it is the faculty who are giving up the most (and somebody has to give up seats if the
Senate is not to be a group of 450 people).

The other goal of the reorganization is to realign committees so they report to the appropriate
body. There have been issues in the past about where committees should report. The current version of
the plan also includes multiple reporting lines for some committees (i.e., a primary reporting line and
secondary reporting lines). There are a number of committees that deal with issues that have an effect on
everyone (e.g., social concerns, equity/access/diversity, athletics, and so on) that should report to the
University Senate. CAPA has expressed a concern that none of the committees have a reporting line to
them; that can be changed. Membership on the committees themselves would not change.

One other results of the change is that the Twin Cities Campus Assembly would disappear. Twin
Cities issues would be dealt with as a subset of Senate activities so that the organization would not have
the redundancies that exist with having a separate Twin Cities Campus Assembly that essentially has no
business. There was a concern expressed by two members of the Senate Committee on Educational
Policy, Professor Feeney said; he wrote to them explaining the proposal and has had no response. It may
be that the concern was based on a misunderstanding.
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Professor Feeney noted a few other points. The proposed plan would not disrupt the existing
relationships that CAPA and the Civil Service Committee have with the president and administration.
There will need to be a Human Resources policy that recognizes participation in Senate and governance
activities; there is a perception that one P&A staff member lost his job because of participation in CAPA.
There will need to be discussions with the Provost and Vice President Carrier to be sure there are not
hurdles put in the way of people participating. There is a provision in the law that union members must
be granted time to participate in union activities; there needs to be parity with the unions on this issue for
the non-bargaining unit employees.

Professor Erdman thanked Professor Feeney for his report and adjourned the meeting at 2:50.
-- Gary Engstrand

University of Minnesota



