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A regular meeting of the Senate Consultative Committee was convened by 
Chairperson Marcia Eaton at 12:30 on May 28 in room 626 of Coffman Memorial 
Union. Present were members Orhan Arkan, Bob Brasted, Russ Hobbie, Doug Pratt, 
Sue Pribyl, Paul Quie, Vera Schletzer, Skip Scriven, Donald Spring, Pat Swan, 
and Bruce Thorpe, and members-elect Virginia Fredricks, John Howe, Rick Purple, 
Heather Bjork, Nancy Brecht, and Kit Wiseman. Guests were Peter Robinson, 
Carol Pazandak, Mary Jane Plunkett, Maureen Smith, and Lisa Hartley. 

1. Agenda. The agenda was left flexible. 

2. Minutes of May 14. Members are to write or telephone any corrections 
to the secretary. 

3. Report of legislative liaison. Professor Peter Robinson distributed 
a few copies of his letter going into the mail that afternoon reporting to the 
faculty on the legislative session. In the near future he will hold open meetings 
on the Crookston, Morris, Waseca, St. Paul, and Minneapolis campuses to discuss 
the session and its implications for the University. He called attention to 
the exact wording of the legislation respecting University faculty salaries, to 
correct the misimpression that the University is to get the average of the state 
university and community college settlements. Rather, he explained, "the average 
of what is in the salary supplement appropriation for the state universities and 
the community colleges will be the basis for determining the amount of the approved 
salary supplement." A fixed sum of money has been set aside for all salary 
supplements, but the total cannot be determined by an outsider because the parts 
are dispersed into many areas of the budget. Robinson described the legislature's 
act as "profoundly anti-union." 

Professor Brasted asked if there might be an additional special session for 
the faculty salary item or if the item might be introduced in the already-announced 
special session, when the unions appreciate the implications of the legislation. 
Professor Robinson replied he thought it unlikely and said the unions seem not 
to have realized the meaning of the wording. 

He said a tactical problem for University spokespeople arises from the 
resentment of the many educator members of the Senate Finance Committee and the 
House Appropriations Committee of the higher salaries the University faculty say 
they deserve. 

~ He announced he would write letters of thanks to the senators and represen-
tatives who were helpful to the University, copying those letters to the faculty 
in their districts. To the legislators who were not helpful, he will write a 
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~ courteous inquiry as to how the University could make its case better. 

Professor Brasted asked if there was any evidence of effects from the 
letter-writing campaign among the faculty. He had been disappointed to have 
received no responses to some 19 letters he sent. Robinson said the legislators 
are severely overburdened during the session, but that he would expect them to 
send responses now. He has no idea now many of the 2000 faculty who were 
requested to write letters did so. 

4. sec response on faculty salaries. 
Professor Hobbie reported that the Physics faculty asks faculty governance 

to take the lead in protesting the legislature's failure to appropriate a faculty 
salmyincrease. Physics recommended these possible actions: (1) Shut down the 
University; have University Senate organize a massive University presence at the 
capitol when the special session begins; (2) Call a special meeting of the 
University Senate for June 4 to see if the faculty wants to tax itself to support 
a full-time political lobbyist; (3) Ask that the Senate make a representation to 
the Board of Regents that tuition be increased and the funds to go faculty salaries. 

Professor Robinson thought the last idea would show itself to be impractical 
since it would require approximately a 40% raise to add a desired $20 million for 
salary increases. Professor Purple pointed out that a universal faculty tax 
equivalent to typical union dues of $200-$300 per year would raise many hundreds 
of thousands of dollars. Hobbie said he was suggesting a tax of around 
$50 each. 

Robinson said in a sense the University has the lobbyist--Vice President 
Kegler--but perhaps the faculty need to take a larger role. On the other hand, 
faculty can inadvertently destroy their own cases by inept presentations. 

He believes laypersons, including faculty, do not understand the actual 
political process at the legislature. Bargaining, behind-the-scenes efforts, 
individual and district interests, all contribute to the fact that the surface 
appearance does not represent reality. On the other hand, he said, faculty are 
not being used as well as they might be to accomplish certain things. He said 
(l)faculty effort can't just be turned on and off with each session if it is to 
be effective; (2) the legislative liaison needs to keep in touch and not be 
limited to a 4-month stint; (3) faculty have to participate in the legislature's 
process, not insist the legislators behave like academicians; (4) the University 
can profit by continuing the organization of district meetings with legislators, 
and developing those further; and (5) it would be desirable for a faculty person 
to work more closely with Kegler than he did this time. In his perception, said 
Robinson, Kegler did an excellent job. 

Purple asked if the University should have significant contributions to 
give to or withhold from campaign coffers. Robinson said that while the University 
as a whole could not, a faculty political action committee could do that. However, 
if only a few people actually wrote the letters he solicited, he holds little 
hope for collective faculty action regarding the legislature. 

Professor Eaton said that among the people she has asked so far, none would 
be willing to demonstrate at the state capitol. She asked Robinson if he thought 
a special Senate meeting of faculty and students would be helpful. Robinson 
stressed the effects of de-facto retrenchment upon students: French and Italian 
must cut 23 sections next fall, meaning about 1,000 students will be turned away. 
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He said that for University people to do nothing would be the worst response 
possible. It would tell the legislators that what they do to people doesn't 
matter. However, what would follow a Senate grievance meeting? Professor Spring 
said it would be essential to agree in advance upon the desired outcome of the 
meeting and prepare a resolution in advance. Professor Hobbie said a special 
meeting of the Senate can be called with a two-day notice. Professor Schletzer 
asked if such a Senate meeting could be interpreted as campaigning on the 
collective bargaining issue, prohibited as soon as the ballots are sent (presumably 
May 29). Both Robinson and Purple believe a special Senate meeting could not be 
so construed. Only the parties to the election (AAUP, UMEA, FGC) are prohibited 
from campaign activity during the balloting. 

Professor Pratt said it is important to keep in mind that the faculty salary 
business affects a larger group than those represented under collective bargaining. 
Moreover, we do not know what the effect will be of the fact that parts of the 
University faculty are organized and parts are not organized. 

Hobbiesaid Physics! call for an immediate demonstration may not be in order 
since the faculty does not yet know exactly how it has been injured. He would 
prefer to hold off until after the collective bargaining election and then have 
the University make a major push before the 1982 legislative session for a 
percentage award above that of the other systems. Robinson emphasized that any 
strong effort should be continued beyond the next session. 

There was general support for urging the Regents to go to the next legislative 
session asking for a salary adjustment. Since a Senate meeting for the purpose 
of a single resolution might not draw a quorum, and since the mood of the Senate 
was strongly articulated at the May 14 meeting, Purple said the sec has the 
authority and credibility to go to the Regents on behalf of the faculty. He also 
recommended that while the balloting is going on, the sec explore the possibility 
of developing a PAC should no agent be elected. The purpose of the PAC would be 
to build a war chest for future campaign contributions to friends of the 
University. Robinson cautioned that any process of actually beginning a PAC 
could not be undertaking until the election is completed. 

There was discussion of the content of a resolution to the Regents. SCC 
agreed it should say the salary issue must be reintroduced in the next session 
and should ask the Regents to represent vigorously the University to the legislature. 
Hobbie remarked that among the Physics faculty there are many complaints that 
although the President said faculty salaries were the highest priority, it was 
not so. The President reportedly telephoned legislators over the hospital bonding 
but not over faculty salaries. If salaries were really our top priority, he 
suggested, the University should not have been simultaneously asking for new 
buildings and for a raise in the SEE. He asked if the faculty are ready to say 
to the Regents that our salaries are more important than anything else, even if 
the result is that parts of the University would be hurt. 

Robinson pointed out that the capital appropriations are normally made in 
the even numbered years. The University's buildings should have been funded 
last year. The University didn't ask for anything this year more than what was 
in the 1980 capital request. In addition, the University's SEE increase request 
was exactly the percentage the governor recommended the University ask. 

Professor Schletzer commented that there remains the appearance that the 
lobbying effort was more vigorous for the hospitals. Robinson said it is much 
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easier to get a building built than to raise salaries. Construction's contribution 
to the economy is immediately obvious. He believes the University lobbying team 
did its best on the salary issue. Furthermore, he added, Governor Quie will now 
hold back on selling bonds for the buildings until the interest rate drops. 

Professor Schletzer asked why the University faculty salary supplement was 
tied this tlme to a collective bargaining settlement when it never had been before. 
Prof~ur Robinson said it was because a change in the PELRA law left the parties 
with no incentive to settle salary negotiations before the legislative session 
ended. This timing conflict never arose before. 

Orban Arkan recommended, and the SCC agreed, entering the resolution in 
the Regents written docket, for which the deadline is Monday noon, June 1. 
Professor Spring concluded the discussion by asking the question: Is it acceptable 
for the faculty to have to wait until January to learn the amount of their raises 
which should have been awarded July 1? 

5. Equal Employment Opportunity for Women Committee, Faculty Advisory 
Committee for Women, and the May 19 ruling of the Special Masters. 

Professors Patricia Faunce, Shirley Moore (chr.) and Janet Spector of EEOWC, and 
Pat Mullen (ex officio), joined the meeting at 1:30 along with the committee's. 
secretary, Martha Kvanbeck, and Professors Clare Woodward and V. Lois Erickson. 

Professor Moore said that their committee, created by mandate of the consent 
decree, had held five meetings since January 29. Initially they studied the 
decree and pertinent information from the University; much implementation of the 
consent decree had already been undertaken by the University. At their second 
meeting they set a long-term agenda. The consent decree charges the committee 
to oversee the implementation of the decree. They are also to look at any 
University practices which may have an adverse effect upon women faculty. They 
selected three major topics to study both in policy and in practice, in their 
first two years: (1) salaries and promotion benefits; (2) position advertising; 
(3) grievance mechanisms. 

A good part of each of their meetings has been troubleshooting with regard 
to FACW requests for improvement in the document on internal procedures. The 
EEOWC knew in advance of the requests the FACW was making to the special masters 
on May 6 and 8; the EEOWC voted on some of the particulars. EEOWC has not met 
since the May 19 ruling came from the special masters. The EEOWC voted 5-2 to 
support FACW's request for funding; it voted unanimously to support having the 
Judicial Committee name the internal tribunals. 

Professor Eaton reported her telephone call from EEOWC member Laura Cooper 
who asked the SCC to consider asking the administration not to seek a review of 
the May 19 ruling of the special masters. Cooper pointed out that one eligible 
group of the class did not receive by mail the earlier notice of the consent 
decree and filing deadlines, so clearly needs the deadline extension. She said 
the FACW's recent letter has already prompted 100 inquiries from class members. 
She also voiced her support of the funding for the FACW. She feared a review 

(., would delay progress considerably; the University would appear to be "stonewalling," 
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Professor Eaton reported also on her phone call from EEOWC member Jane Maddy 
of UMD who said the extension of the deadline for limited categories is also 
supported by the clarified version of the internal procedures document (disclosure 
provision). Janet Spector seconded the views of Cooper and Maddy. 

Professor Faunce, elected by the class to the EEOWC, distributed the 
minutes of the EEOWC's meeting of May 11 and read extensively from pages 3 and 4, 
describing discussion on funding for the FACW ("It was agreed that the EEOWC 
could not take on the volume of work that the Faculty Advisory Committee does") 
and the vote to support its funding, and the motion that Judicial select internal 
tribunal panel members. Professor Faunce itemized the topics of the five meetings 
to date of the EEOWC. She stated that that committee did not take action toward 
eliminating the problems the FACW saw in the internal proceedings document. 

She turned to the May 19 document and order from the special masters and 
quoted extensively, particularly the special masters' support of the contributions 
of the FACW. She said the total number of calls received by all members of the 
FACW since their May mailing has been several hundred. The purpose of the FACW, 
she said, is different from that of the EEOWC. FACW set itself up to assist 
members of the class in their potential claims. If it had not been for the FACW 
there would not be fair internal tribunal procedures, she said; the internal 
tribunals would be named by a vice president instead of by Judicial; there would 
be no disclosure. The FACW has amassed a tremendous amount of experience and 
information which is of great value for the class. Therefore, she hoped the SCC 
would ask the administration not to request a review of the ruling. The FACW 
should be able to continue its work, and gradually turn its task over to the EEOWC. 

Professor Eaton stated that the Consultative Committee has wanted the 
Senate to have a significant role in the implementation of the consent decree. 
She asked if the EEOWC would be willing to share in the monitoring of the FACW's 
budget. Professor Moore said that had been discussed briefly at an EEOWC meeting 
and that her own concern was precisely that there was no budget specification. 
However, Professor Moore wanted the investment in assisting claimants to be made 
in a body of short duration (unlike the EEOWC) since the University itself must 
take responsibility for fairness. 

Professor Faunce stated that the FACW had submitted its budget to the 
special masters: besides a secretary's salary, funds are needed for getting and 
receiving information--telephone, including long distance calls, postage, supplies. 
The committee to date has existed on contributions of $3000. She referred to 
the FACW's May 12 letter to the special masters stating their case and describing 
their activities. They see themselves as the only group which can advise a class 
member on whether or not she has a case. They are advocates for the claimants 
but not adversaries of the University. They save the University time by helping 
determine what procedure, if any, would be suitable to each case. 

Professor Woodward of the FACW said some have argued FACW should receive 
no money because it is in the mode of traditional peer advising. This is not, 
she said, a traditional situation. FACW is providing quasi-legal assistance 
without a lawyer. Grievance procedures here have remained unknown to the faculty 
because of the confidentiality rule, while the University has attorneys at hand 
to study and give legal advice. She stressed the crucial importance of the 
'discovery' section of the new ruling. She recommended to the SCC reading the 
transcriptions of the May 6 and 8 hearings of the testimony of over 60 women 
who claim harrassment in pressing their claims. 
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Professor Eaton called on Vice President Hasselmo. He expressed the 
administration's hope for an equitable solution. Matters settled from the 
May 6 and 8 hearing include internal procedures, disclosure, and the appointment 
of the internal tribunals (which had only been relegated to vice presidents 
because of senate committee chairpersons' concern that Judicial would become 
impossibly overburdened). The University does not contest points 9 and 10 of 
the ruling. It accepts the special masters' ruling on disclosure as overriding 
Minnesota privacy legislation. 

The University wishes to appeal orders 1-8 on the ground that they were 
not contained in the consent decree. Central Administration thinks a legal question 
arises if the masters have gone beyond the consent decree. The University is 
concerned about funding a self-selected group. Traditionally faculty advisers 
have been in a private relationship with other faculty in a claim against the 
University. There is also, he said, a minor financial consideration about fundin
an FACW office. 

Regarding extending the deadline and adding to the group to be informed by 
direct mail, he said that last spring the University assessed what categories 
could be reached by direct mail "by reasonable effort" and submitted its list to 
class attorney Sprenger, who replied that it was his understanding that those were 
the categories from among which persons had made discrimination claims against 
the University. The University has spent $65,000 on extensive local and national 
advertising of the decree. It could be argued, he said, that everyone has already 
been informed, one way or another, about the decree. Presently, Academic Affairs 
is determining how difficult it would be to achieve that additional mailing and 
Administration and Planning will make an assessment, using their findings. 

Central administration felt it appropriate to review these two controversial 
orders with the Regents, and seek their opinion on whether the University should 
appeal for a further hearing. Central administration is, however, preparing for 
implementation of the rulings. 

Professor Pratt said he hated to see the University in the position of being 
more willing to spend additional money for a legal appeal than it is to spend to 
comply with the order of the special masters. He moved that the SCC go on record 
as opposing any appeal of the ruling of the special masters, particularly noting 
the EEOWC's vote favoring FACW funding. 

Professor Schletzer seconded the motion. The SCC, she said, has gone on 
record with the court in support of traditional faculty governance channels and 
made its suggestions, particularly one for an ombudsman. The special masters 
have considered all testimony and made their ruling. It is time to get on with 
settling this controversy, she said. She sees no reason to resist extending the 
deadline. The FACW is no longer self-selected; it is now court-appointed. Their 
work augments what the rest of the University can do. 

Professor Swan said she also did not like foot-dragging, and that much of 
the work of the FACW has been a real contribution which we all appreciate. But 
she is not at ease, she said, with the principle of funding the self-formed group. 
She sees nothing which would then prevent any other body with a cause from an 
equal claim to funding. 

Professor Fredricks expressed the same sentiments. FACW has done what most 
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people would not be willing to do and it is worthy work. But on principle the 
advisory group should not be funded. 

Professor Spector suggested that the analogy to other self-formed groups 
breaks down because of the involvement of the special masters with the FACW. It 
is unlike any other volunteer association because of the court's intervention. 

Professor Schletzer pointed out that the University administration has 
often recognized that there are limits on what the faculty can undertake in 
addition to their teaching and research. An example is the staffing ~rovided to 
task forces,such as the Task Force on Outreach. Faculty and administrators served 
on that task force but Outreach was assigned a paid staff person out of recognition 
that the faculty had limited time to devote to the study and needed material 
assistance. 

Professor Swan said that if the EEOWC, an official committee of the Senate, 
had a subcommittee to perform the advising function, she would strongly support 
funding it. She is uncomfortable with the court's interference in the governance 
system. 

Professor Hobbie said that the courts have already interfered in governance 
by requiring establishment of the EEOWC. Now it is merely a nicety, he said, 
which body it is responsible to. He called the number of cases at stake here 
enormous. 

Professor Quie spoke for respecting the principle of governance. The 
University should stay with the EEOWC as the appropriate body. He felt there was 
too strong a temptation to ignore the governance issue in the crisis of the moment. 

Professor Faunce argued that the EEOWC was definitely not set up to advise 
claimants. She said FACW seeks no compensation for the advisors' time but just 
to meet the needs of the calls for information and advice. These advisors are 
part of the University. It is clear, she said, that they are helping women who 
are or have been part of the University. This process is not other-than-University 
business. 

Professor Woodward pointed out that the special masters selected the faculty 
advisers through public advertising. She re-emphasized EEOWC's 5-2 vote in favor 
of supporting FACW's request for funds. This unusual procedure does not undermine 
the established system. The FACW is assisting the special masters by securing 
additional advisers and assuring their training. 

Sue Pribyl spoke against having the FACW accountable for its budget solely 
to a body outside the University when the University is to provide the funding. 
Professor Swan added that there is a material difference between reporting outside 
the University and reporting to a committee of the Senate as a subcommittee would do. 

Professor Erickson expressed her agreement with the principle of faculty 
governance. She said it is equally important to be concerned with principles 
of individual rights. From her east coast vantage point this year she saw a 
focus of attention on this University in this case and people wondering how 
graciously Minnesota will handle the present challenge. 
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Professor Faunce argued that (1) when the FACW first met informally with 
the special masters it was mutually agreed they would be most helpful if organized; 
(2) they are not apart from the University; they are a University group; (3) in 
terms of payment, the University is already paying a good deal outside the 
University--the special masters and their law clerk, and the hearings for example. 
The FACW is within the University, working for equity. 

Professor Schletzer asked if the FACW would object to reporting also to the 
EEOWC. Faunce said it was their intention to also report to the EEOWC. 

Professor Pratt voiced his respect for the faculty governance system. In 
consenting to the decree, we did not discuss a lot of ramifications. He pointed 
out that the order from the special masters (1) expresses respect for the faculty 
governance system; (2) is for a temporary (one-year) arrangement. Moreover, he 
said, this advising service needs to be performed and no one can do it better 
than the FACW. 

Professor Schletzer called the question. Vote: 5 ayes, 5 nays. The chair then 
voted aye. The motion to ask the administration not to request a review of any 
part of the special masters' ruling of May 19 passed on a 6-5 vote. 

6. SCC meeting schedule. SCC will meet June 18 with President Magrath* 
and Vice President Keller. No meeting on June 4. 

7. Report of the Student Chair. Arkan reporting for Pribyl. MSA holds its 
student retreat this week-end to provide orientation for new student senators. 

8. Old Business. Humphrey Institute site. Professor Brasted reported 
that since the legislature had approved bonds for a building for the Humphrey 
Institute on the West Bank in conjunction with an addition to Business Administration, 
his job as overseer of the location controversy was concluded. 

9. Salary increase distribution proposal. Professor Eaton reported that 
SCFA has recommended a distribution formula for salary supplement monies whenever 
they are determined. If the increase is 8%, SCFA recommends a $1,000 across-the
board increase with the balance to be used for merit. If the increase is 6%, 
there will be a lesser amount for both, and perhaps in some departments very 
little for merit. If the increase is 10%, they recommend half the amount be 
awarded across-the-board and half for merit. Their report will go to the 
Regents in June. 

10. Newsletter will be discussed on June 18. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:15 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Meredith B. Poppele, SCC Secretary 

* President Magrath will be unable to attend 
the June 18 meeting. 


