
 Minutes∗ 
 
 Faculty Consultative Committee 
 March 16, 1989 
 
 
Present: Mark Brenner (chair), Warren Ibele, Lynnette Mullins, J. Bruce Overmier, Ronald Phillips, 

M. Kathleen Price, Burton Shapiro, W. Phillips Shively, Michael Steffes, James 
VanAlstine 

 
Guests: Acting Vice President Shirley Clark, Professor David Dittman (representing Faculty 

Affairs), Professor N. L. Gault (representing Faculty Affairs), Gayle Grika (Footnote), 
President Nils Hasselmo, Professor Janet Spector 

 
 
1.   Discussion of Class Settlement 
 
 Professor Brenner closed the meeting for a discussion of various elements of the proposed 
settlement of the Rajender consent decree pay petitions. 
 
2.   Report of the Chair 
 
 Professor Brenner reported that Vice President Heydinger was holding a day-long retreat on public 
relations on March 17--the next day--and had decided to ask for a representative from the Committee.  
There were no volunteers. 
 
 Professor Brenner and Vice President Clark agreed that he would provide her with an oral 
summary of the views of those who attended the interviews with the three finalists for the position of 
University Librarian. 
 
 Professor Brenner told the Committee that he has asked a few of the committee chairs--those who 
will confront major changes under the Senate committee reorganization--to a meeting to discuss the 
transition to the new structure. 
 
 After it was pointed out that the method for selecting the chair of the Senate Finance Committee 
had been changed to conform to the method used for selecting most other chairs, the Committee 
concluded it had not wished to see such a change and asked that a by-law revision be prepared which 
would reestablish the former procedure for designating the chair of Senate Finance (i.e., the Faculty 
Consultative Committee designates from among its membership an individual to serve on Senate Finance; 
that designee also automatically serves as chair of Senate Finance).  It was agreed that this would be 
discussed further at the March 30 meeting. 
 
3.   Principles for Salary Increases 
 
 Professor Brenner welcomed Professors Dittman and Gault from the Faculty Affairs Committee to 
the meeting for an initial discussion of the principles which should be used in the distribution of faculty 
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salary increases for 1989-90.  He pointed out that the Committee should begin discussions of salary 
increase principles now, rather than wait until May, although any final recommendation must wait on 
legislative action on salaries.  Vice President Clark commented that Vice President Donhowe has also 
been developing proposals for salary increases which will at some point require discussion. 
 
 Professor Gault responded to a point made by Professor Brenner concerning the Kudrle/Maruyama 
evaluation of the merit system by reporting that the study had found that discretionary or merit increases 
had been consistently given and that there had been no "evening out" effect; the study did not examine 
departmental merit standards to see if they were used.  The study also reported that the actual average 
salary increases, from 1983-87, were consistently higher than the amounts provided by the University.   
 
 Committee members discussed a number of points concerning salary increases: 
 
 -- Whether or not there should be an across-the-board component, perhaps in the first year of 

the biennium, which would recognize the efforts of those faculty who have not been 
receiving merit increases but who are doing an effective job of carrying out the 
University's work; 

 
 -- With such small increases that have been available, attempting to distribute money on the 

basis of merit can create much rancor within departments without having much to show for 
the discriminations among faculty members; 

 
 -- The extent to which cost-of-living increases are taken up more by the senior or highly-paid 

faculty, thus providing less for the lower paid and lower rank faculty members, and the 
effective salary decrease for faculty when there is no cost-of-living increment; 

 
 -- Whether the best senior faculty would be more tempted to leave if the University were to 

move away, in part, from merit-based salary increases; and 
 
 -- The nature of information provided to faculty members about the salary increases they 

receive and the reasons therefore and the extent to which there should be systematic 
provision of such information. 

 
 Vice President Clark said that the legislature has expressed considerable interest in how the 
University will handle salaries, especially what it will do if it does not receive enough money.  One 
possibility, she noted, was that those units which the planning process has led the University to identify as 
"steady state" or slated for retrenchment might be called upon to use internal funds for part of the salary 
increases; those units targeted for increased support would not be so asked.  Market factors could also be 
taken into account, she added, so that while all units would receive some increase, it is possible that 
different units might have different increases.  Committee members contemplated the effect of such a plan 
on units which have no available discretionary funds (from retirements, resignations, or other money and 
also debated the merits of planning on salary increases being partly provided from retrenchment. 
 
 It was agreed that Faculty Affairs would report back to the Committee at its meeting on April 20 
and would devote its attention to concerns and principles rather than mechanics. 
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4.   Policy on Spousal Hiring 
 
 Professor Price reported that she and Professors Overmier and VanAlstine had met with EEO 
Director Patricia Mullen to review the draft policy (which had been discussed at an earlier Committee 
meeting).  They tinkered with the proposal, to respond to criticisms, and change it by reverting to a 
spousal policy only (rather than the more broad coverage implied by the use of the term "affectional 
partner"), identified the protected classes, and put a limit on the number of such hires that can be used 
(1/20 of the total on a campus).  While indicating that there was still room for discussion of the proposal, 
she allowed that it was unlikely that campus women's groups would be happy with any policy they 
developed.  She also pointed out that it was important for the "receiving" department to be able to say 
"no." 
 
 Committee members raised several minor points, including the failure to address the needs of 
heterosexual couples who have lived together for many years without marriage, whether or not the initial 
offer had to be made to a member of a protected class (even though, if made, for example, to a male, a 
female spouse would also then be added to the faculty), and what determined whether or not an individual 
was "distinguished" and thus eligible for consideration under the policy.  Professor Spector pointed out 
that women were concerned about the reception given to the "trailing partner," even if he--or, more to the 
point, she--were warmly welcomed by the "receiving" department.   
  
 Two additional points were noted.  Vice President Clark observed that there are no funds for the 
expanded academic personnel office called for in the proposal; it is an idea and a goal rather than a plan.  
She also agreed to ask the University Attorney to examine the 1/20th provision and how it might be 
applied to campuses where the number of hires in any year will likely always be less than 20. 
 
 Vice President Clark assured the Committee that despite its apparent minor failings, the policy 
would respond to the issues most often confronted by the units in the hiring process.  The Committee 
agreed that it would rely upon the judgment of the administration in applying the policy, trusting that it 
would be used in accord with the spirit of the intent.  Vice President Clark agreed to circulate the new 
draft to the University Attorney's Office and to the EEO office; Professor Brenner agreed to send it to 
EEOWC.   
 
5.   Discussion with President Hasselmo 
 
 Research vice president  Professor Brenner welcomed the President to the meeting; the discussion 
opened with a review of the status of his proposal to create a research vice presidency and combine it with 
the position of the Dean of the Graduate School.  The President, commenting on the letter he had received 
from Professor Brenner concerning the two positions, said he was in sympathy with the position taken by 
the Committee (which maintained that the two positions should be separate and that the Dean of the 
Graduate School should not report to the Research Vice President).  Opinions, however, the President 
said, seem to have become more diverse, rather than moving toward a consensus, and he has decided to 
take what he sees as a more evolutionary and pragmatic approach to the issue:  The Dean of the Graduate 
School will serve on the Cabinet and the Provost's Council and will be responsible for the administration 
of ORTTA.  The principal objective is to provide a strong voice for research interests at the central level 
and to identify someone who can ride herd on research development.  There must be, he observed, an 
individual conversant with the large number of issues, at both the federal and state level, in the central 
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administration.   
 
 The Committee suggested that ORTTA should report to the Provost; it also was of the view, in 
response to a query from the President, that the position of Dean of the Graduate School would remain a 
full time position even if a research vice presidency were created and that the Dean should be in the 
Council and Cabinet irrespective of whether or not the additional position were created.  Committee 
members told the President that the chief change in its view was that there is an important function--
research--which urgently needs attention; how that attention is given is not as important as that it be done. 
 
 The President concurred with the objective but concluded that he did not wish to make a major 
change when three of the principal administrators involved are acting appointees; he also expressed 
reservations about adding another administrative office with all its attendant costs.  He agreed that the 
research agenda of the University is a large one; as the Research Executive Council gears up, he saw the 
possibility that its activities could lead to a call for the appointment of a research vice president.   
 
 Agriculture and Health Sciences vice presidential search committees  The President distributed a 
list of the proposed membership of each of the search committees and asked that any comments on them 
be made no later than the end of the day. 
 
 Bonding bill  The President reported on the outcome of the House vote on a bonding bill; the 
University would receive about $13 - 14 million out of a total of $49 million for higher education.  
Committee members expressed dismay that the University's portion of the appropriation would be that 
small and inquired whether the prospects were any better in the Senate.  The President thought perhaps 
they would be, and added that there is some hope for a much larger bonding bill in the next biennium, 
when the legislature attempts to return to its cycle of operations budgets one year and capital items the 
next; the pattern of state expenditures and bonding is such that a fairly large bonding bill might be 
adopted next time around, and the University would make strong arguments at that time for capital 
support.  He commented that this process whereby the agencies are given only a few days to consider 
revised criteria for capital requests is not rational planning.   
 
 The "report card"  The President said that he should include graduate and professional education on 
the list in order to round out the items it covers; it has, however, he said, been received positively.  It was 
suggested that the report card be distributed to Extension Agents around the state, many of whom play a 
lead role in the life of their communities and who could be helpful in publicizing and promoting the 
efforts of the University. 
 
6.   Miscellaneous items of discussion 
 
 Footnote  Some Committee members indicated they were not pleased by the apparent "public 
relations" nature of the recent article on the "report card"; articles in Footnote, in their view, should relate 
information about activities rather than serve a PR function.  This view seemed to have the support of the 
Committee.  Professor Brenner commented that Gayle Grika would welcome suggestions from 
Committee members on topics which might be covered in Footnote. 
 
 Search Committees  Committee members spent a few moments reviewing the membership list of 
the two vice presidential search committees; there was considerable upset at the choices made in one 
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instance and it was agreed that this view would be communicated to the President. 
 
 Bush sabbaticals  Committee members reiterated their view that the changes in the Bush Sabbatical 
program were ill-advised and that in any event the changes should not have been made without some 
consultation with the faculty. 
 
 Academic assistance officer  Noting that the position which had been occupied by Professor 
Charlotte Striebel had been vacant for a considerable while, and that the individual is to be hired by the 
Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs, Professor Brenner agreed to contact Professor Gault, chair of 
Faculty Affairs, to inquire what steps were being taken to fill the position. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 3:40. 
 
    -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


