
MEETING OF THE STUDENT SENATE 
:._~---~--·--

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 16, 1995 

11 :30 - 1 :30 p.m. 
25 Law Building-Twin Cities Campus 
305 Selvig Haii"'-Crookston Campus 

323 Kirby Student Center-Duluth Campus 
Behmler Hall Cof1ference Room-Morris Campus 

Constitution provides that any student eligible to vote for senators may 
Student Senate meetings and shall be entitled to speak at the discretion 
Senate. Only.elected student members (or their designated alternates) 

led to vote. For a quorum, a majority of the voting membership (31) must 
be p Amendments to motions in the printed agenda must be submitted to the Clerk 
of the Senate at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting to allow for appropriate 
distribution. Consideration of amendments not received at least 48 hours in advance 
requires suspension of the rules by a majority of those members present and voting. 

I. MINUTES FOR NOVEMBER 3, 1994 
Action (2 minutes) 

II. CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS 
Action (40 minutes) 

Ill. ELECTION OF STUDENT SENATE VICE CHAIR 
Action (20 minutes) 

IV. STUDENT LOBBY DAY 
Information (1 0 minutes) 

V. BIENNIAL BUDGET REQUEST 
l~formation (1 0 minutes) 

VI. REGENTS' TUITION POLICY 
Information (1 0 minutes) 

VII. REPORT OF THE AD HOC COMMITTEE ON PARTICIPATION 
Information (1 0 minutes) 

VIII. ACADEMIC FREEDOM AND RESPONSIBILITY 
STATEMENT 

Discussion (1 0 minutes) 

IX. OLD BUSINESS 

X. NEW BUSINESS 

XI. ADJOURNMENT 

MEETING OF THE UNIVERSITY SENATE 

THURSDAY, F_EBRUARY 16, 1995 

{immediately following the Twin Cities Campus Assembly Meeting-approximately 2:20 p.m.) 

The voting membership of the University Senate totals 225, including the President, STUDENT AFFAIRS - Civil Service: Michael Hanberg . Students: Brenda Ellingboe, 
163 members of the faculty (including the Faculty Consultative Committee), and 61 Anne Sales 
students (including the Student Consultative Committee). For a quorum, a majoritY of the INFORMATION: 
voting merrbership (113) must be present. Advance notice is required for amendments 
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each of two meetings, the second of which shall be the next regular meeting. Advance Sandmeier, Phil Ziermann - - -
notice is required for amendments to the bylaws and 113 affirmative votes. Other actions CONSULTATIVE _ Student:, Brandon Lujan Ex Officio: Joel Bergstrom 
require only a simple majority of the members present and voting. Amendments to motions 
in the printed agenda must be submitted to the Clerk of the Senate at least 48 hours in JEAN QUAM, Chair 
advance of the meeting to allow for appropriate distribution. Consideration of amend- Committee on Committees 
ments not · 
received at least 48 hours in advance requires suspension of the rules by a majority of 
those memb.ers present and voting. 

Any member of the faculty and any academic professional and student eligible to vote 
for senators shall be entitled to speak at the discretion of the Senate. Only elected 
members or alternates, the Senate Consultative Committee and, in case of a tie, the chair, 
shall be entitled to vote. 

Representatives may designate any eligible alternates from their colleges, schools, 
or student constituencies as the alternates to serve in their places by written notice to the 
Senate Office prior to the commencement of any meeting of the Senate. · 

ATTENDANCE RECORD 
A roll of elected and ex officio members will be available at each door of the meeting 

room, and members are asked to sign in. A summary ofattendance for the year will be 
included in the minutes of the last meeting of the year. 

RULES 
Rules will be available at the door. 

I. ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSE TO UNIVERSITY 
SENATE ACTIONS 

Information 
A. Student Academic Grievance Policy 

Approved by: the University Senate on February 17, 1994 
the Administration iri December 1994 
the Board of Regents on January 13, 1995 

CONSENT AGENDA 
Action (3 minutes) , 

Agenda items II. and Ill. are considered to be noncontroversial or "housekeeping" 
in nature and are offered as a "C.onsent Agenda" to be taken up as a single item with one 
vote. Any item will be taken up separately at the request of a Senator. A majority of those 
members present and voting is required for approval. 

II. MINUTES FOR NOVEMBER 3, 1994 

Ill. COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES 
Committees of the Senate, 1994-95 

[The following are additions to those approved at the November 3 meeting.] 

DISABILITIES ISSUES- Student: Amy Whitehead 

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY FOR WOMEN - Ex Officio: Jean Strauchon 

FINANCE AND PLANNING - Civil Service: Thora Cartlidge 

LIBRARY - Student: Matt Skally 

RESEARCH - Student: Kathy James Ex Officio: Rob Super 

SOCIAL CONCERNS - Students: Joel Bergstrom, Mark Speltz 

IV. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 

· Joint Preparation Requirements for the Minnesota State 
Universities and the University of Minnesota 

Action (1 0 minutes) 

MOTION: 
That the University Senate adopt the following "Joint Preparation Requirements for 

the Minnesota State Universities and the University of Minnesota": 

English-Four years, including writing, literature, and speech. 

Within the writing component, students may elect work in composition, 
creative writing, journalism, or research writing. Literature may include both 
American and world literatures; speech may include both public speaking 
and debate. 

Mathematics-Three years consisting of two years of algebra, one of which must 
be intermediate or advanced algebra, and one year of geometry. 

Science-Three years, including at least one course each in the biological and 
· physical sciences, and all three units to incorporate significant laboratory experi-

ence. · 

The biological and physical science requirements would most commonly be 
met by courses in biology, chemistry, and physics. Other courses could 
include advanced biology, human anatomy and physiology, botany, zoology, 
geology, and advanced chemistry and physics. 

Social Studies-Three years, including one year each of geography and American 
history. 

Geography need not always be.taught as a full year course, and may in fact 
be incorporated in a significant way into other studies; transcripts should 
indicate specifically which courses meet the geography requirement. 

[Additional comment: Geography is increasingly important to our under
standing of global issues; its importance has been recognized by the 
National Goals Task Force, which is currently developing national geography 
standards. We support the addition of courses in geography to the high 
school curriculum.] 

World Language-Two years of a single second language. 

Language courses may include both those traditionally taught in high schools 
(for example, Spanish, French, German), as well as those less frequently 
taught. 

Arts-One year in the visual or performing arts. 

It is expected that all arts courses (including band and chorus) will include 
instruction in the history and critical interpretation of the art form. Courses 
in the arts should offer students the opportunity to experience the arts directly 
as creators/performers and as critical, informed observers. 

Additional study in mathematics and science is highly recommended; some divi
sions in specific institutions require four years of each for admission. 

Students are also strongly urged to develop skills in using computers. 



COMMENT: 

Following this Motion and Comment is the text of the report of the "Ad Hoc Committee 
on Joint Preparation Requirements for the Minnesota State Universities and the University 
of Minnesota," presented to the Senate Committee on Educational Policy and discussed 
by SCEP over several meetings. SCEP believes that these joint preparation standards 
represent a step forward in cooperation among the higher education systems in the State 
of Minnesota. These standards build on the preparation standards approved by the 
Senate on April 17, 1986. . 

(The recommendations from the Ad Hoc Committee are the only items proposed for 
action by the Senate. The report that follows is for explanatory purposes only and is not 
to be adopted by the Senate.) 

Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Joint Preparation Requirements 
for the Minnesota State Universities 

and the University of Minnesota 
Public baccalaureate education in the state of Minnesota is provided by the seven 
universities comprising the Minnesota State Universities, and by the University of Min
nesota. Both of these systems have instituted preparation requirements for admission 
to their respective institutions. The University of Minnesota's requirements went into 
effect for incoming freshmen in fall, 1991; the requirements for the Minnesota State 
Universities began in fall, 1994, with a world language requirement to begin in fall, 1996. 

The two systems have agreed that a common set of preparation requirements for the two 
four-year systems is in the best educational interests of students and school districts alike. 
Common preparation requirements will simplify the tasks of school counselors and others 
who help students make educational choices, make it easier for students to make course 

. selections, facilitate curricular planning by school districts, and simplify the efforts of the 
four-year institutions to communicate their expectations. By moving toward a joint 
statement on preparation requirements, the two systems hope to send a clear and 
unambiguous message about the importance of appropriate preparation for a college 
education. 

Background 

In September, 1985, the President of the University of Minnesota and the Chair of the 
Senate Consultative Committee jointly appointed the Special Committee on Unified and 
Increased Preparation Requirements. This committee; chaired by W. Andrew Collins, 
Professor and Director of the Institute of Child Development, issued its final report in 
March, 1986. The recommendations contained in that report were adopted (with minor 
modifications) by the Board of Regents, with the recommendations to take effect for 
incoming freshman students in fall, 1991, and for transfer students in fall, 1993. Students 
who graduated from high school before 1987 are exempt from the requirements. The 
requirements total fourteen Carnegie units, and include four years of English, three years 
of mathematics, three years of science, two years of a single second language, and two 
years of social studies. Courses in the visual and performing arts and courses using 
computers are also strongly recommended. Students who are otherwise well qualified 
may be admitted to the University lacking one or two requirements, but all preparation 
requirements must still be completed after admission. 

The University undertook an extensive effort to communicate information about the new 
requirements to high schools, parents, and students. One major component of this 
educational effort was Project Inform, which was designed to assist students in making 
appropriate educational choices to prepare for college work. The University of Minnesota 
also developed a database to track completion of preparation requirements. Within two 
years of the time the requirements were approved, and well before they were in effect, 
the improvement in preparation of the incoming student body was noticeable. By the time 
the requirements went into effect in fall, 1991, more that 135 percent of students had 
completed all requirements before admission. ' 

The Minnesota State Universities, as part of their quality planning and improvement effort 
known as 07, have also adopted preparation requirements. In February, 1991, Chancellor 
Robert L. Carothers appointed a Preparation Standards Task Force made up of elemen
tary, secondaty, and. postsecondary educators frpm alf parts pf the state. .Following 
several months of intensive deliberations, the task force recommended preparation 
requirements to the Minnesota State University Board, which adopted them with several 
modifications in May, 1991. The requirements, which will be phased in beginning fall, 
1994, consist of four years of English, three years of mathematics, three years of science, 
three years of social studies, and three years of specified electives (to be chosen from 
at least two of three areas: world cultures, world languages, and the arts). Subsequently, 
the Board revised the requirements to include a two-year world language requirement 
effective in fall, 1996. 

As a second phase of the process to implement preparation requirements, the Minnesota 
State Universities formed teams of elementary/secondary teachers and university faculty 
members to translate the adopted "seat-time" requirements into statements of compe
tency .. As noted later in this report, final competencies have now been adopted in six 
areas, with interim guidelines in place in two additional disciplines. The Universities are 
also working on implementation of an admissions database that will allow them to track 
the impact of preparation requirements on admission and retention; development of a 
mechanism to report routinely to high schools on students' freshman year academic 
performance; and development of special efforts to assure that all students in Minnesota, 
regardless of racial or ethnic background, socio-economic status, or location, have the 
information needed to prepare adequately for postsecondary study. 

Recommendations 

There are strong correspondences between the preparation requirements now in effect 
in the two systems (see Table 1 at the end of this report). In considering how to approach 
the establishment of a set of common requirements, the Ad Hoc Committee adopted two 
strategies. First, the Committee agreed not to add any new requirements beyond those 
already stated in one of the two sets of requirements. Second, the Committee agreed 

. that, in the case of each requirement, they would adopt the more rigorous of the two 
standards currently in effect unless there was a compelling reason to dd otherwise. The 
recommendations thaf follow reflect these two decisions. 

We recommend that, beginning in fall, 1997, the following preparation requirements be 
adopted by both the University of Minnesota and the Minnesota State Universities. 
[Recommendations constitute the text of the motion.] 

Looking to the Future 

The Minnesota State Universities are moving from "seat-time" preparation requirements 
to competencies. The advantage of the competencies is that they amplify the seat-time 
requirements and allow faculty to explain clearly the specific skills and knowledge 
expected of students who wish to pursue a college degree. 

The Minnesota Department of Education is also in the process of developing a new high 
schooJ graduation nile based on competencies. When this rule is approved, it may provide 
a appropriate starting point for the University of Minnesota to develop its own competency
based approach to preparation. 

Ad Hoc Committee on Joint Preparation Requirements 

University of Minnesota Participants 
Elizabeth Blake, Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, UMM 
Andrew Collins, Professor, Institute of Child Development. UMTC 
Linda Ellinger, Associate to the Vice President for Arts, Sciences, and 

Engineering, UMTC 
Richard Leppert, Professor, Cultural Studies and Comparative Literature, 

UMTC 
Roger Miller, Associate Professor, Geography, UMTC 

Minnesota State Universities Participants 
Cynthia Crist, Associate Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, Minnesota 

State Universities 
Miriam Lo, Economics and International Business, Mankato State University 
Mary Shimabukuro, Professor of Biology, Moorhead State University 

JOHN ADAMS, Chair 
Senate Consultative Committee 

KENNETH HELLER, Chair 
Educational Policy Committee 

V. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 

Morse-Alumni Award for Excellence in Undergraduate Education 
Action (10 minutes) 

MOTION: 

That the University Senate approve the following changes in the Morse-Alumni Award 
for Excellence in Undergraduate Education program: 

I. POLICY CHANGES 

II. 

1. That a standing group chosen from the Morse-Alumni award winners be 
established, to serve as a resource and advisory group to the University about 
excellence in undergraduate education. 

2. That the financial portion of the Morse-Alumni award, beginning with new 1995 
awards, be provided to recipients for the remainder of the time they remain 
regular faculty at the University, that is, that the award be a continuing addition 
to the faculty member's regular salary. The three-year award of funds to the 
recipients' departments, for the recipients' use in undergraduate education, 
should continue as at present. -

OPERATIONAL CHANGES 

1. That the annual Award ceremony be a large public event to which the students 
and colleagues of all the winners can be invited. This would be in addition to 
a smaller event with the President and the Alumni. 

2. That the Award include for each winner an appropriate, well-publicized lecture, 
seminar, or exhibition in the individual's specialty . 

3. That at least every ten years, beginning with the 1995 30th anniversary year, 
a special recognition event be held for all of the winners over all of the years 
and that a special memento, such as a lapel pin, be designed and given to them. 

4. That the standing advisory group of Morse-Alumni winners consist of 20 
individuals appointed for staggered three-year terms. The group and its chair 
shall be appointed by the President, on recommendation of the Senate Com
mittee on Educational Policy, and shall meet at the call of the President, any 
of the senior officers of the University, the Senate Committee on Educational 
Policy, or on its own initiative. The chair shall make an annual oral report to 
the University Senate about the group's activities. 

5. That the salary of each new Morse-Alumni award winner be increased by a 
continuous augmentation of $1500. 

COMMENT: 

The Senate Committee on Educational Policy believes that changes to the Morse
Alumni Award for Outstanding Achievement in Undergraduate Education can significantly 
enhance its attractiveness and at the same time emphasize the University's commitment 
to undergraduate education. To that end, SCEP presents two policy changes and five 
operational changes for Senate action. 

Policy Changes 

1. The Morse-Alumni award recipients provide a valuable resource to the University 
because of their contributions to undergraduate education. This advisory group provides 
an organized method by which their experience can help influence University policy and 

. practice to enhance undergraduate education. 

2. Since undergraduate education is one of the primary functions of our University, 
this mechanism demonstrates that the University recognizes that excellence in under
graduate education is a continuing process and should be reflected in salaries. 

Operational Changes 

1. The Morse-Alumni award recipients are excellent examples of the effort that 
faculty devote to undergraduate education aUhe University. This ceremony provides an 
opportunity to publicize this commitment. 

2. The public presentation of the work of the award recipients will allow the 
communication of this work to other members of the University community. This should 
help maintain a culture of teaching at the University. 

3. It is valuable to periodically recognize those who have contributed to excellence 
in undergraduate education over a long period. This provides an opportunity to do so every 
ten years. · 

4. The advisory group of award winners should change over time; the terms 
suggested parallel those of Senate committees. The Senate should also hear from the 
chair, at least once per year, about what the group has been doing. 

JOHN ADAMS, Chair 
Senate Consultative Committee 

KENNETH HELLER, Chair 
Educational Policy Committee 

VI. U2000 UPDATE 
Discussion (45 minutes) 

A. President's comments 

B. Planning, budgeting, and evaluation activities and timetable 

C. Progress on th.e U2000 campaign 

D. Eighteen institutional-level critical measures and performance goals 

E. Comments from committee chairs 

F. Senate discussion 

VII. PRESIDENT'S REPORT 
(1 0 minutes) 

VIII. QUESTIONS TO THE PRESIDENT 
(5 minutes) 

IX. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT 
(1 0 minutes) 

X. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
Academic Freedom and Responsibility Statement 

Information and Discussion (15 minutes) 
The University of Minnesota was founded in the belief that people are ennobled by 
understanding; it is dedicated to the advancement of learning and the search for truth; 
it is devoted to the instruction of youth and the welfare of the state. These purposes, 
carved in stone upon the facade of Northrop Auditorium, embody the tradition of schol
arship upon which rest the development of higher education and the progress of a 
democratic society. It is this tradition that sustains the human mind and spirit when beset 
by human passions and prejudices. It is to this tradition that the Board of Regents of the 
University of Minnesota reaffirms its adherence. In doing so, it reiterates its commitment 
to the corollary principles of academic freedom and responsibility. 

Academic Freedom and Responsibility at the University of Minnesota mean: 

Freedom: of expression in the classroom on matters relevant to the subject and the 
purpose of the course and of the choice of methods in classroom teaching; from direction 



.and restraint in scholarship, research, and creative expression and in the discussion 
and publication of the results thereof; to speak and write as a citizen without institu
tional censorship or discipline; 

and 

Responsibility: to perform faithfully the duties of membership in the University com
munity and the responsibilities of position; to observe the special obligations of a 
member of a learned community and of an officer or member of an educational 
institution to seek and respect the truth; to make it clear that statements made on one's 
own behalf are not those of the institution. 

All members of the University community are responsible for fostering the principles 
of academic freedom and responsibility at the University. Questions regarding 
academic freedom or academic responsibility shall be resolved in accordance with the 
Regulations Concerning Faculty Tenure or other applicable University procedures. 

JOHN ADAMS, Chair 
Senate Consultative Committee 

XI. PLANS FOR UNIVERSITY COLLEGE 
· (15 minutes) 

XII. 1993-94 ANNUAL REPORTS 
Information 

Annual reports will be distributed at the meeting and will be printed in the Senate 
minutes. 

XIII. OLD BUSINESS 

XIV. NEW BUSINESS 

XV. TRIBUTE TO DECEASED MEMBERS OF THE 
UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY 

FACULTY 

Patrick Manning 
1938-1994 

Roberto Reis 
1949-1994 

Frederick J. Robinson 
1934-1995 

Gordon I. Swanson 
1920-1994 

ACADEMIC STAFF 

James. E. Coggins 
1936-1994 

Lois J. Deleon 
1936-1994 

STUDENTS 

Stacey L. Beitz 
General College 

Karie Kopel 
Social Sciences Division, UMM 

Amy Jo Matteson 
College of Pharmacy 

XVI. ADJOURNMENT 

MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE 

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 16, 1995 

{immediately following the University Senate meeting) 

The Senate constitution provides that eligible academic professionals and all 
members of the faculty who hold regular appointments as defined in the Regulations 
Concerning Faculty Tenure may be present at Faculty Senate meetings and shall be 
entitled to speak and to offer motions for Faculty Senate action. Only elected faculty 
members and academic professionals (or their designated alternates) shall be entitled 
to vote. For a quorum, a majority of the voting membership (83) must be present. 
Actions require a simple majority of the members present and voting. Amendments 
to motions in the printed agenda must be submitted to the Clerk of the Senate at least 

. 48 hours in advance of the meeting to allow for appropriate distribution. Consideration 
of amendments not received at least 48 hours in advance requires suspension of the 
rules by a majority of those members present and voting. 

President; Professor Morrison became acting dean of the Law School in December 
1994. 

The Committee viewed its assignment as in no way displacing the work of the 
responsible Senate committee, the Consultative Committees, the Senate Educational 
Policy Committee, and the Senate Research Committee. Rather, we believed that we 
could assist the President and other members of the central administration in focusing 
on some long-range and cross-cutting issues essential to the continued excellence of 
the teaching and research missions of the University. To this end the members of the 
Committee have met informally with President Hasselmo and with other University 
leaders on a number of occasions to discuss at length matters of concern to the 
implementation of U-2000. These have included ways of multiplying excellence, 
means of im lity, and the state of faculty m9rale and support, and organi-
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pressing issues were already under consideration with the governance bodies, we 

FACULTY SENATE ACTIONS 
Information 

A. Critical Measures and Performance Goals Motion 

Approved by: the Faculty Senate on November 3, 1994 

the Administration - no action required 
(acknowledgement received) · 

the Board of Regents - no action required 

- II. MINUTES FOR NOVEMBER 3, 1994 
Action (2 minutes) 

Ill. REPORT OF THE BLUE RIBBON COMMITTEE ON . 
TEACHING AND RESEARCH EXCELLENCE 

UNDER THE STRATEGIC PLAN 
hiformation (5 m·inutes) 

When the Senate adopted the U-2000 planning statement in December, 1993, 
the Faculty Consultative Committee appointed a special committee on Excellence in 

-Teaching and Research in the University Plan to ensure that the teaching and research 
missions of the University were properly furthered by action under the Plan. The 
committee consisted of: Professor Carl R. Adams, Regents Professor Ellen Berscheid, 

· Professor Mario Bognanno, Regents Professor John S. Chipman, Professor W. 
Andrew Collins, Professor Fred L. Morrison, Regents Professor Ronald L. Phillips, 
Regents Professor Paul G. Quie, Regents Professor L. E. Scriven, Professor Gerhard 
H. Weiss, anc:) Professor W. Phillips Shively. Professor Morrison served as chair. 
Professor Bognanno resigned from the Committee when he became Associate to the 

were able to address more diffuse, longer-range issues. We believe that these 
conversations have been productive. 

Like other members of the University community, we share frustration at the limits 
which the funding situation have put on the possibility of implementation on the U-2000 
goals. We hope that the Partnership Proposal currently before the Legislature will help 
us to move forward more rapidly. The Committee is concerned that future budget 
adjustments within the University be targeted to enhance excellence in teaching and 
research. We believe that broadly distributed reductions of budget bases harm our 
efforts to achieve excellence. · 

The Committee remains convinced that excellence in teaching, research, and 
faculty recruitment are critical to the role of the University in the years ahead. Although 
our original mandate has now expired, the members of the Committee plan to continue 
to informally urge the administration to implement the plan with those critical interests 
in mind. 

FRED L. MORRISON, Chair 

IV.1993-94 ANNUAL REPORTS 
Information 

Annual Reports will be distributed at the meeting and will be printed in the Faculty 
Senate minutes. 

V. OLD BUSINESS 

VI. NEW BUSINESS 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 



SUMMARY OF POINTS 

Pew Roundtable Discussion 
Radisson Metrodome 

February 2, 1995 

This is the executive summary of the Pew Roundtable Discussion held at the University of 
Minnesota on February 2, 1995, at the Radisson Metrodome. The subject of discussion was tenure 
and academic: freedom. This summary includes four sections: 

I. (p. 1) A set of minutes recording spontaneous recollections by the participants of oc.c:asions 
when academic freedom and tenure issues arose in their units. 

n. (p. S) The pros and cons of tenure. 

m. (p. 9) A summary of steps that might be taken to ameliorate some of the problems of tenure. 

IV. (p. 18) An itemization of other points made during the discussion. 

The participants in this Pew Roundtable Discussion were: W. Phillips Shively (convenor), Carl 
Adams, Amy Alving, Richard Arvey, Ellen Bcrschcid, Mario Bognanno, Carol Carrier, Sara Evans, E. 
F. Infante, Philip Larsen, Fred Morrison, Patrice Morrow, Ronald Phillips, Paul Quie, Burton Shapiro, 
Kathryn Sikkink, H. Joseph Yost 

L Wtances When Tenure has been Heeded for Academjc Freeciom 

One participant commented that after teaching for a long time, "' think that we are seeing. 
currently, many more attadcs on academic freedom, &om the left, &om the right, and &om what I 
would call the 'undifferentiated administration."" The last does not mean particular University 
administrators in office now, but rather simply sdministrativc controls of all sorts, which are not 
intended to be attacks on academic freedom but which are, in fact, attacks. 

The observation continued. This person recalled talking a month ago or so with faculty 
members in the college; some of them were saying that they were very reluctant to discuss certain 
issues any more. There are faculty who are now declining to teach certain courses, because of the 
contr~rsy that is generated in them. These are all people who are protected by tenure, and yet are 
still reluctant. If they were NOT protected by tenure, one wonders what their reaction would be. 

In the same collegiate unit, this year already non-tenured faculty members have said they did 
not want to teach particular courses because it would require exposition on particular issues that would 
probably stimulate cootr~rsy among the student body--these are race and gender kinds of issues
that would affect their teaching ratings and, therefore, have an impact on their candidacy for tenure. 
They said all this, it was reported, openly and candidly. So, this participant concluded, •1 think THAT 
threat is there. • 

With the tenure situation, the person then said, there are •old fogies like myselr who can say 
•oK, rm going to go ahead and say it anyway: And there is then a burden on others to either 
counteract it intellec:tually. Alternatively, others can make the very difficult case that is necessary to 
displace the faculty member. •sure, you can make some things unpleasant, but you can't displace me, 
and I don't really care whether you're unpleasant. • 

The individual argued that if there were no tenure system, there would be, in a whole range of 



Pew Roundtable Discussion 
February 2, 1995 

subject matters, including in some in the sciences, a MUCH greater reluctance to express ANY views 
about a large range of thiugs. One reason is that if the burden were on the faculty member to prove 
the acceptability of what they were saying. Another reason, if some kind of rolling contract system 
were adopted, is the possibility that at the 5-year renewal time, there would be the view that a faculty 
member •causes a lot of static, can't we get somebody who doesn't cause so much static. • That would 
lead to a lot of pressure toward medioae, say-nothing-at-great-length teaching. 

Tenure, this participant concluded, is vital An institution like tenure is needed, not nec:essarily 
to protect the most vociferous advoc:ates, but the people who have views that differ from whatever the 
mainstream of the community believes at the moment. 

2 

Another participant pointed out that tenure is needed not just for the classroom but also for 
research. One grant was publicly called into question, and •a11 of sudden I saw these 'old guys' coming 
into my lectures, and they were members of the Board of Regents who just wanted to see who I was 
and what I was saying in the classroom.• The classroom lectures turned out to have nothing to do 
with the research. 

The point is, it was said, is that the amount of beat that can be put, not just on the faculty 
member, but on the members of the administration and the Board of Regents, to get rid of that 
faculty member, is enormous. Even though their hearts might be in the right place, without tenure, it 
would be difficult, in their jobs, to stand up for the principles they believe in. As it is now, they can 
say ~ faculty member is protected by tenure, and there's nothing I can do: One can see, in some 
cases, presidents' beads rolling for not acting to remove a faculty member. In this instance, the press 
was interested in it, and there was considerable heat put on the President of the University. 

At the same time as the grant publicity occurred, there were faculty members at other 
universities, including at another Big Ten schoo~ who did not have tenure and who were fired 
overnight, because legislators put that much pressure on the universities that the institutions just said 
-we're done. • 

Another participant recalled a c:ol1eague who bad been at one institution and involved in the 
oleomargarine controversy. The agriculture industry lobbied heavily on butter versus oleo. This 
colleague ended up leaving and came to Minnesota. 

Another participant related a more recent set of events. A meeting of Big Ten department 
chairs included a conversation that turned to the rubric of accountability and national standards. 

In the field of history there is a national debate going on right now about national standards, 
standards that haw been written for primary and secondary schools (they haw not been written for 
colleges and universities). Because the initiative for the standards came, basically, from the right, 
professional historians decided that if they were not involved in developing the standards, they could be 
written in a wry particular and narrow way. So a large number of people have been involved, many 
wry ambivalently so. 

Now the standards that haw come out are under attack from the right, it was related, and there 
are initiatives in legislatures to mandate that American history will be taught in ways that perhaps 
•honor the western tradition• or the primacy of the United States. There is an intellectual war going 
on around this. It is direc:tly linked to legislative power, and also to the discussions of productivity and 
accountability. The discussions goiDg on in K-12 are apparently moving rapidly into higher education, 
so that it is possible that higher education will find itself under mandate to teach to certain standards, 
to haw pre-tests and post-tests. For people in h"beral arts fields, this is extremely complicated. For 
most, the idea of setting up a standard that locks in whatever is to be taught to the moment the 
standards are developed is a problem. Even if the standard is an accurate representation of the 
current state of a discipline, tomorrow there will be something else known that will not be in the tests. 
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The participant admitted to not understanding. until this meeting, how much pressure people are 
already feeling in the institutions of higher education. The pressure is political; it is coming &om 
legislative bodies that oversee public institutions. This is a serious danger. 

Another participant foresaw the same sort of thing. a little bit further along the line, for 
evolution in one of the University's departments. One can imagine that in some years' time there 
might be a great deal of pressure to teach creationism, for example. That is not science, however, and 
the University cannot teach it. 

Another participant related that personal experience with the issue of tenure area has been 
relatively recent. In over 2D years on the faculty there had not been lot of problems, in terms of 
people being "wrestled out of the University: But this person's research, having to do with the 
genetic components of organizational behavior, and sexual harassment, are the areas that are very 
politically incorrect. There has been some pressure, and one can see it coming. All of a sudden, it 
was said, •it's me that's potentially affected. • This has been very disturbing, because the pressure has 
come not only &om colleagues but &om the general public. And students as well, it was added; they 
have made charges of racism. 

As a result of this experience, the participant related, "' consciously considered [whether I] 
should go forward with some of the scholarly opinions I hold. • The individual did so because of 
tenure. But one can see this as limiting one's future mobility: other institutions are less likely to hire 
one who expresses controversial opinions, so one's own institution better be loyal if it expects faculty 
make those kinds of public statements. 

One participant said it was interesting to listen to these recitations around the table here. A lot 
of people take academic freedom for granted. These have been cause for surprise, as people were 
relating stories, and are a reminder of the disparate parts of the University in which the issues come 
up, and in what form. 

One might think that political science is an area especially prone to problems, and one can 
recall the late Mulford Sibley, who was a target of strong pressure, and who had to be defended by 
the department even against University administration, at the time, and against the Regents. One 
forgets there are these other places and that the issue arises all around the University. 

One participant asked about the health sciences; another responded. It is the problem &om 
within. One unit had a dean, several years ago, who KNEW what appropriate research was, in his 
college. There were several faculty who were told by him, -your research is inappropriate. • Even 
though it was appropriate for their fields, but in his eyes it was inappropriate. There were SEVERAL 
whose research was inappropriate in his mind, and there is "NO doubt, had I not had tenure, I 
wouldn't be in this room right now: 

Another participant said that this is one of the points that has not been brought up. The 
examples that have turned up are the ones that are associated with political freedom. One of the 
most important aspects of tenure is protection of individuals involved in long-term research. What 
might not bother a legislature might bother a dean. Or it might bother peers who do not judge that 
that particular set of investigations is at the cutting edge. 

This is a much more widespread problem. A large number of people would not be supported 
by institutions if they did not do work that was supported by NSF or another agency. It is not only 
the political side of the question; it is also the intellectual academic freedom that is made permissible 
by tenure, and for which tenure is precious. 

Another participant pointed out that one can consider donors donating large amounts of money, 
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and then looking askance at some of the research or some faculty member, and threateniDg to 
withdraw funding ualess that person is canned. That is also beginning to occur. 

Another participant rec:alled a collegiate unit that was politically forced to have a certain 
department. There was a lot money available and people were brought in to be professors without 
evidence of scholarship. It was the tenure code that allowed the c:ollege to have a standard of 
scholarship or a standard of excellence that could be applied without political pressure. It was 
something that was used to make the best of what could have been a bad deal. 

4 

One individual observed that that is the other side of tenure. It is not only a protection for 
those who ba\'C tenure, but it also provides a way to do a \'Cry serious evaluation and gate-keeping. 
One argument that can be made is that it is easier to fire people· under a tenure system than under a 
non-tenure system. Under a typical union contract, there is a six-mouth probatioaary period and that's 
it. The same is true for most civil service appointments. Under the tenure system, there is a much 
longer period when people can be fired, so that across the average lifetime of faculty members, they 
are more wlnerable longer with a tenure system than without it. 

One participant thought there would be disagreement about the addition of the department to a 
college, because it can be argued that is not a tenure issue. One should not confuse academic 
freedom with public participation in selecting areas the University will working in. The public bas a 
serious and reasonable interest in seeking University activity in some areas. 

Yet another participant recalled working on a major political issue for the State of Minnesota 
that needed to be addressed. Two faculty members took on a research project to study the issue and 
to come up with some public policy prescriptions for resolving the problems. It was a highly charged 
area, and they were lobbied euensively. Once the paper was finished and made public, those on one 
side of the issue approached the President and indicated that they wanted those two faculty members 
terminated. It was very blunt, \'Cry threatening. It is not certain that that research would ba\'C gone 
forward, were it not for the fact that the faculty knew they bad some protection. Tenure is a very 
important form of protection. 

IL Svmmm of Amments For and Aping Tenure 

Pro: It makes a hiring decision serious enough that it is taken seriously; if we hired people 
for short periods of time, it might be done much more casually. 

Pro: It is because of tenure that faculty salaries are so low. The tenure system, a major 
benefit to faculty, makes it possible to recruit people with the same sort of long-term 
educatioaal preparation and the same sorts of talents that law firms and medical 
practices do, and for which they pay much higher salaries. 

Pro: Without tenure there would be, in many fields, a MUCH greater reluctance to express 
ANY views about a lot of subjects. If the burden were on the faculty member to prove 
the acceptability of what they were saying, or if it were possible (under some kind of 
rolling contract or non-tenure system) to get rid of a faculty member who causes static, 
there would be pressure toward mediocre, say-nothing-at-great-length teaching. 

Pro: It protects freedom to do research. Enormous pressure from outside can be put on the 
faculty member: it can also be put on the members of the administration and the Board 
of Regents toFt rid of the faculty member. Even though their hearts might be in the 
right p1ac:c, without tenure it would be much more difficult for administrators and 
regents to stand up for principles they believe in. 

Pro: Tenure permits resistance to mandates to teach to certain standards, to haw pre-tests 
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aDd post-tests. For liberal arts fields, this is extremely complicated; the idea of settiDg 
up a standard that locks in whatever is taught--EVEN if it is an accurate representation 
of the current state of a discipline--is a problem because tomorrow there will be 
something else learned, but not in the test. 

Pro: People will have •tenure• one way or another. It is difficult to fire secretaries. It is 
better to have people go through five years of review of prospective tenured faculty-on 
the assumption that after five years they cannot fake it--and promote them and give 
them academic freedom. 

It provides a way to do very serious evaluation of personnel; it serves a gate-keeping 
function. It is easier to fire people under a tenure system than under a non-tenure 
system. Under a typical union contract, or with civil service appointments, there is a 
six-month probationary period and then •tenure.• Under the tenure system, there is a 
much longer system that people can be fired, so that aaoss the average lifetime of 
faculty members, they are more wlnerable longer. 

Pro: Faculty will rec:onsider whether they should express some scholarly opinions unless they 
have tenure. At the same time, this can limit mobility: other institutions are less 
likely to hire controversial faculty. The home institution Deeds to be loyal to faculty if 
they are expected to be willing to make public statements of controversial scholarly 
views. 

Pro: It protects indMduals involved in long-term research from internal pressures. What 
might not bother a legislature might bother a dean, or might bother peers who do not 
judge that a particular set of investigations are at the cutting edge. Deans may believe 
they KNOW what appropriate research is, and may tell faculty, "your research is 
inappropriate,• even though it is appropriate for the field. Or people may not be 
supported by their institutions because their work may not be supported by external 
funds. 

Pro: It protects individuals when donors may donate large amounts of money and then look 
askance at some research or a faculty member--and threaten to withdraw fundiag unless 
that person is fired. 

Pro: The real importance of tenure has to do with society: societies need to have people 
who can speak in an unbiased fashion. If society does not believe in tenure, it will do 
away with it. It has an enormous positive social benefit. 

The University's value to society really has to be defined; it cannot be uncoupled from 
the question of tenure. If the University is going to do the same thing that businesses 
do-and that businesses do more efficiently, probably-then there's no excuse for 
universities to have a tenure system. The only argument for keeping tenure is that the 
University is somehow performing something for society that other profit-generating 
corporations cannot. One of the thiugs that other plac:es CANNOT do is provide some 
less biased type of resource, less biased type of scholarly research than one can get by 
contract. The University needs to be presented to society as a place where one can 
uncouple the results of research from who's paying for it. 

Pro: Tenure helps faculty move from a short-term, self-interested set of strategies aimed at 
rapid publication to being able to be more comfortable with certain kinds of teaching or 
advising obligations, more comfortable when advising graduate students, more 
comfortable with service. 
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In research, tenure permits work on topics that have a long-term pay-off or that may be 
more risky. 

Pro: Young PhD.s in Australia were affected by the copying of the English abolition of 
tenure. They were living on one-year and five-year contracts and could not focus on 
ANYTHING, because they'd get one job that would be completely different &om the 
last one. They were moving all over the country, and finally they left higher education. 

Pro: One side effect, if tenure were ever abolished, would be that people would put MORE 
AND MORE of their effort into research, which is what gives them mobility. People 
think of tenure-because people who don't like research also don't like tenure-as 
something that enhances the importance of research. It isn't. 

Pro: Tenure is something like the Miranda ruliDg. The Miranda ruling has a lot of problems 
with it, but it's to protect that rare individual when it cannot be predicted that the 
person will need it. It's a rare instance at the University when somebody really NEEDS 
that protection-but one never knows who will need it, or when. 

Con: It protects incompetence or malfeasance. 

Con: It makes institutional change difficult because much of the institutional budget is locked 
into personae~ and personnel are locked in by tenure. 

This is also a problem of public perception. It is not so much concern about 
competence as it is about the lack of institutional ability to shift activities. The 
perception is that tenure enables people not to shift to areas which would most benefit 
the public good. 

Con: It allows tenured faculty to stop working as hard as they did before they got tenure. 

Con: An aspect of tenure that is a problem, although not tenure itself, is the process of 
challenging the behavior of a tenured professor, and the process of a faculty member 
challenging a decision not to grant tenure; these processes are extremely burdensome. 

It's really hard to deny tenure to spmeone who wants it, if one sees how these things go 
through the Judicial Committee. It can be very hard to remove someone-for cause or 
for lack of productivity and skill in teaching. The Twin Cities deans all lack confidence 
in their authority to deal with the non-productive person. There is almost a fatalism 
about it, that there isn't much to be done. 

There is a sense that this isn't about academic freedom, or anything quite that lofty; it 
is more about how people spend their time. If they are not spending their time in ways 
that are productive for the unit, deans or department heads are frustrated as to what to 
do. It really doesn't have much to do with academic freedom. 

Con: There is a concern on the part of the public about a lack of accountability in 
universities, and a lot of misunderstanding of what tenure is about. There is a 
perception that if institutions are not accountable, not doing the kinds of things that are 
helpful to our CODstituents, that there is something wrong, that tenure is something they 
are hiding behind. 

Con: Tenure is one thing academics have that very few other people have, or at least that is 
what people think. Therefore it immediately brings out-especially in Minnesota-a 
sense of •elitism: Somebody has this particular entitlement that people who work in a 
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bank supposedly do not have. 

This entitlement is also seen as a form of arrogance. The arrogance, which some of us 
would call academic freedom, is the right and the obligation to speak out as we sec it. 
This is intcrprctcd as a form of arrogance. 

Con: It is said society Deeds tenure so that faculty members c:an say what people don't want 
to hear. Then they don't like heariDg it, and they want to get rid of the fac:ulty 
members who say it. How c:an we cxpcc:t society to like that? 

Con: We haven't had much courage in dealiDg with the problems of tenure. 

1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
s. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 

11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 

1. 

§ummm of Point§ on How to Deal with Issues of Tenure 

Better define tenure, its social benefit, and take steps to explain it clearly to the public 
(locally and perhaps through NASULGC) 
Chanv.s in rules covering faculty searches and appointments. 
Better ways to encourage faculty development for those in mid-career. 
Reconsider the ways faculty c:an be reassigned if their unit is eliminated. 
Reconsider wbcthcr tenure is held in the institution rather than the unit. 
Lengthen the probationary period. . 
Establi&h post-tenure reviews; uncouple tenure and rewards. 
Reward departments for team results. 
Reward efforts that c:ontnbutc to the common good. 
Redefine scholarship and the criteria for obtaining tenure. 
[There is considerable overlap between 8, 9, and 10) 
Consider term limits. 
There arc not enough awards and recognitions. 
Consider a portfolio concept of individuals. 
Terminatioa of tenure by phased separation. 
Change, incompetence, misconduct. 

We need to be very sure that we have a dear definition of tenure and are able to 
explain it to the general public. 

What we might want to do is be more aggressive posture about "what is tenure• to the 
public, and why it's DCCCS$1ry, and to take more rcspODSibility as a faculty collectively. 
Instead of publishing ~ in NATURE, there should be articles in the Star /Tribune 
and a variety of other places that have more salience. 

There is a resentment of all forms of employee unions on the part of people who work 
for an organization like mM or A IT or a bank, places that have gone through major 
commotions. The University has to acknowledge this lade of sympathy, and must 
redouble it efforts to explain that tenure is a great social benefit to them. Not to the 
individual faculty members. 

The articulation of the reasons for tenure is a national issue. President Hassclmo, as 
president of the National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges, 
might inquire if that would an organization that wants to address the reasons for tenure. 
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2 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

The administration could help by allowiDg searches to not be filled and lettiug them be 
re-opened. 

A department that votes not to recommend a faculty member be given tenure worries 
that it would acver get that position back. FU'St, the department wouldn't get the 
position back; second, if the department did get it bac:k, it wouldn't come back to the 
same field. (That is more a management deficiency than it is a process or procedure 
deficiency. A dean who is a good manager will say "the LAST thing I would do is 
penalize you for tumiug this person away by taking this position away. • A dean may 
take an empty position that results &om retirement or resignation, but NEVER one of 
an assistant professor who doesn't make tenure. 

What departments may also want to do, if they have a position, is take the money and 
for a period of time bring in visiting professors. That is, not even put anyone on a 
tenure track at that point. At this University there is absolutely no mechanism by 
whic:h that can be done. Departments are lucky to get the money bac:k, and are 
FORCED to start a search. 

We need to take VERY seriously the issues of faculty development of mid-career 
people. We don't have very good ways of nurturing and nudging. We DO punish 
people. If you look at the salary structure, we punish people who are not productive. 
We do make the delivery of education as a whole muc:h cheaper because there are 
people have guaranteed lifetime employment at very low wages. But they are not 
productive scholars, and they vary a lot in how productive they are as teachers. That is 
an issue that needs to be taken on by the institution, because these are people with 
promise, people who wouldn't be there if they hadn't had potential, and in many cases 
they are basically depressed. 

The tenure c:ode allows the elimination of units. But if a unit is to be closed, the 
faculty have to placed elsewhere. There are innovative ways that that can be dealt with, 
such as putting people into other areas or becoming a provider of teachers of X across 
the country. You are the residual employer, but you put people on offer, you put their 
services out, on a contract basis, to other universities that want it. 

It may be necssary to reconsider whether or not tenure is held in the University, rather 
than in a unit, so that if a unit is eliminated, the tenured faculty in that unit are 
terminated. 

The seven year probationary period is not long enough; the University has a five-year 
system, in effect. You have to have everything ready by the end of the fifth year. 

One movement is to stretch out the probationary period at some institutions. Both 
MIT and Michigan have both gone to a separation of rank decision and tenure decision. 
The tenure decision comes at something like ten years or more. In the Medical School 
it is now nine years now (nine plus one). 

The practical effects are that there are have fewer tenured people in the institution, so 
you have more flexibility, and there is more evidenc:c, so presumably only those people 
who are clearly appropriate are tenured-in the sense that they have CLEARLY 
demonstrated a certain level of performance. There is less uncertainty and fewer 
mistakes. 

There is also a benefit to the untenured faculty, because the evidence IS better. So one 
bad year is one-tenth of the evidence, rather than one-sixth. 
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7. 

(At least in some fields) by the time a department gets an assistant professor, that 
penon bas already had up to four years of postdoc work, so six years to tenure is really 
lookiDg at ten. 

Young faculty are not willing to turn their research interests away from what they had 
done as either postdoc:s or graduate students until they know they are going to be here, 
with tenure. A longer probationary period would focus young faculty's research and 
scholarship on sure things. And •sure things• are boring. are not cutting edge. Part of 
the point of giving tenure is letting them get on with trying out some really chancy 
ideas. They're going to take a hit if it doesn't work out, but a longer probationary 
period will trivialize research. To drag that tenure decision out, especially when so 
many of the faculty coming in as assistant professors are already weD into their 30s, will 
hurt freedom of inquiry. 

The longer probationary period is something that junior faculty often support. A lot of 
the junior faculty feel that the clock is too short. Many do NOT come in with three
year postdoc:s; that's VERY specific to the discipline. As more and more women enter 
academia, and as more men take equal responsibility for their families, children are an 
issue, whkh makes the longer tenure clock fit with the ethos of the future. 

At preaent there is a sense that •stopping the tenure clock• is something dishonorable. 
What this discussion sugests is that stopping the tenure clock might be good for the 
Uuiwrsity as well as for the faculty member. 

There Deeds to be a clear understanding that a longer period does not mean everyone 
bas to wait ten years; junior faculty could be granted tenure after a shorter period. 

One reason not to lengthen the probationary period is that the University doesn't do a 
good job with people who AREN'T very good, so they'd be in the system longer. It 
would also lead to clrive faculty toward scholarship and away from efforts to contribute 
to the commoa good; the University cannot miss out on collective contributions from 
those faculty for that loag a period of time. 

There are some problems; one that might arise is the problem of reauiting. If the 
Uuiwrsity wants to recruit very good young scholars here, they're going to look at our 
probatioaary period, versus another part of the country that bas a shorter period, and 
probably choose to go to the place with the shorter probation. 

Is regular evaluation and review of tenured faculty happening, aside from merit 
decisions? Does it happen in some units? Reportedly, at Madison it is felt that post
tenure reviews "WCre more pain than they was worth--that in TOM parlance, it's exactly 
the sort of thing you SHOULDN'T do. 

This is the idea of formal, regular five-year reviews of tenured faculty, with outside 
letters and 10 oa. Tenure is not on the line. It is just a more elaborate review, 
periodically, than the annual review. If there are no punitive consequences, it's just 
relying oa peer pressure, or it could affect salary. 

The Uuiwrsity doesn't have in place even the most BASIC procedure to begin to doing 
some kind of peer review of post-tenure faculty. It could be a fairly simple, 
straightforward process, very similar to the process for untenured faculty. 

The aignificance is •a review for what purpose?• The implication here is that at SOME 
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8. 

9. 

point, such a review would have effect of challeagiug tenure. THAT kind of review 
does not exist; there are annual reviews, but there's no presumption that at some point 
this series of reviews might trigger a more SERIOUS review, in which the same people 
who granted you tenure could now perhaps take it away, with some significant 
termination period. The possibility of losing tenure would focus a faculty member's 
mind on the review. 

There might be more of an uncoupling of tenure and the reward systems, so that tenure 
itself is not challenged much more than it might be now, but that it's made clear to 
people outside the Uaiversity that the REWARD SYSTEM is more flexible and more 
in line with what that person is doiDg or not doiDg in their department. The reward 
system doesn't appear to be very tightly coupled to performance. There are tenured 
older faculty members performiDg less well than untenured faculty but who are making 
three times as much money. Everybody expects their 3.5% or whatever the rate is that 
year. 

For work you've done in the past, you get a certain amount of money, but that's not 
tied in to the notion that you get 3% every year. It is a bonus system. At the end of 
e~ year, just as in corporations, if the whole department did well that year, the 
department has a bonus pot that it can then subdivide among the department members. 

Consideration should be given to reward structures (not only financial) which would, at 
least internally, recognize departments. Departments would get some benefit &om the 
fact that its faculty are sittiDg around this table on behalf of the Uaiversity. If that 
were done, it is not so much that individual pay would benefit, but the teams would. 
There would begin to develop more of a sense of workiDg as teams within an 
organization, and that those teams would benefit &om what benefits the organization as 
a whole. Eventually it would also help individuals in the department feel themselves 
more a part of a collective effort. · 

There is a need to get more balance in rewards. A good way would be by an 
•unbundling" concept. That has to do with this business of trying to instill this sense of 
community, the sense of communal effort. The department is the best unit for this to 
happen. It would help to disperse at least some portion of the 6nancial rewards that 
are under the Uaiversity's control to the departments collectively, for the department's 
collective contribution to the University, a team reward system. This could be done 
with salary funds or with the other things that deans disburse, such as supply budgets or 
travel money. Departments which had distinguished themselves collectively, in research 
and teachiDg and community contributions, would be rewarded by the dean. That would 
mean that to the department as a whole, all of whom were benefitting, they would see 
that somebody within their department who had contributed--in fine teaching. or in 
helpiDg the Uaiversity, or in helpiDg undergraduates do well by beiDg an excellent 
director of undergraduate studies--that that person had brought rewards to all of them, 
which they themselves were sharing. So it would become true, whatever the rewards 
were-it wouldn't even have to be monetary, some of them could be symbolic-that 
everybody in the department would feel that it was important to them that that other 
faculty member was serving as director of undergraduate studies. Over time, if that 
were done, the Uaiversity might begin to re-establish some of this culture of 
cooperation and of valuiDg each other's efforts 

To solve the paradoxical problem of becomiDg as nimble an organization as possible is 
going to take somethiDg more dramatic than small changes. One very broad is the 
suggestion that we need to find ways to reconstruct the culture to beiDg one in which it 
is what you are doing for the whole institution, rather than just for your discipline. 
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Two places that have dooe so, that might be examined, are Agriculture and Education. 

There is much more a sense of "the good of the order" in organizatious outside the 
UaNenity than there is in the University. Faculty tend to behave as a number of 
people who are held together by a common zip code and not much else. There is no 
sense of doing things for the good of the order, bec:ause the reward structures are not 
RE.ALL Y reward structures that are University of MINNESOTA reward structures; they 
are reward structures that are professional. Therefore faculty are going to do things for 
their discipline aad Dot for the good of the institution. One thing that will help resolve 
some of the problems beiag talked about is to try to coac:cntrate on bow to encourage 
pcopJc to do tbings bec:ause it's for the better good of-maybe not the University as a 
whole, but the liberal arts as a whole, I.T. as a whole, ~r. 

Faculty must Dot feel they are taking a step into the great abyss if they are going to do 
innovative teaching or reorient their work and further change. People must be 
promoted and patted on the back for doing that. We tend to say, when all those things 
are said and doac, "yes, but how many articles have you published this year?• When 
you say that, the focus will be on the narrow discipline. The University must reward 
people who are willing to reduce productivity in a scholarly way, probably reduce 
productivity in a teaching way, in order to ac:commodate and facilitate change. 

(Were it Dot for tenure, that contribution would be ZERO. Tenure is something that 
makes a great deal of this c:ontribution possible. To the contrary: if it were not for 
tenure, this coatributioa would be considered a coatribution to the general overhead, 
and the faculty member would be recorded as beiag productive.) 

The University needs to disconnect some of its reward structures-including financial 
rewards and some other kinds of rewards-from the more traditional aiteria, like 
sdaolarship, and c:onnect them instead to contnouting to the good of the order. It's 
only a question of how much you pay. Generally we have tended to have a very rigid 
view of what is to be rewarded in universities. Here we've got some needs that we've 
got to meet, and we ought to pay people to do them. In dollars, gold bond stamps, gold 
stars, pse~ranks or whatever. (Why are there so many vice presidents in a bank?) 
It's mostly a case of creating a situation where people can be successful, and be 
recngnized by their colleagues as beiag successful And recognized by the institution as 
beiag successful. 

There are a lot of these tbings that the University is simply going to have to pay for, as 
is true in the larger society. It cannot, any longer, count on the goodness of heart of 
faculty. 

In terms of the economic reward system, the University might think about a change
this would be a dramatic change-to an internal accounting system, something like that 
in a law firm: we Dote the various functions that faculty do, and we have in effect 
internal billable hours. And external billable hours, such as providing service to 
citizenry in the state. It's possible, if those billable hours went to the department, that 
over time people in the department would begin to appreciate all of the different things 
that they are doing, and that you would begin to build up that culture. Although that's 
going to be a slow process. 

(What is beiag described is fee for service. An important part of the idea is that the 
reward goes to departments, Dot the individual.) 

This •fee for services• and •pay for this space you have• and all that just leads to more 
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There are higher levels of collegial interaction in outside firms than in the University. 
The reason is that people are not hesitant to go to another individual with a problem. 
It's going to take a quarter or a half a day of time, but that quarter or half day is going 
to be appropriately rewarded and r«ogni:red. In the academic community, BECAUSE 
of the way the reward structure operates, until faculty become contributors of the 
magnitude of a co-author, they are at best rec:ognizcd in a footnote, which is worth 
absolutely zero to their ego or anything else. So there is a reluctance both to ask and 
to perform-and one is muc:h more isolated in what is theoretically the coUegial 
environment, and muc:h more tied together in what is the theoretically the competitive 
environment, because of these muc:h more minute kinds of recognitions. 

10. Some of the things laid on the tenure system as being problems-the inability to get rid 
of incompetent faculty, the inability to be flexible, and perhaps not giving proper credit 
for interdisciplinary activities-are all things some feel that tenure is prohibiting. This is 
related to the issue of how we measure scholarship and the criteria we use for 
evaluating tenure. If there are problems with people feeling at risk in making tenure, 
or problems with people not being willing to shift into new areas, or problems with not 
able to work in an interdisciplinary &sbion, then maybe we ought to look at how we 
measure sc:holarship as it is used to move people through the tenure process. 

Whether it's measuring scholarship or simply rewarding c:ontributionS to the system arc 
different wa:ys of saying the same thing. Measuring scholarship is the more formal way 
of saying it. 

Categories of scholarship should not be muddied. If we are a research university, then 
there are issues about what research is and what scholarship is that don't need to get 
muddied up in order to say we also have other things we want to reward-and to 
reward them well, and in wa:ys that are not only financial. 

It would be foolish for any institution to think that it can establish an incentive system 
that is significantly different from the one in the larger society in which it is embedded. 
We can decide to define things that we are going reward, but the bigbly competitive 
external world will recruit faculty, and people will just leave. 

There is implicit in this the idea that research is being over-rewarded and other things 
under-rewarded, and that the external markets force us to reward research. It is very 
proper that research is rewarded very heavily here, because of the various things faculty 
here are supposed to do--research, teaching, service. The University has a lot more 
good teachers, and the average quality of the teaching is better than the average quality 
of the research. It is harder to do research, and to continue doing research in the face 
of all the things that work against it. External markets are going to force us to reward 
researchers, both monetarily and also with prestige. The University should probably 
devote more of its local resources to the other things it expects from people-while still 
being quite content with the fact that external markets force us to give greater prestige 
and financial rewards to people who are productive scholars, because that is the most 
difficult thing to get out of any faculty. 

The University's competitive advantage or distinctive competence is that it is, it aspires 
to CONTINUE to be, a major research university. Research is the primary coin of the 
realm. 

If the University wants to encourage teaching and service, not only does it have to 
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c:lumgc the reward structure so that those things arc at least rewarded as much as 
research, they really have to be rewarded MORE THAN research. The reason for that 
is that schools do not seek other faculty members because they are great teachers or 
good citiuas. Faculty do not increase their mobility with anything except research. 

11. The European system gives you a professorship &om roughly ages 45 to 65, at the 
maximum twenty years in office. What the American system does is give you tenure 
&om 30 to 80, fifty years in office. Maybe there is a need for term limits. 

12. We doa't rec:ognire colleagues and faculty members; we don't pat each other on the 
back. 

13. The discussion is coming c:1osc to the portfolio coac:cpt of individuals. There is a 
general presumption that faculty arc very homogeneous and they all come with about 
the same c:baracter and they have the same ·r~n•issat1ce person• quality to them. But 
that isn't really true. Yet we don't ever acknowledge this notion that a portfolio might 
be the most efficient. 

The University needs to rec:ogoize a kind of division of labor, collectively, and also 
recognize that different people at different times in their careers are doing different 
things. 

14. Many universities rec:ogoize the AAUP standard, which recognizes the permissibility of 
c:lumgc. One of the collisions that went into the development of tenure was the notion 
of lifetime tenure versus the insistence that programmatic change should lead to 
dismissability-and dismissability should be on, at maximum, one year. 

The University may need to explore something like a three- or four-year transition 
arrangement. At least it gives an opportunity for the faculty member to adjust, maybe 
to other things within the institution. When many faculty members put their intellectual 
investment into rather esoteric things, which they might not otherwise be encouraged to 
do, it may be appropriate to have rather more extensive phase-out periods, maybe with 
no institutional obligation during those periods, when the University makes a bona fide 
c:lumgc. -we'll pay you for three years and we will not expect you to teach. • 

There are positioas between the two extremes of lifetime tenure versus dismissability. 
One of those positioas might be that someone who has put in an investment is entitled 
to--and to some extent the University has come to this with the termination agreements
-oae month's pay for every year of service, or whatever. With a limit, or maybe NOT 
with a limit. If you're going to have programmatic change, that would be saleable; 
having it be •oh, edministration decides it goes; it's gone; it's NOT going to be saleable. 

What is needed is to engage in an ~emal discussion that is going to bring about 
disciplined behavior and the assumption of more responsibility on the part of peers. 
The perception that exists out there is that the system is so inflexible that people will 
not take responsibility for it. The deans have thrown up their bands. 

It should be the faculty themselves that bring about the kind of pressure that will induce 
people to leave, in addition to or short of discipline and dismissal. But there has to 
some form of discipline to short-cut the criticism &om the outside, that tenure leads to 
irrespoDsibility. 

15. There arc three separate problems with tenure to be dealt with. One is misconduct; 
the second oac is competence or minimal competence; the third is change. 
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Change: the Uwrsity bas people have who are very good at what they are doiDg but 
we doo't DCCd it anymore. 

Misconduct: misconduct cases are horribly, horribly complex. There are thiDgs that 
could be cloae in terms of simplifyiag aad accelerating those procedures. 

Competeacc: this is the c:ore of the problem of tenure protectillg people doiug certain 
thiDgs and they're minimally competent. These are faculty who are five or ten years out 
of date. How do you deal with that, particularly in an era of ao retirement? There 
will have to be a dumge in the salary system, so there are other inc:cDtives and perhaps 
with a base-plus-augmentation, where the augmentation goes up and it comes down. As 
some faculty m<m: into their 70s and 80s, they may still be very good, but they may not 
be as good as they were when they were in their 40s and SOs. 

~ other Pojnts, About Tenwe ami Other Tbion 

Even with tenure, faculty may decline to teac:h certain courses because of the 
coatr<m:rsy that is generated. 

Candidates for tenure do not want to teach particular courses beca~ it would require 
the cxpositioo of issues that would probably stimulate controversy among the student 
body that would affect their teaching ratings and, therefore, impact on their tenure 
candidacy. 

Academic: freedom and tenure should not be confused with an appropriate public role jn 
deciding what areas the Uwrsity will work in. The public has a serious and 
reasonable interest in that. 

It must be remembered that the Uwrsity exists in a larger marketplace. 

Tenure brings some problems with it; they can be addressed, but not eliminated. If the 
Uwrsity did its very best to address the problems, there would STILL be the fact that 
tenure is very difficult to explain outside the Uwrsity. 

Even if the importance and good of tenure is rationali:red, in terms of social welfare, 
there's yet another question, which is •not is it good in some instances, • but •to what 
degree does it have to be present, or should it be present, jn order to meet this social 
DCCd or social good?• 

Having incompetent faculty cannot be put to the door of the tenure code. It can be 
put to the door of people who will not ENFORCE the tenure code, or to civil courts. 

One big problem, in making the tenure decision, is that we can't get honest letters of 
evaluatioo from the scholarly community because of our sunshine laws. Nobody will 
write a letter. 

Tenure does not deserve all the blame for the supposed intlexibility of the UWrsity 
and its inability to eliminate units. The REAL barriers to institutional dumge is that 
virtually every part of the Uwrsity has a political base in the state which will protect 
it from dumge. That's what REALLY keeps dumge from happeniug at the Uwrsity 
of Minnesota. It's DOt because people are worried about the difficulty they're going to 
have dealing with moving tenured faculty around, but because virtually every dumge that 
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bas been proposed has provoked a firestorm of protest. Y ct the rest of the people in 
the state don't think of that as the state haviDg prevented change happening. 

In the last ten years there has been dramatic dumge, as industry after industry has 
restructured, and there IS not the kind of security that faculty now have with tenure. 

People are envious of what they sec as the kind of protection faculty have, and they 
immediately transfer that into •higher education needs restructuring, and it will not be 
able to.• It may be that tenure is not to blame. 

The group of people that is most bitter and outspoken on the evils of tenure is made 
up of those people who one would have thought were higher education's friends and 
supporters: the offic:ers of foundations, of eleemosynary organizations, of the National 
Sc:icncc Foundation and NIH. It is very bothersome when our friends, and in many 
eases our spokespersons, wind up beiDg the ones that are making the strongest and 
nastiest comments about tenure. 

15 

It is DeCC~S~ry to fix the problems with deliberate speed, because of the threat to 
components of the University, especially the Medical School and associated units. They 
are under tremcadous strains and stresses, and some would pitch the concept of tenure 
overboard. They could do it more easily because of the involvement in clinical activity, 
the profcssicmai orientation that allows them to move from the University to the private 
sector. 

One finds most people these days talking about their sub-discipline rather than their 
discip1iae. One is sboc:ked about how unhappy people are about a search because it's 
going to be in oac sub-discipline rather than another. That's absurd. 

The values of sodcty are changing rather substantially. Society isn't looking to the 
uaiwrsities as the research mcc:c:as that it once did. Internally, in our own internal 
markctplacc, we have valued research very highly; the external society is coming to value 
that less and less. That trend docs not have to continue, but it will be a fairly 
wrenc:hing kind of shift for universities. When people are providing the University with 
resources, perhaps for better tcac:hing. it will be straining internally with what, 
historically, it thought was its major advantage. This is highly intercoDDCCted; good 
research leads to good teac:hing and good service. But the UNIVERSITIES created, in 
a large sense, the value for research. In some ways, and particularly for major PUBUC 
institutioas, the state subsidi7ed it very IMPUCITL Y, not explicitly. And it isn't clear it 
will coatinuc to do so. 

W"dl society start turning to other sources for education as well as research? With all 
of the tcdmological advaDccs, oae can sit at home and obtain pretty decent instruction. 
And that's only going to get better. Where docs the University fit into that? There 
will be a huge shakeout in the tcac:hing arena, in terms of who can deliver what 
teaching modules to what students. 

The answer to the question about where the University fits in is that University faculty 
give lectures because they are active researc:hers or in the research network on that 
problem. That meaDS that they have to hire the faculty again-if one is a researc:hcr, at 
the top of your field, in the network. If oae is down in the lower division, teac:hing out 
of a teltbook that is obsolete the day after it's publisbcd, and just doing the routine 
thing. then somebody can duplicate it very easily. But not if you're in the forefront
and that's where the University of Minnesota bas to fit in. Research and tcac:hing really 
do go together; that is the University's future. But we have to educate the public about 
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There's always going to be a Yale, there's always going to be a Harvard, and the reason 
they're Yale, Harvard, Princeton, and so oa, is because they have the researchers and 
they're always going to be valued. The issue that there isn't time to talk about, but that 
somebody sbould talk about, at some point, is the growiDg discrepancy between public 
IDCi private educatioa. Yale and Harvard and the other good Ivy League schools arc 
always going to have tenure, too, or some form of it, for a good percentage of the 
people. What is at risk in all of this, is public cducatioD and universities like 
Minnesota. 

There is obviously going to be a very ftuid, clectroDic, very available network of 
iDtcllectua1 products in teaching and research. The fact one can do that anywbcrc 
doesn't mean it will be doDc everywhere. There will be neighborhoods where there will 
be groups of people who stimulate each other, continually upgrading what's available, 
and people arc going to look to those neighborhoods for what they want to get. 

But there don't need to be as many of those neighborhoods as there arc right now; the 
natural places for those neighborhoods to form up arc around San Francisco, the 
Boston-New York area, around Atlanta, and some other possibilities. It is not at all 
natural that even one of those neighborhoods will be in the Upper Midwest. This is 
why we really do have to get going now and have a pooled effort. 

It's also going to get worse. One could guess that within five years, there will be an 
advertisement on CNN saying •if you would like a really excellent Econ 1 or Psychology 
1, we will scad you a CD-ROM or a set of video tapes for your VCR, with a superb 
lecturer, with good materials well organized, plus you will have up to five houn of 
consultation over our 800 number with a pool of graduate students who arc ready to 
give you personalized, individualized instructional help, and we've made an arrangement 
with the publisher of the tcxtbook to sell the textbook to you for half price. ADd we 
will ae11 you this for suo.· 

No Ullivenity, iaduding MIT or Minnesota, is going to be competitive with that. The 
University's c:omparative advantage is going to be in what we offer, which is niche 
UDdergraduatc education: the sorts of things that will probably not be done through 
CNN, which will be the 3000, 5000 level courses, the special kinds of introductory-level 
courses, for students who need special help, and introductory level councs for 
minorities, CDric:hcd introductory courses with bands-on work with professors, plus 
graduate education and research and the production of a neighborhood like this. 

No; that identified every high-cost program the University offers. High cost per student, 
programs that it will not be able to fund. The place the University has to compete is 
to become a VENDOR of these courses. 

The institutions that will be KII J ED by this commoditiution will be the community 
coJlege system and the state university system, which will not have another niche. 

The other group of institutions that may not go down under this arc small liberal arts 
coJleges. 

This vision of commodified education takes what we used to do, and still deliver often, 
in the massive, talking head in the front of the huge auditorium, only now it will be a 
talking head on a disk or a video program. With poteDtially more interactive kinds of 
things. But in neither case, is it pedagogically wonderful. The way we've been trying to 
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revamp lower clivisioa uodergraduatc education is to get more interaction. The thought 
of &cabmen, all sittiDg aloac at home watcbiug their VCR or looking at their CD
ROM, doesn't seem to be something most 18-ycar-olds want to do. There arc other 
things that DCCd thought. such how education is delivered in ways that arc dynamic: and 
ac:tiw and with people bciDg in a room together. And also usc these tcc:hnologies. But 
the visioo of the tcdmologies bciDg used by isolated iDdividuals in isoJatcd homes, DCVCr 
coming together •••• 

It is at the lower divisioa, introductory levd, where courses ARE commodities. People 
c:an take Physics 101 or Econ 101 at a commUDity coJ1cgc, and get much the same thiDg 
they would at the UaMrsity. That doesn't mean that these sorts of courses, or video 
disks, c:an take the plac:c of the upper divisioa, and certainly DOt the Graduate SchooL 

The MOST clisdaguishcd universities haw tenure, and they haw non-tenured fac:uJty 
members. But the two groups don't ever overlap. The assistant professors are in a 
rotatiDg door poJic:y. 
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Minutes· 

Meeting with Department Chairs 
January 17, 1995 

U:OO • 1:30 
Room 626 Campus Club 

Carl Adams, Andrew Cohen, Seymour Geisser, Ron Gentry, Douglas Hawkins, 
Vance Morey, Patrice Morrow 

[In these minutes: tenure and (briefly) semesters] 

Professor Adams welcomed the department chairs and explained that the meetings last quarter 
had been seen as successful, so they are being continued. He distributed three documents: the tenure 
discussion document, the revised grading policy, and the proposed semester conversion standards. 
(Most of the discussion focused on tenure; comments were as follows. Professor Adams' remarks are 
in parentheses.) 

Why change tenure? Is there talk of putting tenure in departments or a campus? So that units 
could be reconfagured and people gotten rid of? (That is a subject of discussion; a unit could be 
reorganized and people terminated if tenure were in a department. Some say tenure should be in 
the University; the real question is, when programmatic change must occur, under what conditions 
can faculty be laid off? H the University is to have the flexibility it needs, that is one of the 
important questions.) 

What of other institutions that are going through the same kind of downsizing? Did not one 
attempt to get rid of its Chemistry department? What end runs then occur, making things worse, 
such as unionization? (This is an issue. A number of people say the only significant rationale 
for tenure is academic freedom. The role of tenure, however, is embedded in the culture and in 
the way the institution operates. There are significant aspects of academic freedom and job 
security, and some other mechanisms will emerge to handle those issues if tenure is eliminated. 
Many of those who have tenure have also made trade-offs between compensation and job 
security.) 

Where is the impetus to look at tenure? (That question keeps arising, and the implication is that 
someone said it must be examined. That is not completely true; there is legislative and public 
interest in tenure, and it is being discussed in institutions across the country. There have also 
been faculty and administrators inside the University asking questions about tenure and if it serves 
the University as well as it might. The question would probably not be taken up with the same 
vigor if there were no outside concern, but there is also a lot of concern inside. A number of 
department heads do not believe they can deal with issues and problems because of the current 
tenure procedures. 

Is it true the Board of Regents can legally change tenure, which faculty assume is a contract? 
They cannot make ex post facto changes. (There is no question the Board can change tenure; 
they approved it and they can change it. The question would indeed be about the status of 
current faculty, who have a contract or implied contract under which they were hired. The Board 
could also declare financial exigency and terminate everybody. It is not fruitful to talk about 
extremes, but about what is reasonable and practical. The Regents have not said they want to do 
away with tenure. The Board has heard from the Health Sciences about tenure, it has heard 
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from the Governor about tenure [who said it shQuld be eliminated], and the Board would be 
remiss in its obligations if it did not look into the issue.) One can also say it would be remiss if 
it did not DEFEND tenure. (Once the review is completed, one can judge the Board on the 
basis of whatever action they take. Tenure is an essential element of higher education, and is one 
reason why American higher education is the envy of the world.) 

(One proposal which is worth discussing is to lengthen the probationary period.) Some junior 
faculty would prefer a longer period, because they cannot get labs established and research 
conducted in five years. 

(Also on the table is the coupling or uncoupling of tenure and salary. Faculty have argued that 
currently compensation is largely seen as base pay, which limits the way faculty can be rewarded, 
because there are sources of funds that are not permanent and therefore cannot be used for 
compensation. All changes to base pay must be permanent. One idea is to divide full 
compensation into a tenured portion and a more flexible portion that depends on tasks and 
performance.) This can be accomplished with merit pay. (As it has been talked about in the 
past, the rationalization of distribution of base pay is to modify the base, rather than having the 
base modified and then some other money that may be non-recurring.) That was the problem in 
the Medical School. 

(Another issue is changing the procedures for granting and removing tenure; some see the 
procedures as too burdensome.) It is difficult NOT to award tenure, once an individual is 
appointed, so units better be very sure they have hired a fantastic individual. 

It would be better to see the Medical School become a unit by itself, with its own rules. It is the 
tail that wags the dog; what is good for it may not be good for the rest of the University. They 
also appear not to learn from their mistakes; the University has to bail it out. (The system was 
involved in getting clinical appointees on tenure tracks; the question is on the table, and that may 
not have been the best decision, given the funding and nature of the job.) 

What is the view of the Board of Regents? If there were no tenure, what would actually change? 
The University is such a democracy that any decision is scrutinized intensely and it is hard to 
sanction anyone. What would change, given the way THIS university operates? It is easier to 
imagine cutting someone at another place. Part of tenure is that one's salary cannot be cut. 
(That is right; one might see a significant change in attitude if the tenure code did not exist.) 

What is to be done with a faculty member who is a poor teacher and refuses to try to improve, 
or maybe cannot? (Without tenure, he or she would be kicked out.) People could be more 
hard-nosed, rather than just slap the wrist. 

One document being considered last year talked about the number of hours faculty could work 
outside the University to earn money--that was a good idea. It was not that the faculty bad such 
and such a right, but that the employer expects the employee to carry out the jobs assigned. 
(There were two documents. One was the faculty workload policy, which says the University has 
the right to expect performance from faculty, and must annually construct what that workload 
should be. If the person does not perform, University remedies include docking pay or 
termination.) That would take 20 years! (There has not been good implementation; the 
administration needs to figure out how to do so effectively.) 

(The second document was the professional commitment policy. It had a fundamental problem it 
could not resolve, which was to say the faculty member is to do what the University expects, and 
then may do what they wish so long as they do not harm the University, in which case it is not 
allowed But then it required approval for activities, so there was Big Brother. This document is 
still being considered.) 
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No one wanted to say that if a faculty member were extraordinarily productive and completed his 
or her work in 15 hours, they could do something else after that. Nor does it say they could run 
a business for 80 hours on the side. (That is OK, presumably, if the individual gives the 
University 55 productive hours; the point is to guarantee the University gets its money's worth 
and ensures that the faculty member is not damaging the University by the outside activities, by 
taking advantage of what the University offered or supported.) 

3 

There are good reasons to review tenure; one wishes the administration were more honest about 
them. Those who are doing the review must realize there will be a big price: faculty are already 
demoralized and cynical about the process and distrust the administration, and that could get 
worse, depending on how this review of tenure takes place. This is very dangerous. One hears 
that this is a way for the administration to destroy tenure or find a way to pay faculty less. 

(There is also a cost if the University does nothing. This will be more positive if the faculty AS 
A GROUP take control of the process, something the Board of Regents and administration have 
accepted, at least until the Regents decide the faculty are not able to deal with the issues. This is 
the faculty's game to lose. The process has been operationalized as described in the documents 
distributed, in what John Adams does as chair of the tenure working group, in the discussion of 
Regent Reagan with FCC to reinforce collegiality: the Board has delegated responsibility to the 
Faculty Senate and should let it exercise that responsibility, and then judge the Senate's work. 
And nothing will come from the Senate unless it comes from the Tenure Subcommittee, the 
Committee on Faculty Affairs, and the Faculty Consultative Committee. The Committee on 
Faculty Affairs has tenure on its agenda for every meeting through the end of June; John Adams 
intends to have every faculty member notified of the dates and times of the meetings to discuss 
tenure. The system is open.) 

What will be the effect if enough faculty sign cards authorizing a union vote? (The process is 
stopped dead. Pay will have to be across the board.) This is not necessarily a good idea, but it 
is likely, given the level of distrust and cynicism. (A vote for unionization or a choice not to take 
up tenure issues would be FAR more damaging than the process currently underway. Neither the 
University nor the faculty would be well-served by either alternative.) 

What are the arguments in favor of eliminating tenure? (One argument is that tenure only 
protects academic freedom, and there are a lot of other policies to protect and bolster academic 
freedom, so tenure should be eliminated to provide maximum flexibility in personnel policies. 
There are problems with the argument. One is competitive; the University would not attract good 
people without tenure, and over the long-term, tenure is an integral part of the organization and 
culture, and the institution would be damaged without it. What is needed is a responsible review 
of tenure, with respect paid to the questions that have been asked, and decisions made about 
whether changes are needed. All benefit from an active faculty role; there is little benefit to 
being reactive or to circling the wagons and hunkering down.) 

There should be more talk about the BENEFITS of tenure, such as loyalty to the institution and 
hard work. But everyone agrees there are a few people who do bad things with tenure, and that 
needs to be fixed. Some of these things have nothing to do with tenure, such as the Najarian 
case. Some have held two jobs. 

(Some now hold two jobs and no one makes anything of it: they have their regular day 
responsibilities plus teach five or six courses in extension. One makes the presumption that 
management of a unit can deal with that; the presumption probably isn't warranted, because it 
allows this to happen. Or one could have an extraordinary person who is doing a lot for the 
school and the University during the day and night--and that is a positive. The structure set up 
to deal with tenure is positive, and the best the faculty can do is take charge, take a position, and 
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One can contrast the University with what is going on in industry; in the case of a recent 
insurance merger, a lot of employees were asked to take early retirement. Many did--and now 
there are not enough people to run the organization. Many companies may find this to be true. 
It is remarkable bow higher education jumps on these bandwagons before anyone has seen if they 
work. 

And when the time comes that the changes were a response to, the situation has changed so 
much the University looks foolish with respect to its peers. 

There is the issue of ethnicity and color; a minority person is given the opportunity but turns out 
not to be so good. H one proposes to terminate them, problems arise; they are separate cases, 
protected. 

They shouldn't be given tenure. 

(The University is more "liberal" than the community in this respect; it is four-square behind 
affirmative action and going the extra mile to give people a chance. It would be amazing if 
anyone would say that, given that extra chance, the University should keep non-performers.) 

In some departments, it is the "old white guys" who are the non-performers, and there are 
probably a lot more of them abusing the system than non-performing minority faculty. One gets 
tired of hearing about minorities. If the problem with the group of white guys got ftxed, most 
everyone else would probably fall in line. 

The way faculty would deal with faculty productivity, or lack of it, is different from the way they 
would deal with fmancial difficulties that may require eliminating people (even if they're 
productive). Those are two different questions. If one thinks about downsizing, the faculty will 
respond one way in order to protect jobs. If it is poor performance, they will respond another 
way. 
(Yes. And downsizing falls into two categories. First, the University may want to make program 
shifts, to put resources into important areas, and then change in ten or ftfteen years when the 
shifts did not work out--this would have nothing to do with productivity. Second, the University 
likes the program direction and the people, but students are not there and the money is not 
available. These could be related. If the world is changing more rapidly than was thought, is it 
good for the University to make a shift?) 

Cannot the Medical School be disassociated from the rest of the University for this purpose? 
That would be preferable. Many feel this exercise is not dealing honestly with the Medical 
School, but as a problem across the University (which it is not). This is repetition of what 
happened in the 1970s, when the University bad to fund positions. 

(The question deals with the balkanization of the University, and one must be careful about that.) 

The Medical School is special in so many respects; the same issues do not exist anywhere else in 
the University. 

(The discussions about tenure are for the long-term; faculty have made the point, in discussions 
with the administration and Board of Regents, that little of what would be changed would be a 
short-term solution to anything, especially if existing tenure provisions are a contract with legal 
remedies for enforcement. Tenure is one of the most important subjects on the table, and 
discussing has all the dangers that have been mentioned. There is paranoia, but some believe the 
faculty's strongest stance is to review tenure, take a position, and stand by that position.) 
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Tenure isn't the only thing on the plate: there is also semesters, Responsibility Center 
Management, and so on. One thing is clear: the result of the change to the semester system will 
be less satisfaction than with the quarter system. The University should call the whole thing off, 
before it gets in serious trouble and distracts faculty attention even further. There will be 
problems in carrying out the educational mission with the change in calendar. 

(There is a 15-year history on this issue, and the faculty are QUITE divided.) 

The previous discussion was abstract, with opinions based on notions other than an actual 
calendar. When faculty see the calendar, they change their mind completely. One might see 
savings in a department, but they are not worth the price. 

(There could be a process to get information about faculty views. The process is not etched in 
stone, but the change is being made with the concurrence of the Board of Regents, because 80% 
of the institutions in this country are on semesters, including most of the major public institutions 
with which Minnesota is allied.) So are the rest of the schools in Minnesota. (In addition, the 
legislature does not want to hear any more about transfer problems. These are all significant 
realities and the University cannot sit isolated. Another consideration is strategic partnerships 
with Wisconsin and Michigan.) Those are an illusion. 

The faculty have not been polled on tenure; the Senate should do so if it is more interested in 
faculty views rather than random comments. The Senate will vote on changes, why not poll the 
faculty? (Professor Adams said the Faculty Senate could do anything that seemed useful, and 
while noting that the faculty have a representative system, agreed that a poll would be useful.) 

The same should be done with respect to semesters. 

People at Michigan and Wisconsin do not confirm that they start after Labor Day. What is 
needed on semesters is a modification of the way people enter the State Fair and a way to start 
semesters before Labor Day. There is no reason to have a major Fair entrance on the St. Paul 
campus, and it is disappointing the St. Paul campus leadership did not say it could be dealt with. 
It is not clear why the State Fair is a boundary. The St. Paul City Council has asked why the 
University did not talk to it; they have a lot of interest in the subject. 

(The Senate discussion about semesters has been intended to get changes into concrete form. 
There has been a lot of debate, and the significant majority of Senators appear to support one 
calendar.) What about the J term? (The primary interest has been in the M term, although 
Duluth and Morris may be more interested in the J term.) 

Would the faculty be required to work 31 weeks? (There will be discussion of the faculty 
commitment; one senses that three quarters will be the equivalent of two semesters.) 

It is not clear what the M or J term will do for liberal arts departments. (It may be nothing. It 
will help the disciplines that use field work. But the M term provides the possibility of a flexible 
term--by itself or in combination with one or both of the summer sessions. A number of 
departments would like it.) 

-- Gary Engstrand 

University of Minnesota 
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Enclosed with this message is the first of three summaries of Pew Roundtable 
discussions that have been held during the 1994-95 academic year (there will be 
two additional summaries to follow in the next few months). These were wide
ranging conversations that touched on many issues, although each had a general 
focus. The summaries do not necessarily lead to conclusions, and may appear 
somewhat disjointed at times. They were primarily intended to provoke thought 
and to provide President Hasselmo the opportunity to obtain faculty views on a 
number of issues, but in a more informal setting outside the constraints of 
committee meetings. The Faculty Consultative Committee invites your comments 
on any of the points raised in these discussions, and in particular would appreciate 
knowing of issues you believe should be brought to the governance system and the 
administration for consideration and possible action. Please write (to Gary 
Engstrand, University Senate, 427 Morrill Hall) or email to him 
(garye@mailbox.mail.umn.edu) with any comments of suggestions you may have. 

Thank you. 

JohnS. Adams, Chair 
Faculty Consultative Committee 



SUMMARY OF POINTS 

Pew Roundtable Discussion 
Tuesday, September 27, 1994 

8:00- 5:30 
Radisson Metrodome 

This is the executive summary of the Pew Roundtable Discussion held at the University of 
Minnesota on Tuesday, September '1:1, 1994, at the Radisson Metrodome. The discussion was wide
ranging and exhaustive, reflected a variety of views, and is presented here as a summary of points 
around several subjects. 

The participants in this Pew Roundtable Discussion were: Ann Duffield (Pew Foundation, 
Facilitator), W. Phillips Shively (liberal Arts; convenor), Carl Adams (Management), Amy A1ving 
(Technology), Ellen Berscheid (Laooral Arts), Carol Carrier (Academic Affairs), W. Andrew Collins 
(Education), John Chipman (Laooral Arts), Christopher Cramer (Technology), Richard Goldstein 
(Technology), Robert Kvavik (Academic Affairs), President Nils Hasselmo, Fred Morrison (Law), 
Patrice Morrow (Biological Sciences), Ronald Phillips (Agriculture), Paul Quie (Medical School), L. E. 
Scriven (Technology), H. Joseph Yost (Medical School) 

.1. Youo& Faculty 

They are unhappy because they must do more "management" (writing proposals, wooing 
agencies) than teaching and research. 

When they teach, they lack intimate contact with students in small classes (TAs have 
more); in some cases, graduate students turn away from research and go to small 
schools to get away from the pressure to get grants. At the same time, students are 
cynical, practical, and not engaged in their education. 

Department heads in the past were academically stronger and served as good mentors 
for young faculty; now they haven't the time. Young faculty turn to other faculty in the 
department for mentoring; some aren't interested in providing it. 

Research mentoring for young faculty comes from colleagues around the country; in
department mentoring is about teaching and institutional survival. We must recognize 
that faculty have loyalty to their discipline AND department, and get them working 
together. 

Sometimes junior faculty are protected from teaching, so they can do research, and 
never quite "buy in" to the University, and when tenured are expected to take on tasks 
they didn't have as junior faculty. 

1. Dcawtments/Department Heads & Qajrs 

Department heads used to run interference and clear obstacles out of the way; now they 
often ARE the obstacle. 

[Per an SRI survey], the best departments are those unified on a common goal. Faculty 
could coalesce around any goal, presumably. 

The best department heads are those who provide support for a strong faculty; worse 
are those who treat colleagues as day laborers; the worst are those who provide neither 
support nor direction. A good chair/head is facilitator, cheer leader, and promoter, 
someone who provides direction but does not direct and who serves as external 
ambassador for the department. 
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Chairs lack power they bad in the past; they now receive directives from on high. They 
have little flexibility in getting funds and furthering department interests. Many 
constraints are euernal, but many are from the University. 

P1anning conversations a few years ago focused on the "great man" [it was men] theory 
of department heads and growth, which is not particularly helpful in thinking about 
planned change. 

Desirable characteristics for chairs/heads can be cultivated; the University does not do a 
good job. The administration must insist departments are committed to hiring better 
faculty than those present, and heads/chairs better than their predecessors. 

Is the department a viable entity? People have talked about forming inter-departmental 
units, or dissolving departments in the college and re-forming them around intellectual 
centers. Centers are formed around research areas, but it is departments that offer the 
teaching. H departments were dissolved, what happens to teaching? 

Why is setting up a center the only way to do interdisciplinary research? People change 
their allegiance from department to center. 

Faculty think of their departments as family; even if the house is elsewhere, the 
department is the family. Even in a fragmented department, people tend to share the 
same values and approach problems in the same way. And they will react the same 
way to pressures; that is key. They must discuss how they will react and who is going 
to be affected. (A top ten department will be affected by pressure differently than a 
department ranked 42nd.) 

The best model is tory democracy, where there is a leader who leads and makes 
decisions, but only after exhaustive and regular consultation with the faculty; the 
successful chair is in such close contact with faculty that he/she knows their wishes. 
Not all get what they want, but everyone is confident that the chair acted on behalf of 
the department and has a sense of the opinion of the department. A president can 
work toward that, even in the University, using such things as meetings with the faculty 
("doorknocking"). 

~ ltesearcb 

Teaching and service unite faculty; research is an individual activity. 

Support for non-sponsored research will decline in the future, and teaching loads 
inaease, because society will be unwilling to pay as it has up to now. 

Teaching is largely pro bono in terms of career advancement; research establishes a 
reputation and permits a faculty member flexibility to move; it provides "insurance." 

One irritant is the barriers to recognition and support of aoss-disciplinary research; 
administrative issues bog faculty down. 

Is there a way for the University to begin reaping more benefits from its research, 
getting a fair share of the return? How does it survive as a research institution if it 
cannot draw tuition from an inexpensive group of students, a market that may be lost as 
TV captures it? 

There are more and more connections between the University and the community; while 
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they cause problems, they also bring in resources. While the University gets huge 
amounts of federal money, it gets very little from the local community, from businesses, 
for research. It could get more, with the right connections. 

Faculty who are •near market" are paid better than those who are not. 
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The focus of the administration is on teaching and quantity; faculty focus is on research. 
The administration doesn't understand faculty are c:oncemed about quality. 

To stimulate loyalty, the University must recognize faculty for activities it values but for 
which they do not now receive rewards; rewards c:ome from outside. Economic rewards 
are a small part of what motivates faculty. 

The basis for tenure is the need to preserve the University as a source of "unbiased 
information.• 

Faculty want: good or better prestige, both for the University and for their own 
department; good students; better colleagues; a sense of public recognition for the job 
they do; a place where teaching and learning can flourish and where arbitrariness and 
rigidity are reduced. 

Everybody is suing everybody else because of political correctness or because they're all 
grumpy. 

Faculty found very offensive, from the U2000 stakeholder conversations around the state, 
the expectation that the academic community would resist all changes that society wants. 

j. Undereraciuate Educationnostruction 

Discussion often overlooks the credentialling respollSlbility of faculty, in contrast to the 
consumerist approach; students cannot always be given what they want, and faculty who 
hold high standards are hurt by those who give out easy grades. 

The University does not fund undergraduate teaching; research and department funds 
have supported it. 

Faculty must start thinldng about technology and its impact on instruction; the U of M 
as a campus of the U of Cyberspace. Students will not be in seats in a classroom for 
50 minutes. 

Education (or lower division education) can become a commodity; the University offers 
a brand name. The value of research university faculty is that they are five years ahead 
of the field; their value is in upper division and graduate education. 

Lower division education is perhaps not where the University should put its efforts; it 
may not be able to teach lower division undergraduates as cheaply as other places. 

Increased preparation standards were an improvement, but there must be more. When 
talk is of increasing the quality of the student body, which faculty want, the 
administration talks about quantities. The two are often in conflict. Faculty see a 
problem in departments with large numbers of students; quality becomes a problem. 
"Rightsizing" the student body should be considered. (It has been, by 8,000 students; 
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the problem is that resources have not been moved within the institution. This is a 
problem for deans to deal with, in part.) 
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It is important for the faculty to talk about what benefits there are to being involved in 
undergraduate education: how do faculty feel about it? Should it be with a selective 
group? Do most faculty want to deal with average students and a sea of faces? Or do 
they not want to deal with undergraduates at all? The discussion of undergraduate 
education has been focused on resources. Where does it fit in to the University, and 
what is the optimal combination of undergraduate/graduate education, outreach, and 
research to achieve excellence? (Undergraduates at a research university is a uniquely 
American, fundamentally democratic idea.) 

The University has extraordinary assets to bring to undergraduate education, and why 
undergraduate education makes sense at the University: it has the ability to engage 
students in research and discovery, it has the professional schools' involvement in liberal 
education, it has the capacity to translate information and get applied perspectives on 
issues, it has the unique capacity to work across disciplines. It also has the 
opportunities of the Twin Cities. 

There needs to be thought about undergraduate education and the professional schools; 
Education has given up undergraduate education. Perhaps Agriculture should as well. 

A first question is how undergraduate education benefits what faculty do. If it doesn't, 
it won't be integrated. One benefit is that it draws faculty out of their specializations 
when teaching introductory courses. Another is that graduate students can be trained to 
be future faculty (there is a program that is doing that with 200 graduate students). 
The presence of an undergraduate program extends opportunities for faculty skills and 
training. Without it, the University would only be training researchers who could go to 
places similar to the University. 

Undergraduates can be divided into freshmen-sophomores and juniors-seniors. The 
University is not very good at providing a community for lower division students; the 
Penn State model was cited. There is the transfer curriculum, but people do not view 
community colleges as a mechanism to enter the University. 

Most transfer students do not come from community colleges; they come from other 
four-year institutions. 

Does the University want to focus on upper division students? They are taught 
differently from lower division; the latter are heads to count while the former are who 
faculty want to interact with. Should the University seek to have community colleges as 
feeder schools, after the Penn State model? But it must not raise student aspirations, 
and must have room for them and be sure they're prepared. The cost of integration 
with institutions the University does not contro~ and which have different missions, will 
be difficult. 

The University is damaged in its own and public respect when in brings in a lot of 
students with whom it does not deal well. The University must figure out what it is 
going to do well--which means either cut out certain introductory level instruction or 
start to do it right. It must figure out what kind of lower division students it deals well 
with; it's those who are street-smart. 

The University does NOT want to teach lower division undergraduates. One hears from 
legislators, and why the University is somewhat unpopular, is that it does not UKE 
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lower division undergraduates and teaches them in 1000-student lots. What are the 
consequences if lower division enrollment were cut by 75%, and there were more 
reliance on community colleges and transfer students? The legislature would reduce the 
University's budget. 

If the U2000 goal of 80% of freshman coming from the top quartile of their class is 
achieved, the students will change. 30% of the freshman class does not come from 
Minnesota; next year, if the numbers are to be kept up, it will have to be 40%. Many 
are coming from reciprocity states. 

The graduation rate will change. Liberal education requirements have changed, and that 
will change student preparedness. 

If things continue as at present, in order to keep enrollment up, there will be more 
freshmen on campus. That will mean a 2/3-1/3 ratio between lower and upper division 
students, more like a pyramid . 

.6. Communication/Participation 

To break the "we're so big" syndrome, there needs to be groups of faculty who talk 
about issues and goals, and get beyond the numbers and FfEs. This energizes faculty; 
successful institutions explore and communicate the common goals and how to move 
them into the structure. 

This is a weD-informed group; not many knew much of what was said about U2000. 
Faculty need a "where we are now" statement. Aspirations are clear; internal 
communication is baffling. 

Faculty control of change presumes faculty know what is happening. 

Given the discussion about departments, involvement of faculty and chairs/heads are 
key. Deans and department heads must be active participants, and must get 
departments involved the same way, so there is ownership in U2000. State what the 
problems are; show the faculty data; then have discussions with small groups of faculty 
and ask how the University will deal with the problem. 

There is a need for a clear statement to which aU faculty can relate, without it being set 
in conaete. Social psychology says there will be enormous resistance to change unless 
the people affected BY the change are involved in the beginning in making the changes. 
Faculty won't buy into U2000; they feel that someone in Morrill Hall decided what the 
problems are. 

The internal audience for an information campaign is different from the external 
audience; faculty don't get as much information as they need from messages directed at 
the public. A letter from the President, in his voice, would be much more effective in 
giving information. Faculty don't react well to slick public relations; they would to 
thoughtful academic statements. There have to be meetings as well; circulating a bunch 
of documents won't do it. 

Faculty will •put out• when they have a acative role to play; if someone were to attend 
a department meeting and ask the faculty to identify a particular part of U2000 they 
could act on, and facilitate them doing so, that could allow faculty aeativity to support 
U2000 goals. Critical will be the incentive to participate. 
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Faculty are paranoid and do not trust administrators; administrators are imposing things 
that do not fit with faculty goals. 

The Consultative Committee doesn't consult much with the faculty. Two things would 
get real faculty involvement: presidential door-knocking and FCC consultation with the 
faculty--or perhaps it should have regular meetings with department chairs from 
different colleges. (Consider moving to a departmentally-based Senate.) 

Why does the administration do surveys of various groups, but never of the faculty? A 
paper questionnaire, even if tossed in the wastebasket, would help improve morale--just 
because faculty would see someone is interested in their opinions. 

The administrative mechanisms for communication have broken down; deans meetings 
with senior officers are one-sided lectures and announcements; chairs meetings with 
deans are about filling out forms. These mechanisms need to communicate information 
upwards as well as down. 

To improve faculty engagement: the President should invest time talking with faculty 
chairs; the University should develop objective measures of department contributions to 
the collective effort; there should be regular and numerous conversations with faculty 
about those measures--in departments, not committees; the administration could provide 
salary increases ranging from perhaps 2-12%, depending on how the department has 
performed in meeting common University goals. 

There is a sense that the standards are not the same for everyone, there are no 
institutional standards; some areas are allowed to be weak, and have grade inflation, 
and others are not. Some are measured by enrollment, so if they put rigor into their 
curriculum, their enrollments will decline, as will their resources. 

The University will never be UNIFIED on a program; what is important is that there is 
a sense of trust and involvement so that sabotaging does not take place. People must 
be confident of the process of how something has come forward; the positive 
engagement of at least the strong departments is necessary (quiet acquiescence is not 
enough). 

2 Flaphip University/Quality Issues 

The overarching aspect of what faculty want is pursuit of excellence, which is the 
essence of the research university, the flagship university. Faculty want the state to 
recognize that the University cannot afford to educate so many students to premier 
research university standards; there is a place for other institutions; the state needs a 
clear view of the core mission of the University of Minnesota. 

Citizens of Minnesota may not share the University's view of its aspirations; the 
University must identify the aspirations and then ask if it can persuade the state to 
support them. Can the University do things for itself? It may be disappointed if it 
relies only on the state for support. 

There are states, in the midwest, that consider their premier school elite, and are proud 
of it. People like the idea of high quality and the University should not always retreat 
on this point. (Complaints about quality come not about research but about 
undergraduate education.) 
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Whether land-grant or privatized, the University's constituency is Minnesota. H 
Minnesotans do not accept the University's case that excellence is desirable, excellence 
that other states take for granted, then the University will be thwarted in becoming the 
premier research university it seeks to be. So it needs a variety of strategies to achieve 
the goal. 

People of Minnesota are not averse to excellence--in sports and music and business, 
they don't aim for mediocrity. Downsizing and specializing in high-quality students can 
be sold, if it doesn't come across as sneering at people. 
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In a world of shrinking numbers of research universities, with Minnesota's small base of 
support there is no guarantee the University will be one of them. A collaboration 
between WISCOnsin and perhaps the Iowas may be appropriate, at the graduate level. 
This may require paring down, so there are fewer researchers, and choices may have to 
be made about which departments are going to be excellent. 

- Gary Engstrand 

University of Minnesota 
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Pew Roundtable Discussloo 
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This is the executive summary of the Pew Roundtable Discussion held at the University of 
Minnesota on November 1, 1994, at Eastcliff. The discussion was wide-ranging and exhaustive and is 
presented here as a summary of points. Keying off the September discussion, a series of focused 
follow-up discussions have were held or are planned. Some of these sessions are producing "white 
paper" action documents (one of which is attached to this record). 

The participants in this Pew Roundtable Discussion were: W. Phillips Shively (Liberal Arts; 
convenor), Carl Adams (Management), John Adams (Liberal Arts), Mario Bognanno (President's 
Office; Management), Mark Brenner (Graduate School; Agriculture), W. Andrew Collins (Education), 
Daniel Feeney (Veterinary Medicine), Nils Hasselmo, Fred Morrison (Law), Patrice Morrow 
(Biological Sciences), Paul Quie (Medical School), and Gerhard Weiss (Liberal Arts). 

Professor Shively reviewed a set of questions he had prepared to being the discussion; they had 
to do with getting departments to work well as units and with getting faculty to buy into change at the 
University. If U2000 or any other University plans are to succeed, it will be at the department level 
that they will be implemented. 

How can we get departments to buy into general University goals? This is related to how we 
get faculty to buy into them. This also relates to the goals themselves, the process by which 
they are developed, incentives to the departments, and whether or not each department should 
buy into all of the goals. 

Whatever the goals the department is working toward, what is needed for them to attain them? 
Leadership; how do we handle the generational differences in fulfilling citizenship tasks; how 
important is collegiality to reaching goals; would collective rather than individual incentives work 
better? (Now they are almost all individual; what about rewards to the departments?) 

This happened once; 20 departments were selected to receive money. Normally, colleges are 
given the same percentage salary increase, told to make tough decisions, and they then provide 
the departments nearly the same amounts and tell them to make discriminations. 

It is not rational for young faculty to accept departmental tasks. 

Are there special problems in promoting change? Those who are threatened by change see the 
change clearly; those who will benefit must imagine it. Those threatened, therefore, fiercely 
resist it, while those who would benefit are less engaged. 

Are there things the University administration has any leverage over? It has little over 
collegiality, but could control some rewards and incentives. 

Collegiality is the glue and fabric of departments; however, spectacularly successful departments 
(scholarly and also contributors to the University) at Harvard had little or no collegiality, so 
collegiality may be a word for mediocre (but Harvard is also a very different culture). This 
does not mean a place cannot be collegial and also excellent; program reviews suggest a 
common thread among very good departments is their collegiality (at THIS university), and it is 
a warning sign when it begins to unravel (faculty support and step in for one another and 
respect each others' subdisciplines); younger faculty are as congenial and collegial as others, but 
different in how they defme their responsibilities, and around the country collegiality and quality 
seem not strongly correlated. 

Good research departments generally are also good teaching departments and also good at 
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recognized in national networks. 
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How faculty view themselves, and the University, is part of esprit de corps; a sense that they are 
going somewhere can energize them (e.g., no more than one-half of retirements will be taken 
from any department; to tell a department it will replace no one for ten years will marginalire 
an entire group, creating a situation of no hope). Faculty leaders must help build up the self
image of department, college, and institution. 

Much of what is being done are is not on the mark (Ski U Mah stuff, which is good for other 
groups but not faculty). In the union issue, excellent departments opposed it and weak ones 
favored it; weak departments felt bad about themselves. 

Ceremony is important; there's not enough of it at the University (e.g., all-University graduation 
in the Metrodome in addition to college graduations would be more publicly visible). 

There is an issue of department leadership; leaders should lead from the front, not the back; 
they should never ask a colleague to do what the chair could or would not do. There's a 
feeling among many faculty that some chairs, deans, and vice presidents could not do it, even if 
they tried--those people must lead from the back. 

Any statement made here is likely not to be valid across the board. 

Ceremony is part of the faculty role and rewards, which is part of understanding the mission. 
There is an attitude, brought to deanships, based on experience, that what worked well for us 
ought to be a model for other units; this is wrong, and each unit has its own culture. 

West Point was the focus of a leadership study; the superintendent read the mission at each 
faculty meeting, and related the issues of the day to that mission. There is not enough attention 
in colleges and departments to the University's mission. This leads to other problems, such as 
the definition of faculty roles and rewards that are out of alignment with the mission: one says 
the organization should go this way, but in the trenches faculty behave as though it should go 
another. 

On leadership, the University does not train people to be effective leaders; it expects people to 
learn by osmosis. Army officers and those in industry are constantly being trained; the 
University elects department chairs, without training, tells them to be budget and personnel 
managers, be a leader, and keep research and teaching going--which is a recipe for failure. A 
few here seem to believe in the place, and understand what must be done to make it work, so 
they hold it together, but there's no conscious effort at each level of the administration to teach 
the lessons. 

•Bringing all of these things together: the definition of the mission and the constant reminding 
of what it is; the attention to roles and rewards, to make sure that jobs get done; to deal with 
ceremony, that people can feel proud of the idea that underlies what they are doing. This is 
necessary. It seems kind of corny; a lot of faculty seem a little embarrassed. But every 
organization I know that is successful pays a lot of attention to this. • 

Reinforcement comes at national conventions, but that's not public, it's informal. It's only work 
in print, not successful management of a department, that's made a contribution to the field. 
That's an embarrassment. 

The department is important because it is the intersection between the professional and 
institutional focus; the professional focus is pulling younger faculty away. The University will 
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have to live with that; what is to be done about it? The only place to pull people back into the 
University is in the department, and that means making it a celebrated place. "You're from the 
Minnesota XXX Department, so you must be good. • This takes a balancing of encouragements, 
to do things outside the University in the national organizations and inside it. 

The Dean of one college was very effective in ceremonial events, holding major inaugural 
lectures each year, with professionals in the field and central administration invited; faculty 
members feel wanted. That may be worth more than some financial rewards. 

The intersection of institutional and professional demands raises the issue of mission; the focus 
of the mission tends to be only on the institutional side, and does not recognize the professional, 
and many feel that dissonance. U2000 comes across as focusing on undergraduate instruction 
and graduate education, both inward looking, and outreach (which still comes across as the 
Extension Service and night classes, not national outreach); research is the subject that has seen 
the least discussion. User friendliness is inward looking. Faculty fulfillment comes from 
national and international sources. 

Training has begun; faculty have made clear this is a shortfall. It is too spread out and 
overlapping, inefficient, and confusing. There is no coordination; training needs to be reviewed 
and someone appointed to lead it. 

The issue of rewards speaks to many of the questions. Annual salary adjustments are knocked 
awry when someone receives an outside offer, and the University meets market demands; others 
doing their job, not visible nationally, are not rewarded for accomplishing other objectives. Nor, 
usually, are those who may not seek an outside offer. There is merit to thinking about a three
or five-year cycle of reviews for special adjustments, allowing for years when there is little 
money or for work on longer-term goals. 

The basic point in a new book: the energy that drives organizations comes from individuals and 
small units having aspirations which the organization can then harness to an overall goal. It 
doesn't work to try to sell the organizational goals to individuals; it is the individual and unit 
aspirations that must be understood. The leader must try to forward those aspirations; without 
doing so, there is DO energy in the organization. So departmental and faculty aspirations, and 
how they fit into legitimate institutional goals, must be understood. Right now there's no view 
of what faculty are striving for, or how institutional goals can be subscribed to by faculty 
because they fit together. Fpe out what the University wants to do after considering all these 
goals. 

If the bulk of faculty want to be nationally recognized, somehow that needs to be an element of 
University goals. 

Those faculty goals must be leveraged to reach other institutional goals (e.g., a scholar teaching 
larger sections, thereby reaching larger groups of people). At the same time, institutional goals 
may be constrained by those faculty aspirations. 

After nine years of DO hiring, a department selected good scientists and good teachers but also 
people who wanted to be part of the unit. Perhaps only strong units can do this. 

University goals are different from what one hears from deans; different messages are heard, 
and the one closest to you is the one paid attention to. If money is the goal, faculty will ignore 
teaching and service. 

External pressures on the University are as great as they have ever been; there is a clash 
between individual/small group aspirations and what society seems to expect. The problem is to 
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preserve the essence of universities as scholarly communities when society expects a service 
organization to meet a social agenda. U2000 has suffered from this dissonance. 

Faculty are intelligent people who read newspapers; why can't they understand the 
administration had no choice. U2000 is trying exactly to balance these dissonant inside and 
outside pressures. 

The premise is questionable; people do not pay attention to higher education nor to it in the 
context of societal concerns. 

Most faculty get their perceptions of U2000 from what the President says in the paper. But it 
is truly a positive message, in terms of what society is asking for. 

4 

The question about generational change in attitude may have been answered by the discussion; 
earlier, communication with one's national network was not as elaborately developed as any 
assistant professor now has with email, fax, telephone, and airfare. The access to the national 
network is immensely different than 40 years ago. Forty years ago commendation would have 
come from colleagues at home, with attendant social rewards for doing things for the University; 
faculty were much more local than they will ever be again. 

In addition, their societies have national and regional agendas. 

Earlier planning discussions suggested that a "great man" had shaped great departments, and the 
culture had continued to exist. That gave no leverage to anyone to create strong departments. 
What needs to be invented is a way to take faculty who will be nationally-drawn and energize 
them to fit University goals with society. There are handicaps, such as competition with great 
private universities (which have demands easier to align with faculty aspirations). If this is not 
solved, faculty will leave and the state will suffer because the University will not be a land grant 
institution able to provide the state with good research. It will provide service, but the faculty 
who want to do good research will have gone elsewhere. There have to be ways to mix the 
two---to recognize faculty will be tied into their national profession--and if not, they are no good 
for the University--but also to fit them to the University's goals in other ways. The worst way is 
to argue mutual survival--the only way to keep a budget is to satisfy the people of the state by 
giving them service. 

Most outreach is through the Extension Service and the St. Paul colleges; the objective is to 
broaden it. 

How does the University get people to buy into the collective good as well look after their own 
interests? The problem is that certain expectations have been created and certain endeavors 
rewarded. They are in conflict--such as hours in the day spent on teaching or on research. In 
addition, how are the "best" departments measured--the ones with the most research dollars? 
This boils down to time versus collegiality. From a merit and recognition standpoint, time is 
better spent writing a grant than sitting at a table like this. The mindset is that this is a 
research institute, and some are seen as very successful because they avoid all department and 
college work and committees; a star mentality has been created, rewarding the absolute best, 
and the people who hold the place together are forgotten about. What is meritorious behavior? 

There is an aggregate paradox: some of the best departments, evaluated by stars, are also the 
best teaching departments and also contribute to institutional leadership. How do some 
departments get so much more out, per capita? 

This is people working together, collegiality, where the whole is greater than the sum of the 
parts. Where does the willingness to step in for colleagues come from? Department leadership 



Pew Roundtable Discussion at Eastcliff 
November 1, 1994 

and esprit de corps. It's circular, and there is no apparent point of leverage for an 
administrator. It feeds on itself as well; it's easier to recruit into such departments. 

Family affects the lives of younger faculty 

Generalization is dangerous; each unit has different pressures. 

Apropos the great leader theme, from the meetings four years ago: another theme was that 
leading departments on campus were all characterized by having consistently built from within, 
not recruiting stars. They recruited outstanding young people, nurtured them, and generated 
loyalty to the institution. The implication for the generational difference is that the institution 
should take more respoDSibility for bringing people into institutional leadership roles. The 
McKnight program has done well; should some be selected from that cohort to become models 
for their generation? Do what is needed to provide them support they need. Older faculty are 
not seen as models. 

The University must be careful not to kill those young faculty, however; freeing up time is not 
enough--they need to be protected to do what they need to do to make their careers. Good 
citizenship cannot be their primary goal. The idea is to track them, bring them in in a limited 
way. 

One is struck by the lack of scholarly interaction across the institution. One misses it. 

About goals, in the context of biology, and recalling that generalizations are dangerous: There 
was cluster planning work in biology, but it came to a dead stop, for several reasons: 1) There 
was no clear charge to the committee, 2) no well-articulated goal relating to biology that came 
out of U2000, 3) there was a great fear of a hidden agenda--no matter what was done, there 
would be an administrative thumb on them, and 4) the fact that the administration resides in 
"Fortress Morrill Hall"--administrators asking departments to do things have no idea what is 
going on in the trenches, what is already being done, and when they are told, they are not 
interested. The feeling was widespread; that is damning and dispiriting for faculty. 

There may need to be a session such as this one devoted to cluster planning, in part to identify 
what was done wrong. Maybe it's not needed, if biology is an example. It's not happening in 
the humanities; maybe humanities needs to meet with biology to see what's being done. And 
maybe the administration needs to meet with biology, for the same reason. 

One goal is to preserve continued participation of scholars in governance, unlike at other 
institutions. 
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How does the University get departments to buy into general University goals? Working up 
from faculty, on goals, or down from the administration, runs into same weakness in the middle: 
the lack of a tradition, in a decentralized institution, for launching and supporting initiatives 
when appropriate; it's like pushing on a rope. 

"One other issue that is a problem is that we continue to look at the 1960s ... as somehow the 
norm, when in the history of higher education in the world, I think from '57 to '73 was the 
anomaly. To look to that as something we might reproduce or see again in our time is silly. 
It's just not going to happen. These are normal times, and recognizing that they are normal 
times, rather than yearning for a past that was an ephemeral anomaly, is to open our eyes to 
the realistic possibilities of the future." 

Contrary to what the President says, the public pressures on the University are not greater now 
than previously; the tradition of demands has existed since World War II. 
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One problem, at least in CLA, is the lack of consistent support for the research initiative at the 
collegiate level. It thinks of itself as an undergraduate teaching college; what goes on in terms 
of graduate education and research is the business of individual faculty. Even costing out 
activities attaches faculty salaries to teaching. There is applause when departments are ranked 
highly, but the performance is not because of anything the dean's office has done or because of 
money it has set aside for the research mission. Leaders define the role. 

At this point Professor Shively asked for concrete suggestions. 
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The University needs more Regents Professors, because they're terrific scholars, who get a 
salary increase, and who are expected to be more involved in the life of the University. As 
more senior people, they are the ones whose presence in a department is very important for 
collegiality and the future of the discipline; they are not self-centered. Younger faculty see them 
as a model; there are more in line for Regents Professorships. 

Build more self-esteem and have more ceremony; at great universities, faculty have named (not 
endowed) chairs. Dorms at Stanford have houses, as do those Minnesota; Stanford's are named, 
with traditions; Minnesota's are numbered. 

Do more cluster planning 

The McKnight Fellows should be used more explicitly in the University, the way the Regents 
Professors are, and be convened as a major source of consultation. Regents Professors do not 
feel they are overused. 

They could also carry the name after they are given tenure. 

It's necessary to stabilize unit leadership over the next 5-6 years, especially where it's unstable. 
In doing so, figure out better ways to recognize and reward citizenship on the part of those who 
are building and maintaining the social capital that make things work. Launch more effective 
means of training/developing leadership within units, at all levels--scholarly, teaching, outreach-
for people who are tending the place so it's a good place to work and people feel responsible 
for looking out for it and making it an agreeable, comfortable place. The problem with making 
this a user-friendly university is that no one feels it's their job. 

One device to tie all this together is to think of ways to unbundle compensation so part of it is 
attached to tenure and part of it is adjustable on a regular basis, depending on what it is agreed 
to do that matches more closely the institutional or unit mission. To do THAT effectively 
requires better leadership in the units to do the negotiating so that they can be matched up. 
One can imagine a matrix with rank and longevity, but that's too fixed. This, along with putting 
IT and Cl.A faculty on 12-month appointments, would mean that one could actually start 
managing the place-building self-esteem, properly compensating people, giving them a sense that 
they belong to the place. 

The California system has the delta factor, which is very rewarding for those who can produce; 
faculty are allowed to increase their salary, from wherever they get paid, and it varies by level, 
but can be as much as double their base salary. 

Students do well in the face of adversity in departments; they have never been as enthusiastic in 
their expression of appreciation for Medical School faculty as they have recently. Adversity may 
be key. 

One can have good morale, and make progress, in adversity--as long as one can see that it will 
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end at some point. 

Leaderr,;:,,p is a hit or miss proposition, and junior faculty are actively discouraged from 
participating in any kind of leadership. 

One healing event of the last year--how to extrapolate it into the future is not clear--was that 
members of the Board of Regents came over to the Medical School on several occasions. It 
started with the President coming to listen to the faculty, and the Regents coming was a 
concrete example of trying to understand the culture of different units. It need not be the 
Regents who do this. 
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On the issue of the clash of two sets of aspirations--the local public aspirations for the 
University and faculty being linked into national research aspirations--the University may have 
been exacerbating it by using as the model of service to the state that of the MN Extension 
Service. Maybe the University needs to do what it has done in undergraduate education--it 
wants to provide to a lot, but only to those whom it can best educate; other systems can provide 
other kinds of education. There are special students who can benefit from a research faculty; 
perhaps the University can develop the kinds of service that a research faculty can especially 
offer. This would not be having Physics do something parallel to 4H, but rather something in 
technology transfer--perhaps some interaction with people in the state about physics, such as 
with physics teachers. And is does NOT mean asking them to do something totally unrelated to 
their research. It is necessary to work out the kinds of service the University can do best, some 
of which the state may not be familiar with. 

There's a role for biologists to play in extension; there is a large bio-technology business waiting 
to be born, and a lot of expertise at the University to act as birth-people. If the University 
could be more friendly with those who want to interact with it, that would help enormously. 

Does this call for "intermediaries"? The faculty researcher providing service is attractive, but the 
time, personalities, attitude, and experience necessary may not be present. The Extension 
Service uses intermediaries. Another possibility is UNITE--all the expertise at the University 
could be made available to every town in Minnesota. 

This gets at the heart of the concept of the faculty member; they're seen as clones of each 
other, doing teaching, research, and outreach. Is it time to recognize more specialization 
(without giving up certain expectations about competence)--does the University have to reward 
specialization, those who will make their mark in outreach or teaching? This has to happen at 
the department level; the collective must look at their personnel. (1) Right now there is no 
incentive for departments to do that. (2) There is; UNITE will broadcast a class all over the 
state and give one TAs to help with the workload. 

Returning to the proposition that "the urgent drives out the essential," to get departments to 
focus on where the University ought to be will mean getting them OFF focusing on how to cope 
for the next six months. U2000 didn't take off because of the 2.58% retrenchment--everybody 
had to cope with how to deal with faculty and TA shortfalls in the next quarter, and didn't 
focus on where they should be in the next five years. 

Departments have done a lot of planning; the central response has been "send us more," not to 
confirm anything. or to tell departments they could reasonably plan on a certain budget in 2000. 
There seem to be firm estimates on student numbers, but not faculty; without that, it's hard to 
identify directions to move in. 

How does the University provide a breather from uncertainty? "I have not the foggiest notion." 
What is needed are budgetary parameters for five/six years; those would permit thinking about 
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the long run. Some units are more stable (e.g., Law School). But if parameters are left 
uncertain, units can write whatever they want to in their plans--and they do. They'll never 
achieve it, but that's OK. Even a 2% cut for the next five years would at least be known, and 
the unit could organize itself and do things in an orderly way, rather than trying to decide in 
March how to cut 2% on July 1. 
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Per Clark Kerr, the best universities are decentralized so groups of people can do creative work; 
a major function of central administration should be to provide stability for those working 
groups so they know what to expect and need not worry about big changes in their environment. 
The administration creates a buffer. For 20 years here, the opposite has been true. 

Somehow--without identifying a mechanism--someone is going to have to look at the uniqueness 
of each unit and how it can fit into overall goals. A mechanism needs to be devised. (An 
example was CLE; how does it fit into the Medical School goals and philosophy?) 

There must be a way to provide young faculty a sense they have an ownership role in the 
process. Medical School faculty disintegrated over this, when the turmoil occurred, because they 
did NOT feel they had any ownership role. Especially the non-tenured people, especially the 
clinical faculty. There must be, day to day, faculty involvement in running of the University. 

Remodel U2000; there are strong elements, and some elements of necessity, but it's not as 
energizing as it could be. 

Restructuring is essential; clear operating lines are needed, and the middle needs to be shored 
up. Restaffing and retraining are needed; there are weaknesses in the administration and they 
should be acknowledged. 

The University needs to be refinanced; the fmancing model drives how people think about the 
University. 

There needs to be cyclic goal setting and understanding of the mission; people should be 
recruited who understand that mission. The goals should not just reflect the individuals; there 
should be institutional goals. 

There has not been enough done about mid-career faculty training and education (faculty 
vitality). The objectives of the McKnight program have been achieved; a similar program is 
needed for mid-career faculty. 

There could be a named chair for each county in the state. 

Hiring from within, cultivating assistant professors, is the way to build a department. The 
McKnight and Bush programs pay off, as do recognition and awards. Also a lecture series, with 
Nobel laureates, that serves to focus on the culture that held together a program, the value of 
research. These are elements of a strong program; they don't occur to people naturally. One 
module in the leadership training program should deal with "best practices" followed by better 
departments. (The focus in the program now is how to cope, with lawyers and EEO folks 
talking to them--a focus on how to stay out of jail. This observation met with group dismay.) 

Few faculty know the six strategic directions of U2000 and connect to them. They are so 
broadly defined that it is easy to determine how a unit or individual fit within them. The 
problem is inviting the fit; how does Morrill Hall connect to departments? The provostal 
arrangement should help. 

Two of the strategic directions relate to graduate and professional education and research; meat 
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is beiDg put on them; that •meat• energizes the faculty. U2(XX) calls for spending millions of 
dollars on the departments; it is to be hoped they aren't put into activities that fizzle. The 
departments can best determine how to use them. 
H there are only general instructions, with no leadership, the money will be wasted; strong 
lea~~p ~ut no fleD"bility means the leadership is wasted. That's the problem--how to 
adnumster it. 

Faculty need to connect with the personification of the institution, something not accomplished 
by reading U2(XX) documents. Faculty have to know the Academic Affairs Vice President and 
President who are 1eadiug. and feel comfortable with them in those roles. Eastcliff should be 
used as a University resource for departments, especially those that the University wants to 
build. Invite a department to meet with the provost. And the Art Museum should be used, as 
should the Campus Oub. 

The key word is balance; the need is to look at the balance of rewards, incentives, expectations, 
and goals, for individual faculty, for departments, for the institution. What's been lost is the 
feeling of advocacy--people must feel they have friends in department chairs' and deans' offices, 
and in Morrill Hall, and there must be an environment of facilitation: what can be done to 
make your life better, to be productive? New young faculty feel they have no time for 
collegiality, for involvement with anything. because they never know what will be expected of 
them or the criteria they will be judged against. People don't buy into the place until they're 
tenured, and even then not until they're full professor. 

The process of selecting chairs and heads--leaders--has come up, and their accountability. 
Things vary around the University, it was noted. 

Should the structure of heads and chairs be changed? Some units have elaborate constitutions 
that prevent anyone from doing anything. Others have aggressive heads who are very 
authoritarian. It is likely the differences have an effect on the department cultures. At one 
place, the university hired heads and gave them mandates to build departments; they did 
wonderful things, but it was an autocratic tradition that might not be appropriate at Minnesota. 

Does it have to be either a process that emasculates the head or an authoritarian system? No. 
Heads in IT are appointed by the dean but wouldn't last without the support of the faculty. 
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The trick is to give the head authority to make decisions, with the consent of the department, so 
it isn't deadlocked. 

The structure of selection or tenure of chairs or heads is not all that important. Some strong 
departments have rotating heads; others are strong even though the head may stay for 15 years. 
The secret is not a uniform administrative structure across the University, but to have one that 
works with the people who are there, and that instills in those people--through a head or chair
-a sense of cultural identity with the unit. 

What is to be done with a department that is deadlocked? Put it in receivership. If a 
department has an elective system that works, don't disturb it. H it isn't working, someone must 
take the responsibility to go in and give a department a head. 

What are the criteria for determining it •doesn't work?• The judgment of the President. But 
there's a broad range between minimum performance and taking a faculty on to something 
called WUniversicy- performance; deans are supposed to be paying attention to that. 

In general, the faculty indicate a preference to the dean, and the dean appoints the person. If 
there is to be investment in training of department heads, it has to be more than a three-year 
period to make the investment meaningful, so tenure in office is something that should be 
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considered. So should compensation for the admioistntive duties; the University is all over the 
map on this. There have to be rewards for people to learn the job. 

Whatever mechanism a department has come up with, and whatever myth has grown up, it 
probably makes sense in properly working departments. Where the University has been remiss 
is that every year there should be three or four departments put in shock therapy. Success is 
circular; so is failure, and how to cut into failure is a problem. 

Why is shock therapy superior to mid-career revitalization? This is dealing with the culture of a 
collectivity--to break the culture and bring in a head to hire new faculty, but not necessarily 
stars. 

In the health sciences, the heads are brought in from the outside, and hired because they're 
stars in their own right, and hired as role models to revitalize a department. That comes to 
stars as well; just hiring excellent junior faculty is not the answer. One field identified has been 
jump-started by hiring one of the world's leaders, with tremendous impact. 

Central administration could set aside money for jump-starting departments; sometimes it would 
go to one college, sometimes to another. That would be a worthy use of money. 

There is better administrative staff support in the health sciences for heads. 

Shock therapy worked at a department at UClA It also happened in one college here (the 
criterion in that case was that the fighting was hurting other people; that is one measure to 
use). In the end, it worked, but it was like lancing a boil. What caused the department to get 
into that position? An academically weak department head going up against academically strong 
faculty. Neither side could win. 

The criteria for shock therapy should be low enough that even average departments could be 
improved. Contrarily, since the cost for people is high, the threshold should be high. 

To use one department as an example, there are ideological battles in a department; who will 
arbitrate when the constitution gives no authority to the department chair? Perhaps that needs 
to just play itself out in the discipline, but the hirings for 10 years have been along only one 
line, creating an atmosphere that is very unhealthy. An outside chair would want the 
constitution changed; the authority, whether consensual or assigned, must be there. 

A chair can work well where the environment is working; can a chair--as opposed to a head-
work in an environment where a change is needed? One needs a department head. That 
ignores the distinction about focusing on how to best deal with a unit in trouble, versus how to 
take a place to something great. Rescuing is not the same as nurturing health. 

Incentives and rewards are related to the department head issue. The carrots and sticks 
available to the head go along with the opportunity to articulate the mission at the college and 
department level and work with the resources to bring it about. If there are no rewards that 
can be managed, or punishment to be meted out, and the chair doesn't believe it's his/her 
responsibility to regularly remind faculty what the business of the University is, or tries to do it 
at cross purposes with the dean, then it won't work. One can't talk about roles and rewards 
without talking about who's going to be responsible for managing the definition of roles and 
meting out of rewards. 

One of the answers, whether chairs or heads, is that the University must be prepared to remove 
them, and heads are much harder to remove than chairs. Chairs can be waited out; heads 
believe they can stay forever. Technically, changes are yearly in the health sciences; in other 
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units there is a five-year appointment with regular review. The terms chair and head overlap in 
degrees of authority. Regardless, the position is accountable to a dean and the dean should 
have the authority to remove the person. The dean is a head with respect to departments; 
cannot the dean exercise responsibility? 

There are questions on incentives and rewards: should they be individual versus collective? 
what is wanted--good collegiate citizens, good teachers, good researchers? one at the expense of 
the other? what balance is being sought? H that isn't defined, there's a problem. 

A problem is coming: faculty will be forced into the same position as major league sports, with 
a salary c:ap and a few stars. A salary cap will come from the legislature, and the University 
will be forced into a star system, perhaps on the Harvard model The University may inevitably 
be moving in that direction; whether it does so, or resists--and takes the consequences--should 
be confronted head on. 

Is it the reward system or compensation to be discussed? Rewards are much broader and 
include awards, support for professional activities (especially for fields where grants do not 
support it)--things outside of the payroll system. The last ten years of budget cuts have meant 
starving the University on these rewards in order to maintain the full payroll system. 

In the compensation system, is there a base-plus system? Does it focus on the last 12 months, 
and rewarding it, or rewarding professional stature in the profession overall? A bonus system? 

The cycle of rewards is important--annual plus a three to five year cycle needs to be fleshed 
out. Also an increment that is removable, if one does not maintain the level of productivity. 
Inflation has been the tool the University has used. 

It is important to talk about dividing up the pie, but also about the size of the pie and fmancing 
the University. H the same pattern continues, the pie will not be big enough. There are 
different ways to refinance; people need to get out of the box of talking about tuition, gifts, 
grants, and state subsidy, where the last is significant. The salary cap issue is not small. There 
better be enough money to divide, or it won't make a difference how it is divided. 

The chair should teach. 

Annual review of faculty in the humanities enhances the little article and deters production of 
the major book. One doesn't have a great department with innumerable small articles rather 
than major books. 

Over the last 10 - 15 years, major salary increases for colleagues do not come because of 
publications, but because of offers received from elsewhere. That affects morale; many equally 
or more meritorious colleagues who do not get an offer then fall behind. There is a 
tremendous gap in salaries, which do not really reflect individual worth. This must be kept in 
mind when compensation is taken up. 

Base salary could be a cell in a matrix involving longevity and rank; one could decide where a 
faculty member belongs irrespective of whether or not an external offer is received--some places 
do it. This is administrative. And there is no reason incentive pay cannot be used on top of 
base salary, including temporary augmentations (e.g., a big research project that will take a lot 
of administrative time). This would permit treatment of those who hold the place together. If 
a unit with $1 million in salary money also had augmentation funds it could count on over ten 
years, funds that were to not be permanent base improvements but held to allocate as flexible 
money, there would be a considerable sum, but the faculty in the department would be receiving 
in the aggregate the same amount of money had it been added to their base--but there would 
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be an opportunity to manage some of it on behalf of things that need to be done. When all 
the money is put in base salaries, and each year starts with nothing, all the levers are thrown 
away. 
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The base salary issue is the most difficult to open up, because one can raise the base salary but 
one cannot lower it. Someone must tell those who make the rules that one CAN lower salaries. 
This could be done administratively. 

Agriculture faculty, on 11-month appointments, should have the summer months be a separate 
contract, not a contractual entitlement but related to their productivity. (There are tenure code 
problems with this.) 

Direct compensation should be seen as providing incentives to behaviors that are wanted. The 
one aspect of pay that the University has side-stepped is group pay. Group pay has two effects. 
The institution has a right to expect that some of its interests are pursued by those who live 
within it. Offering classes on weekends and evenings, for example, if it were determined that 
that is when students want them; if X% of the faculty were to teach such courses, everyone in 
the department would receive an augmentation to their salary (not to the base). 

The central administrative practice of allocating the same percentage of salary to each college 
and department needs to be addressed. If that pattern is broken, there will be interesting 
discussion; thought must be given to the criteria used to decide to give one college more than 
another. 

Team incentives should be considered, but not just because one feels like treating different 
people differently; what makes one college more deserving than another? 

Special merit recognition money the legislature awarded one biennium was the one clear of the 
victory of the University of Minnesota Faculty Association--"anticipatory retention" money. 
Because of the press of time, it was distributed to 20 departments the administration thought 
was good. The next year there was University-wide competition. It's a good idea--it builds 
loyalty--the University did something for someone when it didn't have to. The University should 
think about doing that again; it was money well spent. 

Don't forget about honors. There are no recognitions besides Regents Professors where faculty 
have an opportunity to assemble together and listen to each other. 

This is reminiscent of the way once used to allocate differential amounts to the colleges; a 
committee looked at proposals and weighed them. The money did good, but it also did harm. 
What about departments on the rise--the B + departments? Focus on the excellent, but also 
have an active program for bringing departments and people along--mid-career individual 
training for individuals and shock treatments to change a department's culture. 

In distributing salaries to colleges or departments, one problem is the average department salary 
and its size; a department of 8 versus one of 80 has different choices and abilities to respond to 
inequities. But that's what deans are for. 

On the "average percent" issue, in the Medical School they must stick to the average--even if 
they have a lot of people who are doing very well. The more a department gets to be excellent, 
the less the variance, so those who are doing well cannot be rewarded more than people in 
other departments. Another is that a person doing a good job in a strong department is much 
worse off than being in a weak department. By having extra money come in, however, it helps 
the department for the next year. 
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The link between unit leadership and compensation must not be lost; that brings together the 
roles, rewards, and mission problems. The topics must be connected. 

13 

There will be over $5 million in the Strategic Investment Pool next year; it will be important to 
do something strategic with it and not just dribble it away. It is important that the call for 
proposals not come out two weeks ahead of the deadline. 

-- Gary Engstrand 

University of Minnesota 
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A PROPOSAL FOR REVITAliZATION OF DEPARTMENTS 

Ad Hoc Committee of 
11/1/94 ~ Pew 
Conference: 

W. Phillips Shively, chair 
Carl R. Adams 
John S. Adams 
Patrice A. Morrow 

I. The Importance of Departments 

14 

Basic academic units of about twenty faculty, usually departments but often 
subdepartments or small colleges, are the basic building blocks of the University.1 

They are the point from which many of the services of the University are delivered, 
but more importantly, they are the central point of focus for faculty. In order for 
the University to function well and to adapt well to changing circumstances, the 
faculty must be engaged, confident, and flexible, and must embrace the University's 
goals as their own. This will only happen if they are working in vital, functional 
departments. The health of departments, therefore, is a basic concern of the 
University. 

What makes the department such a central unit? First, of course, the 
department is physically the place where faculty organize much of their work. 
Most of the people a faculty member sees in a day at the University are members 
of her or his department. 

More importantly, the department is the point at which the two most 
important roles of a faculty member intersect: the local role as a member of the 
faculty of the University of Minnesota, with duties including teaching, committee 
work, and community service; and the national role as a member of a discipline, 
with duties including research, service as a referee for journals and funding 
agencies, and service to professional groups. If the competing demands of these 
two roles are to blend harmoniously, the department is the place where this will 

1For most faculty at the University, the department is the basic organizational 
unit, but in some parts of the University the basic unit may be the college, a 
research station, or something else. For economy of style we shall use the term 
"department" in this proposal instead of a more elaborate description of work units, 
but it should be understood that we intend our proposal to refer to basic work 
units generally. 

• 
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happen. 
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Titf: coincidence of faculty members' two most important roles in one location 
gives that place a powerful hold on their emotions. Most faculty identify with their 
department more than with the University w g. It is easier to get faculty to 
sacrifice for their department than for larger units of the University, as is evident 
from faculty members' gifts to the University, most of which are designated for 
their departments. Service to the department is often treated as a generous act on 
behalf of the group; service to the University is viewed more ambivalently. 

Finally, departments are important in shaping faculty morale. Obviously 
morale rises and falls generally across the University, in response to external 
events. But, there also appears to be significant variation in the morale of faculty 
members from one department to another within the University. From admittedly 
impressionistic evidence, it appears that those departments whose faculty feel 
relatively good about their work and about the University tend to be the 
departments that function effectively. Good research/good teaching/good service 
departments make for good morale. 

H the University is to function well, if it is to get the most from its faculty, 
departments must function well. 

II. Revitalization of Departments 

We should define our terms here. A department functions well: wben it iets 
the best efforts out of its individual members both in their own professional work 
and on behalf of the collective tasks of the dtWartment. the colleie. and the 
University. Best efforts from the group require: 

• effective leadership; 

• a supportive culture in which the accomplishments of each are seen as 
accomplishments of all; and 

• recruitment that brings the best faculty into the department, and 
continuing support (including mentoring) that brings the best out of 
faculty. 

III. Recommendations 

A Effective leadership: 

1. Heads and chairs need help in learning how to provide leadership. 
Present orientation programs for new heads and chairs emphasize especially 
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University procedures, the legal environment of departments, and similar 
housekeeping topics. We recommend that orientation trainin~ emphasize more how 
to lead de.partments. how to build community. and how to nurture faculty members. 
A good addition, for instance, would be sessions on "Best Practices of Best 
Departments", at which chairs of departments that function well would discuss what 
they do and why they do it. Another good example would be discussion and tips 
on how to use a departmental administrator most effectively, how effectively to 
chair meetings and to budget the chair's time, how to select search committees for 
new faculty, and other important tasks. 

2. "Training" should not stop with orientation. We recommend that venues 
be created in which moderately sized &TOUPS of chairs and heads in related fields 
can meet at re~mlar intervals to discuss practices in their departments. and common 
problems they face. 

3. Departments have been the unfortunate recipients for a number of years 
of an uncoordinated, unmonitored devolution of functions and heightened 
requirements of accountability from the federal government, the state government, 
central administration, the graduate school, and college administrations. In each 
case the new requirements have been well-intended, but the overall effect has been 
to swamp departments. 

3a. One way in which this shows up is in a welter of uncoordinated 
deadlines from varied agencies and varied parts of the University. We recommend 
that the University establish ways to exercise &reater calendar coordination. An 
example of good practice in this regard at the University comes from the graduate 
school. At one time there were various small graduate fellowships available, and 
students were nominated for each fellowship separately. Today, single sets of 
nominees are forwarded to the graduate school twice a year, and these serve to 
nominate students for all of the various awards for which they are eligible. 

3b. Similarly, department chairs and heads are swamped by an accelerating 
flow of paper. Much of this has grown with no central design. We recommend 
that a task force of ciyil service department administrators. cbairs. and staff from 
central administration. the uaduate scbool. and colle~es be appointed: their cha.r~e 
should be to examine the flow of paper into and out of departments. with a ~oal 
of reducin~ the flow by 50%. 

4. Chairs and heads vary widely in their terms of tenure, mode of selection, 
and degree of accountability to their departments. While we obviously do not 
recommend trying to revise the many historical paths by which these differences 
have evolved, we do believe that some chairs are too weak and are in office too 
short a time to be effective; at the other extreme, some operate for indefinite, but 
often long, tenures with very little accountability. We recommend that where 
necessary. chairs be strenilbened constitutionally in all departmelltS in which chairs 

r 
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rotate. QependinK on the circumstances and wishes of the department. each such 
department should either: chan~ to a system in which the chair serves an 
indefinite ;;-rm, thou&}l with re~lar review: or leJJithen the term of the chair to a 
minimum ; ,.. five years. We furtber recommend that the accountability of chairs 
and heads who hold Iona-tenn appointments be improved by thorou&}l and 
confidential. re~lar reviews. 

5. Finally, We recommend that the necessary fundinK be provided to allow 
each department to have a civil service administrator to assist the chair or head. 
H necessaxy. small departments should be merKed or otherwise clustered in order 
to provide the necessazy scale for this staffinK. 

B. Culture of Effectiveness: 

1. The University should provide added opportunities for faculty to build 
campus networks both within and across departments. We recommend that the 
University support coromunity-buildinK throuib departments. Examples of possible 
support would include block-grants to departments for socializing in connection with 
graduate recruiting efforts, departmental meetings and retreats, and so on; another 
might be subsidized Campus Club memberships. 

2. One problem for all departments is getting faculty to contribute to the 
collective good of the department (by service to the department, innovative 
teaching, mentoring younger members of the department, etc.; i.e., simply 
contributing to the community.) Faculty in the most successful departments are 
usually generous in this way, but they truly are "generous" -- all of our incentives 
encourage individual effort and do not reward contributions to the collective tasks 
of the department or University. Department chairs need ways to unbundle 
financial rewards so that contributors to collective goals can be rewarded within the 
departmental reward structure. We therefore recommend that salaries be ifadually 
"unbundled" into (1) a base salary that accompanies tenure: and (2) contract salary. 
for doinK additional work that is necotiated with the department. colleie. or 
university. and paid for oyer and above the base salazy. This would provide a 
means for chairs and deans to provide for collective tasks without skewil}i the 
merit basis of the underlyinK salazy structure. 

3. A recent study (Science, 19 August 1994, p. 1031) found that faculty 
morale was best in departments which were focused collectively on a common 
effort - usually a program to improve teaching. Two sorts of common campaigns 
suggest themselves to us: 1) programs to improve the graduate program of a 
department through a review of the recruitment of students, restructuring of 
advising and instruction, etc; and 2) systematic programs to improve undergraduate 
curriculum and teaching, such as the Operation Sunrise effort in the College of 
Agriculture several years ago. There might well be other possibilities. Yf..e. 
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recommend that the University set aside a modest fund to suwort several 
departments or colleiCs each year in efforts such as these. The University should 
recoKJiize that the benefits of such efforts iO beyond the improvements per se. but 
also contribute to the buildin& of community. 

4. Sometimes departments get caught up in a cycle of internal conflicts that 
is difficult to break out of. Alternatively, departments sometimes fall into a pattern 
of mediocrity, such that they do not have leaders to spark improvement. In these 
and other cases, it may be necessary to bring in an outside chair or head, armed 
with several new hires, to tum the department around. We recommend that the 
University bud&et for one or two such "make-oyer" efforts annually. perhaps by 
brin&in& in an outside chair or head and allowin& that person to hire several new 
faculty over a two- or three-year period. This would not necessarily have to be a 
permanent cost. It might be managed by bridge loans or programs of enhanced 
retirement. 

5. We recommend that the University and departments expand their 
repertoire of ceremony and individual honors. in orcJer to increase the recopition 
members of the department receive from the department collectively. One example 
of such honors would be to expand our range of named chairs. These would not 
necessarily require much funding. Two possibilities would be to allow McKnight 
Land Grant Professors to retain the title indefinitely; and/ or to designate all 
winners of Morse-Alumni Teaching Awards with the honorific of Distinguished 
Teaching Professor. 

C. Recruitment of outstanding faculty, and support of faculty: 

Responsibility in these areas lies more fully within departments than was true 
of A and B, so there is less to recommend for central administration and deans. 
However, we have one recommendation. 

1. The importance of seeking quality in every new faculty member we hire 
cannot be emphasized or repeated enough. As one member of the Pew Discussion 
said, our basic rule must always be that we are trying to recruit faculty who are 
better than we are. We recommend that assurin& quality of recruitment and hirin& 
be made an explicit chariC to the three Provosts of the Twin Cities campus. and to 
the Chancellors of all campuses. Deans should actively oversee searches with an 
eye to Q1lallty. not only to see that they have been conducted le&ally and fairly: if 
necessazy. they should ste.p in and iUide search operations to malre sure the 
searches are conducted competently. Primarily. this is a matter of leadership. 
Perhaps most important will be repeated and visible public attention to this issue 
by the hj&}lest central officers. 
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IV. Implementation 

Of the above recommendations, responsibility for implementing 
recommendations A.l, A3, and B.l through B.4 appears to us to lie with central 
administration. A4 appears to lie with the Deans and Provosts, while A2, A5, 
and B.5 can lie with either central administration or with the Deans and Provosts. 
Responsibility for C.l lies with all three. 
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FACULTY TENURE: SPECIFIED UNrrS 

APPLICATION 

This policy applies to the faculty of the University of Minnesota baw Seheel 8:88 
System. wtth the exception of the faculty of the University of Minnesota MePfis 
Crookston Campus. 

PREAMBLE 

The Board of Regents adopts these regulations wtth the conviction that a well
defined statement of rules is essenttal to the protection of academic freedom and 
to the promotion of excellence at the University of Minnesota. A well-designed 
promotion and tenure system ensures that considerations of academic quality 
wtll be the basts for academic personnel decisions. and thus provides the 
foundation for academic excellence. 

Tenure is the keystone for academic freedom: it Is essential for safeguarding the 
right of free expression and for encouragtng risk-taking inquiry at the frontiers of 
knowledge. Both tenure and academic freedom are part of an tmplictt social 
compact which recognizes that tenure serves important public purposes and 
benefits society. The people of Minnesota are best sezved when faculty are free to 
teach. conduct research, and provide service without fear of reprisal and to 
pursue those actMttes with regard for long term benefits to society rather than 
.short term rewards. In return. faculty have the responsibility of furthering the 
institution's programs of research. teaching. and service. and are accountable for 
their performance of these responsibilities. Additionally. a well-designed tenure 
system attracts capable and highly qualified indMduals as faculty members. 
strengthens institutional stability by enhancing faculty members' institutional 
loyalty. and encourages academic excellence by reta.tnlng and rewarding the most 
able people. Tenure and promotion imply selectMty and choice; they are awarded 
for academic and professional merit. not for seniority. The length and intensity of 
the review leading to the grant of tenure ensures the retention only of well
qualified faculty committed to the University's mission. 

The ideal attributes of the collective faculty of any unit are scholarly creattvtty. 
professional competence and leadership, intellectual dtverstty, the ability and 
desire to teach effectively and the willingness to cooperate wtth other units in 
promoting the work and welfare of the University as a whole. The admtntstration 
and faculty should ensure, within each unit. not only a proper balance among 
these activities but also the maintenance of each at the highest level. together 
with accountability and suitable recognition of indMdual achievement and 
serviCe. 

The tenure regulations provide a comprehensive set of poltctes dealing with the 
relationship between the University and its faculty. The regulations classify the 
faculty as tenured. probatiollal)' and term. They provide for annual performance 
reviews of all faculty, as well as espectally thorough reviews before the granting of 
tenure, on promotion in rank. and when the performance of a tenured faculty 
member is alleged to be substandard. They provide for the reass1gnment of faculty 
in case of the reorganization of the University or changes in its scholarly 
direction, and for diSCipline when a faculty member fails to meet prescribed stan
dards of conduct. 
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DEFINmONS 

For the purposes of this policy, the tenns defined in this section have the 
meanings gtven them. 

• (a) an "academic unit" is a department or similar unit. A school. college or 
dMsion that is not further subdMded is also an academic unit. 

• {b) an ·appl1cable faculty member'" means every faculty member employed by 
the UniVersity of Minnesota bew Seheel &:BEl System. except for facultv of the 
UniVersity of Mtpnesota Meffis Crook3ton Campus. 

• (c) the "head of an academic unit is the academk administrator immediately 
responsible fort such as a chair, head or director. 

• (d) a "colleWe unit" or "college" is a major academk entity of the UniVersity. 
It may be a collt;ge. school. institute or campus. 

• (e) the "dean" of a collegiate unit is the academk administrator tmmediately 
responsible for it. such as a dean or director or (on a campus that is not 
subdMded into colleges) a vice-chancellor. 

• (0 a "senior academic administrator" is an officer who has final administratiVe 
review authority on academic personnel decisions. and who reports directly to 
the president and regents. such as a vtce president. chancellor. or provost. The 
president wtll destgnate one or more senior acadeuUc administrators and define 

·their respectiVe jurisdictions. 

• (h) the "sentor vice president for academk affairs" is the officer (of whatever 
title) holding prtmaiy responsibility for the development of Untversity-wtde 
academk policy. This officer may also serve as senior academic administrator for 
some or all of the UniVersity. tf so designated by the president. 

• (1) "tenured faculty" are those faculty who hold indefinite tenure. 

FACUL1Y TENURE 

1.1 ~. Every 1l'lt:ITJber of the faculty is entitled to due process and 
academk freedom as established by acadeuUc tradition and the constitutions 
and laws of the United States and the state of Minnesota and as amplifted by 
resolutions of the Board of Regents. The Board of Regents hereby reaffirms its 
commitment to acadeuUc freedom and tenure as reflected in its resolution of 
January 28, 1938, and in the statement of December 14, 1963, which are set 
forth in the appendix to these regulations. The pollctes of the Board of Regents 
regarding academiC freedom are currently stated in the board's statement of 
September 8, 1995, which provides: 

The Regents of the University of Minnesota reafBrm the prtndples 
of academiC freedom and responsibility. These are rooted in the 
belief that the mtnd is ennobled by the pursuit of understanding 
and the search for truth and the state well served when 
instruction is available to all at an institution dedicated to the 
advancement of learning. These principles are also refreshed by 
the recollection that there is commune vtnculum omnibus arttbus 
-- a common bond through all the arts. 



Academic freedom is the freedom to discuss all relevant matters in 
the classroom, to explore all avenues of scholarship, research and 
creative expression and to speak or write as a public citizen 
Without institutional discipline or restraint. Academic 
responsibility implies the faithful performance of academic duties 
and obligations. the recognition of the demands of the scholarly 
enterprise and the candor to make it clear that the individual is 
not speaking for the institution in matters of public interest. 

1.2 ProtectlaD Of Faculty. Denial of faculty appointment or reappointment or 
removal or suspension from office or censure or other penalty must not be based 
upon any belief. expression or conduct protected by law or by the principles of 
academic freedom. 

Sec;tkm 2. AppUc;abiUtt Q{ RcoJatlopa And Continuity QfAppolntmenta. 

2.1 Employment CoDtracta. These regulations govern the relationship between 
the Board of Regents and applicable faculty members. except as inconsistent 
wtth the provisions of collective bargaining agreements. These regulations are 
part of the contract between the Board of Regents and applicable faculty 
members. 

2.2 Continuation Of EziatiJIC Appointment.. On the effective date of these 
regulations, every person holding a faculty appointment governed by the 1945 
regulations concerning faculty tenure as amended, Will hold the same kind of 
appointment under these regulations, whether or not their appointments are 
appropriate for such status under these regulations. 

Section 3. Dc;u1ty Hapke And 1'yJa Q(Appolntmc:pta. 

3.1 In General The faculty ranks are professor, associate professor, assistant 
professor, and instructor. Faculty appointment ts appropriate only If the 
indMdual is engaged in teaching or research as defined in section 7.11. 
Appointment at these ranks are either regular tenured or tenure-track 
appointments or term appointments. An appointment must be designated as a 
regular or a term appointment when tt is made. 

3.2 ReafU1ar Appolntmenta. A regular appointment ts either wtth indefinite 
tenure or ts probationary, leading to a decision concerning indefinite tenure 
within a spectfted period of time. A faculty member with indefinite tenure ts 
entitled to retatn that position until retirement in accordance with University 
regulations or until the appointment ts terminated pursuant to the provisions of 
sections 10 or 11. 

A faculty member on probationary appointment: 

1. ts entitled to consideration for indefinite tenure: and 
2. is entitled to timely notice of termination in accordance with Section 6. 

A regular appointment may only be held in an academic unit of a degree-granting 
college, or stmtlar untt. A regular appointment must be for two-thirds time or 
more over the academic year. 

3.3 'him Appo1Dtment8. A term appointment ts date-spectftc; that ts. the 
appointment terminates at the end of a period spectfted in the appointment 
without further notice to the appointee. The senior academiC administrator for 
the campus or areafi+ must gtve every person appointed to a term faculty position 
a statement in wrtttng setting forth the conditions of the appointment. including 
the fact that it terminates Without further notice. 



No number of renewals of a term appointment creates a right to further renewals 
or to a decision concerning tenure. Every renewal of a term appointment for the 
seventh or succeeding year must be reported to the Tenure Committee With a 
justification of the reasons for the continuation of term status. 

3.4 Appropriate 1lle8 ol tam appaiDtmeDta. Term appointments are 
appropriate and may be used provided one or more of the following conditions Is 
met 

• ( 1) the duration, the percentage of time, or both require less than serviCe for 
two-thirds time for the academic year: 

• (2) the appointment is designated a Visiting appointment because the faculty 
member is from another educational institution or is a qualified professional 
from a government or priVate agency on a leave of absence to accept a temporary 
appointment at this University: 

• (3) the appointment is designated a clinical appointment because the faculty 
member is a clinician in the community who gtves seiVice to the University part
time: 

• (4) the appointment concerns a faculty member who prtnctpally is engaged in 
and prtmartly is supported by cl1nical acttvtties or by dtsctpltne-related servtce.(l) 

• (5) the appointment is destgnated an adjunct appointment because the 
faculty member's prtmary employment ts outside the University or ts in another 
unit of the University: 

• (6) the appointment extends courtesy faculty rank without salary: 

• (7) the position is subject to the joint control of the University and another 
institution: 

• (8) the specific funding for the position is subject to the discretion of another 
agency: 

• (9) the funding for the position is for a limited time; 

• (10) the appointment ts in a unit or program that is experimental or 
otherwise restricted in duration: and 

• ( 11) the person is enrolled in a University of Minnesota dtgree program. A 
regular faculty member on a probationary appointment may transfer to term 
status durtng enrollment in such a program tf the faculty member and the senior 
academic administrator agree. This transfer suspends the nmntng of the 
maxUJ1um period of probationary service. but the faculty member retains other 
rights of regular appointment. including annual review, the right to timely notice 
and a terminal appointment period as provided in Section 6. 

8.5 Admbdstratan' Appamtmellta. Academic admtntstrators may hold regular 
or term faculty appointments. Administrative titles and duties are distinct and 
severable from such indtvtduals' faculty appointments. Removal from an 
administrative position does not tmpalr any rights the individual holds as a 
faculty member. Upon leavtng an administrative position. the indtvtdual returns 
to faculty status, with sa1aiy and term of appointment reduced by the amount of 
the administrative augmentation, tf any. 
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3.6 Spedal Contracta. These regulations do not bar a faculty appointment 
pursuant to ~ special contract specifying tenns or conditions of employment· 
which are different from those prescrtbed in these regulations. All other 
provisions of these regulations apply to such appointments. Every special 
contract must be in writing and must state that it is a special contract entered 
into pursuant to this subsection. It must be signed by the faculty member 
concerned. by the dean of the collegiate unit in which the faculty member will be 
employed and by the senior academic administrator and must be authorized by 
the Board of Regents or its expressly authorized delegate. In addition. the senior 
academic administrator will annually report to the Tenure Committee the terms 
of all special contracts and the reasons for their use. 

A special contract may be ·usect to reduce the minimum time of a regular 
appointment to one-half time in order to permit a faculty member to devote more 
time to family responsibilities. Such a contract must provtde for the mutual 
responsibilities of the faculty member and the academic unit. including the type 
and percent time of the appointment, if any, to which the faculty member is 
entitled at the expiration of the special contract. In the case of a probationary 
faculty member, the contract will regulate the length of the probationary period, 
but the total probationary period may be extended by no more than a total of 
two years pursuant to this Section and subsection 5.5. 

Sec;tlon 4. TmN Of Faculty lmplqyment. 

4.1 Written Notice Of Appointment. Each faculty appointment or change of 
status is spectfied in a written notice of appointment issued by or on behalf of 
the Board of Regents. The notice must include the followtng: 

1. Whether the appointment is regular or term: 
2. Whether it is full or part-time and the percentage of time involved: 
3. If for a fixed term. its expiration date: 
4. If regular, whether it ts probationary or with indefinite tenure: 
5. Whether tt is on a twelve-month. academic year or other spectfted annual 

basts: 
6. The rank of appointment: 
7. The academic unit or untts to which the individual is being appointed: 
8. The Bas& recurring salary: and 
9. Additional eempeftsa~eft Jilia as described in Section 4.4. 

The notice is only evidence of the appointment: clertcal or computer errors in a 
notice of appointment do not affect the terms of the appointment unless the 
faculty member reasonably relied upon the mtstake and suffered an injustice 
because of that reliance. Notices required by this section should be delivered 
before the effective date of the appointment or change of status. or as soon 
thereafter as is administratively feasible. A probationary appointee must also be 
given notice of the applicable maximum probationary period. 

4.2 Actloa a, Tbe Board Of Reemta. Faculty appointments and renewals or 
changes of status become effective when approved by the Board of Regents or its 
authorized delegate. 

4.3 c~ ID 'l'fiDm Of AppollltmeDt au. TJwa l"'caat)' campeDAU-. 
Except for raises in rank and except for action expressly authorized by these 
regulations. no changes of (1) through (7) items listed 1n subsection 4.1 may be 
made during the term of an appointment except with the agreement of the 
faculty member and the Board of Regents or tts authorized delegate. 

4.4 Faculty s ... peBMUee St!'tdct. Each faculty member shall receive a ease 
recurrtni salary. wiHeft. and may also recetye an additional sal;uy which may be 



for soecial awaros gr for actMttes in addtttgp tg reWJlar facyltv respopstbtlittcs 
such as cltptcal practice. admtpistrattve serytce. oyerlgad duties. summer school 
teacbtpg and summer te§Carch SUpPOrt and Stmilar actlytttes, 

Recurr1Il& salazy will not be decreased except by action expressly authorized in 
thts section or in Sections 7a. 10, 11, or 14 of these regulations or with the 
agreement of the faculty member. If a faculty member's ease. recurrtrw salary Is 
decreased, the amount of the decrease and the reason therefor shall be set forth 
in a written notice and prov1ded to the faculty member. No decrease in 9es& 
reclli1'1Qa salary shall occur in violation of the academic freedom of the faculty 
member. 

The Uftirlersity may Ht8 ff91B tee te tee prevHie a faettley IBell!8er witfl 
aEIEiitteeai eempeesettee tftat is eet p&ft ef "ase selafy. The aEIEiitteeai 
eempeeeatiee may he fer speeial awerEis er fer aelt¥4Mes in aEIEiiMeB te regttlar 
faettlty respeHSieiUttes stte8 as eltmeal praettee, a81Btrlil9tfllttve ~. &YerleaEI 
ElttMes, StliBIBef se8eel teae8iftg aee St:ldBIBef A!Se~ 9ttppert aee si&Hiar 
aett·AUes. 

At the time an appointment ts made, the offer and written notice of appointment 
shall separately state the 8ase tcClll"l1Qe salary and any additional eempeesattee 
.wm. as described above, that the faculty member will receive. In each 
subsequent year, the faculty member shall be provtded with a written notice 
separately stating any changes in Me& res;urrJni salary and any changes in 
additional eempeesetiee ala,a for the following academiC year. A faculty 
member's Me& recurxtne salary shall consist of the initial ease recwrtoe salary 
adjusted by any subsequent increase or decrease in ease recurrtna salary 
provided for in a subsequent written notice. Increases wtll be presumed to be in 
8ase recurrtoe salary unless otherwise identified. For a faculty member employed 
when this section takes effect. the initial 8aae n:cuX1'1n& salary will be the faculty 
member's ease n:curxtne salary at the time this section takes effect. exclustve of 
any eempeesatieft addttlgpa} ylazy destgna~d as spectal awards or designated 
as being for acttvttles in addition to regular faculty responstbtlities such as 
cltntcal practice, administrative seJVtce, overload duties, summer school teaching. 
summer research support and stmtlar acttvtties. 

A faculty member whose rccun1n& salary has been decreased may petition for 
review of that action under Section 15 of these regulations. 

4.5 Reducdaa Ck PoltpO.aemat Of CompeuatlGL If the University or a 
collegiate unit is faced wtth financial stringency that does not amount to a fiscal 
emergency, the president may propose a temporary reduction or postponement tn 
compensation to be allocated to faculty in accordance wtth a mathematical 
formula or stmilar device. If approved by the Faculty Senate or the appropriate 
cg!Jegtatc aw:rpbly, rnmcd1yely. and the Board of Regents. the ease pay recurrtna 
aim of all faculty members in the UniVersity or in the designated eellegial 
cg!Jegtate units shall be reduced temporarily tn accordance wtth the formula or 
dev1Ce. The reduction may not continue for longer than two years. unless 
renewed by the same procedure. 

5.1 GeDera1 Rale. To gtve the University ample opportunity to determine the 
qualifications of those faculty members whom it is considering for regu1ar 
appointments with indefinite tenure, the maximum period of probationary 
service of a faculty member is normally six academic years. whether consecutive 
or not. The faculty assembly of a collegiate unit may propose to alter the 



maximum probationary period for all of that college. or for certain units Within tt. 
to no more than nine years. The tenured faculty of a college, by simple majority 
vote taken by. secret ballot. may adopt such a change, With the approval of the 
dean and of the senior academic administrator. Any such change in the 
maximum probationary period applies to all probationary faculty hired in that 
college (or those units) after the decision, but any incumbent probationary 
faculty member may choose to be considered under the new rule. At the end of 
this probationary period, the faculty member must either be given a regular 
appointment with indefinite tenure or a one-year terminal appointment. 

5.2 Early Decisions Permitted. These regulations do not prevent the granting of 
indefinite tenure prior to the expiration of the maximum period of probationary 
service and do not prevent a decision to terminate an appointee's probation prior 
to the end of the appointee's maximum probationary service, if timely notice is 
given. 

5.3 DeftntUoa. Of Academic Year. A faculty member is considered to have served 
an academic year if the appointee serves at least two-thirds time for three 
quarters or full-time for two quarters of the nine month academtc year or any 
equivalent combination. An academic year during which the faculty member 
serves for less than this amount is not counted in computing the number of 
years for purposes of this section. 

Unless otherwise agreed in Writing, periods during which a faculty member is on 
paid leave for professional development (single quarter leave, sabbatical furlough. 
etc.) or on leave to teach or conduct research at another academtc institution 
count as service, but periods in which the faculty member is on sick or disability 
leave or on leave in some non-faculty capacity do not count as service. 

If a faculty member transfers to a position in the non-regular faculty, the time 
spent in the non-regular position does not count for the purpose of this section. 

5.4 PriCK Sent.ce. 

5.41 In ThJa UDlvenltJ. Eveey acade:DUc year during which a faculty member has 
previously served at least two-thirds time under a regular appointment at this 
University reduces the maximum period of probationary service by one year. 

5.42 Elsewhere. If a faculty member has previously served in regular faculty 
positions, as defined In these regulations. in one or more accredited universities 
or colleges, eveey academtc year of such service (not exceeding three) reduces the 
maximum period of probationary service by one year. 

5.43 EzcepUou Permitted. If the prior service was in a different clisctpline, was in 
an academic unit or Institution wtth teaching or research goals not comparable 
to those of the present appointment. or was too long ago to provide good 
evidence of the appointee's current professional development. the Board of 
Regents or tts expressly authorized delegate may make an exception in Writing at 
or near the beginning of the probationary period. 

5.5 EzcepUaa Far New PueDt ~ careamr. The maximum period of 
probationary service wt1l be extended by one year at the request of a probationary 
faculty member: 

1. On the occasion of the birth of that faculty member's child or adoptive/foster 
placement of a child with that faculty member: or 



2. When the faculty member is a major caregiver for a family member{2) who has 
an extended sertous lllness, injury, or debiUtating condition. A faculty 
member may use this provision no more than two times. 

The request for extension must be made in writing wtthin three months of the 
events gtvtng rtse to the cla1m and no later than June 30 preceding the year a 
final decision would otherwise be made on an appointment wtth indefinite 
tenure for that faculty member. 

Scc:Uon 6. Tenure Of l'lc:ulty Op, ftttt'"' Prnhetfmam A&motntmenf:l. 

6.1 In GeneraL A regular probationary appointee is a candidate for indefinite 
tenure. A probationary appointment continues untll It is superseded by an 
appointment wtth indefinite tenure or until terminated by timely notice or by 
resignation. Regular probationary appointments are generally made at the rank 
of assistant professor, but may be made at any rank. 

6.2 Notice ReqalremeDta. Except as provided below, a probationary 
appointment may be terminated at the end of any academic year by gtvtng notice 
of termination (in the form provtded in Sectton 17) not later than May 15 of the 
preceding academic year. The notice must inform the faculty member of the right 
to request a heartng before the Judicial Conuntttee and must advise the faculty 
member of the appUcable time ltmtt for making such a request 

6.21 Auodate Profe-.n ADd Pm'enan On Prabat:lolwy Appointment.. An 
initial probationary appointment at the rank of associate professor or professor 
may specify in writing that it is for a mlnlmum period of three years. In that case. 
the earUest time at which notice of tenntnation can be gtven is before May 15 of 
the second year of service, to take effect at the end of the third year of service. 

6.22 IDaUucton On Prabatloaal7' Appohdmetata. An initial probationary 
appointment at the rank of instructor may spedfy in writing that it is only for a 
minimum pertod of one year. The appointment may be terminated at the end of 
the first year by notice given not later than March 1 of that year. or at the end of 
the second year by notice given not later than December 15 of that year. In all 
other respects such appointments are governed by subsection 6.2. A promotion 
of an instructor to the rank of Assistant Professor wtthout a grant of tenure does 
not affect the operation of this subsection. 

6.3 Promotloae The promotion of a probationary appointee to the rank of 
associate professor or professor must be accompanied wtth an appointment wtth 
indefinite tenure. A promotion to assistant professor does not affect the faculty 
member's tenure status. 

6..f RaDk Of Appablte. Wltla ItVIeftnlte TelnDe. The grant of tenure to an 
instructor must be accompanied wtth a promotion to assistant professor. Stnce 
the standards for granting tenure are ordinarily at least as rigorous as those for 
promotion to associate professor, the granting of tenure to an assistant professor 
wtll ordinarily be accompanied by a promotion to assoctate professor. Otherwtse, 
a grant of indefinite tenure need not be accompanied wtth a promotion in rank. 

6.5 l!'&ct Of 1I'IDale To CcJatW Wltla 1"'de Sectlall. No one is entitled to an 
appointment wtth indefinite tenure merely because the University failed to 
comply wtth this section. 1( an indtvtdual is gtven an extension of appointment 
beyond the maximum probationary pertod or is not gtven timely written notice. 
the University may either: 

1. Grant an appointment wtth indefinite tenure: 



2. Grant a further probationary appointment, if this would not exceed the 
maximum probationary period: or 

3. Grant a terminal appointment ending at the end of the first full academiC 
year which follows the May 15th after proper notice is given. 

Section z Penonnd l?c!s;Wm• Cmqmtnl Plpbatfqpep lJcqlty. 

7.1 Criteria FOI' DedatoaL 

7.11 General Cdterla. The basts for awarding indefinite tenure ts the 
determination that the achievements of an individual have demonstrated the 
individual's potential to continue to contribute significantly to the mission of the 
University(3) and to its programs of teaching, research, and service over the 
course of the faculty member's academic career.(4) The prtmary(5) criteria for 
demonstrating this potential are effectiveness in teaching{6) and professional 
distinction in research,(7) outstanding disCipline-related service contrtbuttons(8) 
will also be taken into account where they are an integral part of the mission of 
the academic unit. The relative importance of the criteria may vary in different 
academic units, but each of the Criteria must be considered in every decision. (91 

7.12 Departmental Statement. Each academic unit must have a document that 
articulates wtth reasonable specificity the indices and standards which wtll be 
used to evaluate whether candidates meet the criteria of subsection 7.11. The 
document must comply wtth those standards. but should make their application 
more spectfic. Each such document ts subject to review by the dean or other 
appropriate academic administrator and by the senior academic administrator 
and by the senior vice president for academtc affairs. Each academic unit must 
provide each probationary faculty member wtth a copy of the document at the 
begtnntng of the probationary service. 

7.2 Allnual Review. The tenured faculty(lO) of each academic unit annually 
reviews the progress of each probationary faculty member toward satisfaction of 
the criteria for recetvtng tenure. The head of the unit prepares a written summary 
of that review and discusses the candidate's progress wtth the candidate, gtving a 
copy of the report to the candidate. 

7.3 Fcmnal ActtaD a, 1be hcultJ. The tenured faculty of the academtc unit 
may recommend that a probationary faculty member be granted indefinite tenure 
or that the appointment be terminated If it does neither, it ts presumed to 
recommend a renewal of the appointment. In the final probationary year, tf the 
tenured faculty does not recommend an appointment wtth indefinite tenure. it 
must recommend termination of the appointment. The recommendation ts made 
by a vote of the regular faculty wtth Indefinite tenure in the unit. The presiding 
officer ts not dtsqualtfied from voting merely because of office. 

7.4 Proceclunls 1'01' 'l'aJdDC Formal Actton. The academtc unit must obseiVe 
University procedures establtshed as provided in subsection 16.3. These 
procedures wtll provide the following. 

• (a) A good fatth effort ts made to gather all relevant information necessauy to 
the decision. The academic units have the prtmaly obltgatton to assemble the file, 
but the faculty member also has the right to add any matertal the faculty member 
considers relevant. 

• (b) The dectston ts made by vote, by Written unsigned secret ballot. at a 
meeting of the regular faculty who have indefinite tenure in the academic untt. 
The rules may provide for absentee ballots by tnfonned absent faculty members. 
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• (c) Persons who have or have had a family or similar relationship to the 
candidate do not participate in the decision. The procedures may establish 
methods for r:atsing and ruling on such questions ~ advance of the decision. 

• (d) Action is to be taken by majority vote. An academic unit may adopt a 
uniformly applicable rule that a motion to recommend tenure must achieve a 
specified exceptional maJority in order to constitute an affirmative 
recommendation of that unit. In such case a motion which achieves a majority, 
but not the required exceptional majority, must be sent forward for review by the 
appropriate review process despite the absence of the unit's affirmative 
recommendation. 

• (e) The unit shall report the vote of the faculty, together with the reasons for 
the action taken. This statement of reasons must take the form of a summary of 
both majority and minority views which have substantial support which were 
expressed in the course of formal consideration of the action. All statements 
must be made without personal attribution. A preliminaiy draft is open to 
members of the faculty eUgible to vote so they may comment and suggest 
changes. The final draft is sent to the affected faculty member and is open to the 
faculty eligible to vote.· 

• (0 Before submitting a formal recommendation for an appointment with 
indefinite tenure or for termination of a probationary appointment. the head of 
the academiC unit informs the appointee of the recommendation and gives the 
appointee a copy of the final report. The appointee may submit any comments 
upon the report to the academic administrator who will review the report. with a 
copy to the head of the academic untt. 

7.5 NODdllcJonn Of Groand.l Faa' R«mtmendatlon Of Tennlnatfm, The 
reasons for a recommendation to terminate a probationary appointment may not 
be disclosed. except as part of the rev1ew process. unless the faculty member 
requests such disclosure or makes a public statement concerning the reasons for 
termination. 

7.6 Rnlew Of Reeom•eudat:lou. Recwmendattons of academiC units to grant 
indefinite tenure or to terminate probationary appointments are reviewed at the 
collegiate and university levels. 

7.61 . Ploeedwea. The review must be conducted according to University 
procedures. established as provided in subsection 16.3. These procedures must 
provide for review and recommendations by the head of the academic untt. by the 
dean of the colleglate unit. by faculty committees at the collegiate or University 
level, and, when appropriate, by other academic administrators. The review must 
be conducted on the basts of the standards and crtterta established by 
subsections 7.11 and 7.12 and the applicable rules and procedures. The rules 
may permit an administrator to refer the matter back to the unit for 
reconsideration. but if the administrator and the unit do not agree after such 
reconsideration. both the recommendation and the administrator's comments 
must be sent forward for final administratJve action. A copy of each review or 
recommendation must be supplied to the faculty member. The faculty member 
may comment thereon in writing to thoee who will review the matter further. 

7.62 emmet Of Interelt. No one may participate both in an initial 
recommendation by an academic unit and in a subsequent review of that 
recommendation. except that the head of the academic unit may make the initial 
admtntstrattve review. No one who has participated tn a recommendation or 
revieW may thereafter serve as a member of the Judtctal Committee tn further 
consideration of that case. 
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Members of the Judicial Committee may not serve on collegiate or University 
review committees. Members of the Judicial Committee may participate in initial 
recommendations by their own academic units, but are disqualified from 
thereafter participating in Judicial Committee consideration of those decisions. 

7.63 Final Mmtnlstratlft ActloD. The University may not act contrary to the 
recommendation of the academic unit which made the initial recommendation 
except for substantive reasons which must be stated in writing by the senior 
academic administrator to the faculty member, to the members of the academic 
unit which made the recommendation, and to the president. The fact that 
participants in the review process have recommended against the unit's initial 
recommendation is not. by itself, a substantive reason. 

The senior academic administrator takes the steps necesscuy to make the 
necessary appointment or to give notice of termination. 

7.7 Improper Tennln•Uon Of Probationary Appotntmenta. A person holding a 
regular probationary appointment who has been given notice of termination may 
petition the Judicial Committee to review that action. The Judicial Committee 
will not base its ruling on the merits of the decision itself, but will review 
allegations that the decision was based in signiftcant degree upon any of the 
folloWing: 

1. Personal bellefs, expressions or conduct which fall within the Uberties 
protected by law or by the prtnciples of academic freedom as established by 
academic tradition and the constitutions and laws of the United States and 
the state of Minnesota: 

2. Factors prescribed by appllcable federal or state law regarding fair employment 
practices: 

3. Substantial and prejudicial deviation from the procedures prescribed in 
subsections 7.4 and 7.6 and the procedural rules promulgated pursuant to 
those subsections: 

4. Failure to consider data available at the time of decision bearing matertally on 
the faculty member's performance: 

5. Demonstrable material prejudtctal mistakes of fact concerning the faculty 
member's work or conduct; 

6. Other tmmatertal or improper factors causing substantial prejudice: or 

7. Other violation of University poltcies or regulations. 

Such proceedings are governed by Section 15. 

Sec;tiCII 7L Rc!lcw Of l)c;glty ,...,wpm 
7Ll. OoaJa ADd E:zpectattoaa. The faculty of each academic unit must 
establlsh goals and expectations for all faculty members. including goals and 
expectations regarding teaching, scholarly productiVity, and contributions to the 
service and outreach functions of the unit. The factors to be considered Will 
parallel those used by the unit in the granting of tenure, but wtll take into 
account the dUTerent stages of professional development of faculty. The goals and 
expectations will be establlshed tn accordance with standards establlshed by the 
University Senate. They can provide for flextb111ty, so that some faculty members 
can contribute more heavtly to the accompllshment of one mission of the unit 
and others to the accompllshment of other missions. The goals and expectations 
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shall not violate the individual faculty member's academJc freedom in instruction 
or in the selection of topics or methods for research. They shall include 
reasonable indices of acceptable performance in each of the areas (e.g., teaching 
contributions and evaluations, scholarly producttvtty, servtce, governance and 
outreach activities). The dean reviews the goals and expectations of each unit 
and may request changes to meet the standards of the University and of the 
collegiate unit. 

7a.2. Annual Rntev. Each acadenuc unit. through Its merit review process 
(established in accordance with the standards adopted by the senate), annually 
reviews with each faculty member the performance of that faculty member in light 
of the goals and expectations of the academic unit established under section 
7a.l. This review ts used for salary adjustment and faculty development The 
faculty member w1ll be advised of the evaluation and, If appropriate, of any steps 
that should be taken to improve performance and will be provided assistance in 
that effort If the head of the unit and a peer mertt review committee elected for 
annual merit review within that unit both find a faculty member's performance 
to be substantially below the goals and expectations adopted by that unit. they 
shall advise the faculty member in writing, including suggestions for improving 
performance, and establish a Ume period (of at least one year) within which 
improvement should be demonstrated. 

7L3. Special Ptls Review Ia CU. 01 AJieCed Satandant .. bi•wnee a, 
Tenured Faculty. If. at the end of the time period for improvement described in 
the previous paragraph, a tenured faculty member's performance continues to be 
substantially below the goals and expectations of the unit and there has not 
been a sufficient improvement of performance, the head of the academic unit and 
the elected peer merit review committee may jointly request the dean to initiate a 
special peer review of that faculty member. Before dotng so, the dean shall 
independently review the file to determine that special peer review ts warranted. 
(in the case of an academic unit that Is also a collegiate unit. the request shall 
be made to and the review conducted by the responsible senior academic 
administrator.) The special peer review shall be conducted by a panel of five 
tenured faculty members of equal or higher rank. selected to review that 
tndtvtdual. The faculty member under review shall have the option to appoint 
one member. The rematntng members shall be elected by secret ballot by the 
tenured faculty of the unit. The members of the special review panel need not be 
members of the acadeuUc untt The special revieW panel shall provide adequate 
opportunity for the faculty member to parUctpate in the review process and shall 
consider alternative measures that would assist the faculty member to improve 
performance. The tenure subcommittee may adopt rules and procedures 
regulating the conduct of such revieW'S. The special review panel shall prepare a 
report on the teaching. scholarship, serviCe. governance. and (when appropriate) 
outreach performance of the faculty member. It will also identify any supporting 
servtce or accommodation that the University should provide to enable the 
faculty member to improve performance. Depending on its findings. the panel 
may recommend: 

• (a) that the performance is adequate to meet standards and that the review be 
concluded: 

• (b) that the allocation of the faculty member's expected effort among the 
teaching. research. serviCe and governance functions of the unit be altered in 
light of the faculty member's strengths and interests so as to maximize the 
faculty member's contribution to the mission of the University; 

• (c) that the faculty member undertake spectfled steps to improve performance. 
subject only to future regular annual reviews as provided in Section 7a.2; 
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• (d) that the faculty member undertake specified steps to improve performance 
subject to a subsequent special revtew under Section 7a.3. to be conducted at a 
specified future time; 

• (e) that the faculty member's performance is so inadequate as to justify limited 
reductions of salary, as provided in Section 7a.4: 

• (0 that the faculty member's performance ts so inadequate that the dean 
should commence formal proceedings for termination or involuntary leave of 
absence as provided in Sections 10 and 14: or 

• (g) some combination of these measures. 

The panel wtll send its report to the dean. the head of the academtc unit. and the 
faculty member. Within 30 work days of receMng the report. the faculty member 
may appeal to the Judicial Committee. which shall review the report tn a manner 
analogous to the review of tenure decisions (see Section 7. 7). 

7L4. Salary Reductlolla. If the spectal review panel recommends that the 
faculty member's performance ts so inadequate as to justify ltmJted reductions of 
~ rect1l"l"iN salary. the head of the academtc unit. wtth the approval of the 
dean. may reduce the faculty member's ~ recurrirl& pay. subject to the 
following limitations: 

• (a) the amount of the decrease wtll not exceed 10% of the faculty member's 
Bas& recurrtn& salary on the basts of any one special review; 

• (b) ~ recurrtni salary may not be reduced by more than 25% from the 
highest level of~ recurrirl& pay ever held by the faculty member: 

• (c) at least stx months' notice of the decrease must be given: 

• (d) any decrease in recurrtni salary may be restored by the annual review 
process provided in Section 7a.2. 

Within 30 work days of notice of the decrease. the faculty member may appeal 
this action to the Judicial Commtttee. which shall review the action and the 
recommendation leading to it in a manner analogous to the review of tenure 
decisions (see Section 7.7). This review may not reconsider matters already 
decided by the Judicial Commtttee under Section 7a.3. Any decrease tn ease 
rect1lJ1rJi pay beyond the ltmits spectfied in this subsection can only be imposed 
pursuant to Sections -14.51-. 10 .. H H. and 14. 

7L5. Pta Review Optic-. Upon application to it by the dean ef 8ft aeaeemte 
tttt* and facylty for the elected faculty a.ssembM of a colleetate unit. the Faculty 
Senate may adopt a system of peer review of performance of faculty of that unit 
different from the system set forth in Sections 7a.1 through 7a.4 if in the Faculty 
Senate's judgment so proceeding is in the University's interest. 

Sectloll 8. Jm11oper pctgpl ()(A New Appointment To A Tmp Dc;glty Man'sa 

A person holding a term faculty appointment who has been refused a renewal of 
that appointment or has applied for and been refused a regular or a different 
term faculty appointment wtthin stx months of the end of that appointment may 
petition the Judicial Commtttee to review the refusal. but only on the ground 
that the decision was based in significant degree upon one or more of the 
following: 



1. Personal beliefs. expressions or conduct which fall wtthin the Uberties 
protected by law or by the principles of acadermc freedom as established by 
academic. tradition and the constitutions and laws of the United States and 
the state of Minnesota; 

2. Factors proscribed by applicable federal or state taw regarding fatr 
employment practices; 

3. Essential and substantial written misrepresentation of the nature of the 
original appointment; or 

4. Other violation of University policies or regulations. 

Such proceedings are governed by Section 15. 

SeeUcm s. Appointment Of M=od•tc Ptofnem AA4 Pmtnwn With 'ncWipttc 
Tenure. 

Initial appointments with indefinite tenure may only be made at the rank of 
associate professor or professor. Such appointments may be made only after 
receiving the recommendation of the regular faculty holding indefinite tenure in 
the academic unit concerned. 

Scc;tlQp 10. tJJam.Dlelted. 11"" Of Abecpgc l'qr pteebDUy Md Dllc;lgllpgy 
Ac;Hm 

.10.1 11Dieqaestecl Leave Of Ablence Far DlubUlty. A faculty TJlCIDlber who 1s 
physically or mentally unable to perform reasonably assigned duties may be 
placed on unrequested leave of absence. The faculty member ts entitled to sick 
pay and dtsabtllty insurance payments in accordance with University policy. The 
faculty member has a right to return to the faculty upon termination of the 
dtsabtllty or upon cessation of disability payments. 

10.2 DllctpllDary Acttoa. 

10.21. 1'ermJDatkJa Or Suapeuloa 01 A hcaJtr Appamtalellt Debe Jl8 
Ezplratloa. A faculty appointment may be terminated or suspended (except 
under Section 10.22) before its ordlnaly expiration only for one or more of the 
following causes: 

• (a) sustained refusal or failure to perform reasonably assigned duties 
adequately; 

• (b) unprofessional conduct which severely Impairs a faculty member's fitness 
in a professional capacity: 

• (c) egregious or repeated misuse of the powers of a profesatonal position to 
solicit personal benefits or favors: 

• (d) sexual harassment or any other egregtoua or repeated unreasonable 
conduct destructiVe of the human rights or acadeuUc freedom of other memhenl 
of the academic community; or 

• (e) other grave miSconduct manifestly inconsistent wtth continued faculty 
appointment. 

10.22 Procedure Far MlDCJI' Dl8dp11Duy Acdou. Minor sanctions. such as a 
tetter of reprimand in the faculty member's file er a sttapeneieR fer ttp te th:Re 
eey&. or the like, may be imposed for sign1flcant acts of unprofessional conduct. 
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For minor sanctions, the dean may impose the sanction after providing the 
faculty member notice of the proposed action and of the reason that tt has ·been 
proposed and .givtng the faculty member an opportunity to respond. If the faculty 
member files a grievance under the Untverstty grievance policy to challenge a 
minor disciplinary matter, the sanction shall be held in abeyance until the 
conclusion of the proceeding. The grievance panel shall have jurisdiction to 
consider all claims raised by the faculty member, and if the case goes to 
arbitration, the arbitrator shall be an indtvtdual with experience in academiC 
matters. 

10.3 Ploceclmee. A faculty member may be placed on unrequested leave of 
absence or a faculty appointment may be terminated or suspended for these 
reasons only tn accordance w.tth the procedures set forth tn Section 14. 

Sectlcm 11. DK;a1 &DC18DC7· 

11.1 Faculty RJ&hta. The Board of Regents. tf faced with the necessity of drastic 
reduction tn the University budget. has the power to suspend or abolish 
positions, or even entire departments, dtvtstons, or other administrative units. If 
confronted with such adverse contingency, the board will consult with and 
secure the advice of faculty representatives. as provided tn this section. Faculty 
members have the rtght to full access to information about the situation and the · 
alternatives being considered. In effecting retrenchment because of financial 
necessity, the regents will make reductions 1n faculty positions only to the extent 
that, in their judgment. is necessaJy after exploring various alternative methods 
of achieving savings. The regents fully intend that the tenure system as a whole 
and the tenure rights of each indtvtdual faculty member be protected in every 
feasible manner during periods of such retrenchment. 

11.2 General Prlnclpkw Of Prladty. The following general prtnctples of priority 
apply tn any financial crtsts. 

• (a) first. the University must fully utilize all means consistent with its 
continued existence as an institution of h1gh academk quality to reduce 
expenses or to increase income which do not involve the tenntnation of faculty 
positions or the Impairment of faculty rtghts. 

• (b) second, the University may consider alternatives which involve only the 
temporary reduction or postponement of faculty compensation or the reduction 
of fringe benefits. 

• (c) only thereafter may the University suspend or terminate faculty positions 
tn accordance with the section. 

11.3 Ftnt Sfa&e: Altematne ApproacheL If there has been a serious reduction 
tn the University's income, the president will report the matter to the Senate 
Consultative Committee. The president will identify the magnitude of the 
shortfall. the measures which mJght be taken to alleviate it (which must not 
involve Impairment of faculty rtghts), and alternative measures which have been 
rejected. The president will gtYe the committee run access to all available 
information and will respond spectfically to additional proposals suggested by the 
committee. At this stage, the University will consider reductions in other 
expenses. It will also consider increases In tuition. sales of assets. and 
borrowing. These steps will be implemented by the president or the Board of 
Regents as is appropriate. 

11.4 SecoD4 Stage: ReducUoa <k Poetpaaemat Of Compeuatloa. If the 
University has implemented all of the measures which are reqUired to be 
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considered in the first stage. which are consistent with its continued operation 
as an institution of high academic quality, and they are inadequate to meet the 
shortfall, the president may, after consultation with the Faculty Consultative 
Committee, propose the temporary reduction or postponement of faculty 
compensation for a predetenntned period not to exceed one year, according to a 
mathematic formula or similar deviCe. The Faculty Consultative Committee will 
report on the adequacy of the steps taken in the first stage and make Its 
recommendations on the proposal. If the Faculty Senate approves the proposed 
action (or any modification of it) by an absolute majority of Its membership or by 
a two-thirds vote of the members present and voting (a quorum being present), 
the Board of Regents may take that action (or any less stringent action) and, to 
that extent. modify the terms of the appointments of all faculty members. The 
Board of Regents may rescind the action at any time thereafter. Such action may 
be repeated by the same procedures. 

11.5 Thlld Staee: Fllc:al ~. If there has been a reduction of the 
University's income which ts so drastic as to threaten its survtval. and this threat 
cannot be alleviated by the measures spectfled above. the Board of Regents may 
declare a fiscal emergency. During such an emergency. the Board of Regents may 
terminate or suspend faculty appointments as provtded in this section. 

11.51 PreJimiDary ProcedlueL Before recommending to the Board of Regents 
that it declare a fiscal emergency. the president must meet with the Senate 
Consultative Committee to examine alternatives to and consequences of such a 
declaration. The president must provide the committee access to all available 
information. The president must provide a written report identifytng the dollar 
amount to be saved by reducing faculty positions. This report must also identify 
the dollar amount proposed to be saved by any other measures to be taken. 
including the level of any concurrent reductions in non-faculty staff during the 
emergency. The Faculty Consultative Committee wtll prepare a written report on 
the president's proposal. to which the Senate Consultative Committee may add 
additional comments. The Faculty Senate wtll first consider and act on the 
proposal and reports. Thereafter. the University Senate may consider them. The 
president must attend both senate meetings to explatn the proposal and to 
answer questions. 

After recetvtng the president's recommendation and the resolutions of the 
senates. the Board of Regents may declare a state of ftscal emergency. Before 
action contrary to the recommendation of the UniverSity Senate ts subsequently 
taken. the president must report tn writing and in person the reasons for this 
action to the Senate Consultative Committee. The Board of Regents' resolution 
states the maximum amount to be real1zed from termination or suspension of 
faculty appointments. 

11.52 DaratloD. A fiscal emergency lasts no longer than 12 months unless 
renewed by the same procedure. A fiscal emergency may be resctnded at any time 
by the Board of Regents. 

11.53 Allocatlaa Of SbodfaiL After consultation wtth the Faculty ConsultatiVe 
Committee and the Senate ConsultatiVe Committee, the president proposes an 
tnttial allocation of the shortfall to the various collegiate units. whtch need not 
be prorated. The committee must obtain the vtews of the faculty in the affected 
units and must hold an open meeting at which anyone may comment upon the 
proposed action. It may also request the assistance of other Untversity or Senate 
committees in studying all or partiCular aspects of the educational poUctes and 
priorities involved tn the action. The colleges and campuses then allocate the 
shortfall to the various academic units after similar consultation with the 
representative bodies and academic units in the colleges and similar open 
meetings. The plans must reflect the prtnctples and priorities establtshed in 
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subsection 11.6. The colleges and campuses return their plans to the senior vice 
president for academic affairs, who prepares a comprehensive plan for the 
University, including a Ust of the persons whose appointments will be suspended 
or terminated: This plan is submitted to the University Senate and the Faculty 
Senate for their recommendation. The recommendations of the senates and the 
senior vice president's plan will be presented to the president and the Board of 
Regents for action. 

11.6 Pdnclplcl Qgmm'nf TmqtnaUon Or Sgspep.alon. 

11.61 General Prlnctpe., 

• (a) Savings achieved through resignations, retirements, renegotiations of 
contracts. tnloadtng or other measures must be credited to the assigned shortfall 
before terminating or suspending faculty appointments. 

• (b) A good faith effort should be made to use temporary suspensions or 
voluntaiy furloughs rather than terminations. In this third stage, the Board of 
Regents may impose the temporary or permanent reduction of faculty 
compensation or the reduction of frtnge benefits, in excess of those approved in 
the second stage. Suspensions without pay for one quarter tn any year may be 
ordered in accordance with objective criteria. provided that faculty members are 
given at least six months notice. · 

• (c) Terminations may not be used in case of a short-term financial crisis, but 
only if the circumStances are such that the shortfall is reasonably expected to 
continue over a substantial number of years. 

• (d) A good faith effort must be made to cover as much of the shortfall as 
possible by allowing non-regular appointments to lapse and by gtvtng notice to 
probationary faculty in accordance with the terms of their appointments. 

• (e) A good faith effort must be made to cover as much of the shortfall as 
possible by transferrtng faculty members to other positions for which they are 
qualified or by offertng them retraining for available positions. 

• (0 The selection of faculty members within an academic unit for termination 
must be made on objectiVe criteria. It may not involve a comparative evaluation 
of the relative merits of individuals or a repetition of the tenure-granting process. 

11.62 PrkldtleL 

(a) Unless the unit can demonstrate that essential functions could not otherwise 
be peiformed: 

1. all non-regular faculty within an academic unit must be suspended or 
terminated before any regular faculty may be suspended or terminated in that 
unit; and 

2. all probationary faculty within an academic unit must be suspended or 
terminated before any tenured faculty may be suspended or terminated in 
that unit. 

(b) Care must be taken to protect the employment of women and minorities 
entitled to affirmative action. The senior vice president for academic affairs must 
insure that for the University as a whole the plan which is submitted does not 
reduce the proportion of appointments with indefinite tenure held by women or 
minorities entitled to affirmatiVe action, and does not reduce the proportion of 
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non-regular appointments held by women or minorities entitled to afflnnattve 
action. 

11.63 Notice And Severance Pay. A faculty member whose appointment is to be 
tenntnated or suspended ts entitled to a minimum of one full academiC year's 
notice or to one year's salary as severance pay in lieu of notice, unless the 
appointments would otherwise expire earlier. 

11.64 Reemploymeat Rf&htL The University will not fill any faculty position for 
which a faculty member with indefinite tenure who has been terminated is 
qualified for five years after notice of termination, unless it first offers the 
position to each such faculty member and gtves a reasonable time for the faculty 
member to accept or reject it.. 

11.7 Judfd•l COmmittee Report. A faculty member whose appointment is 
terminated or suspended may make a written request for review by the Judicial 
Committee. The review will be conducted in accordance with Section 15. The 
Judicial Committee will not reexamine the determination that a flscal emergency 
exists, nor will it reexamine the educational policies and priorities pursued 
unless it finds a substantial failure to follow the procedures establlshed in this 
section. It will only examine whether the action was taken in accordance with 
the procedures and standards set forth in this section. whether the action was 
based on a violation of academic freedom or constitutional or legal lights, or was · 
substantially based on immaterial or improper factors. It may consolidate cases 
involving common tssues for a single heartng. 

Scdlgp 12. Profi"D!MUG Chapa. 

12.1 Proerammatlc CJwl&e. The University and faculty recognize that changes 
in academic programs are an essential part of the development and growth of the 
institution. These changes should ~ be based on academic considerations 
and on long-term poUcy and planning. and may be undertaken onlY after 
consultation with the faculty. tncludtne the appropriate eovemance structure. 

12.2 hculty Rl&bta ADd DaU.. In the event that programmatic change leads 
to diScontinuation of a program in which a member of the faculty ts employed. 
the University recogmzes its obligation to continue the employment of regular 
faculty in accordance with the terms of their employment. and to continue the 
employment of non-regular faculty for the term of appointment. In case of fiscal 
emergency, the provtstons of Section 11 apply. 

Regular faculty members who are so retained have the responsibillty to accept 
teaching or other assignments for which they are qualified, and to accept 
training to qualify them for asstgnment in other fields. The University has the 
responsibility to assign such faculty members to responsibilities as closely related 
to their ortgtnal field of tenure as ts practicable, to allow them time in which to 
continue scholarship in their original field tf they wish, and to recognize 
scholarly contributions tn that field as valuable in assessing their contribution 
to the University for pay, promotion and other purposes. 

In addition to the steps mentioned above, the Umverstty has the right to offer 
inducements to faculty members voluntarily to change fields of study, to seek 
employment elsewhere, or to accept early retirement. 

12.S Reaut,.,menta. In cases of programmatiC change, an officer destgnated by 
the president will make the reasstgnment or offer of training. The officer will 
consult with the faculty member and the receiving unit and wt11 seek a mutually 
satisfactory assignment. 1f agreement cannot be reached. the University officer 
will assign new responstbillties after consultation with the tndtvtdual. 



The University may gtve the faculty member other assignments only tf 
assignments to teaching in the faculty member's discipllne are not feasible. For 
example, faculty might be assigned 

• 
• 
• 

to teach in another field in which the indiVtdual Is qualified 
to perform professional or administrative duties, including professional 
practice in a field in which the individual Is qualtfied. 
to transfer effort, by assignment in a suitable professional capacity, 
at another educational institution or similar entity, whtle retaining 
University tenure. compensation, and benefits. 

A faculty member must accept any reasonable reassignment or offer of retraining. 
Following the faetdly memher's aeeep~e ef the asstgnment. any dispute about 
the reasonableness of reassignment may be taken to the Judicial Committee. as 
provided in Section 15. The facylt,y member shaU perfoan the reassteoment 
gencifn& resolution of the dispute. unless the gn;stdmt on the recommendation 
of the chair of the Judtcta1 Cornmtttcc deteuntncs that groytstonal measures are 
aggrggrtate. 

12.4 TermlDatlOD Of Appointment. A faculty member who chooses not to t:eke 
ep accept a reasonable reassignment or retraintng opportunity shall receive: 

1. Assistance in locating other employment: 
2. A minimum of one full academiC year's notice or one year's salary as 

severance pay in lieu of notice, unless the appointment would otherwise 
expire earlier. 

3. Continuation of the University's contribution to health benefits for one year 
after the date of the termination of the appointment. 

In place of the severance payment provided by this section. a faculty member may 
select another severance program for which the faculty member Is otherwise 
eligible at the time the appointment is terminated. 

Sec;Ugp lS. Jpdtt;lel !'mmtfttr 

13.1 Membenblp. The Judicial Committee Is composed of at least nine 
members of the regular faculty. The number of T1V'!IJlbers and manner of 
appointment Is governed by the University Senate bylaws. 

13.2 Proce4ma. Proceedings before the Judicial Ccmmtttee wt11 be conducted 
in conformity wtth these regulations. The Judicial Committee may adopt 
additional rules wtth the approval of the Tenure Committee. as provided in 
Section 16.3. 

In every case before the JudiCial Committee the senior academiC administrator 
may designate the academic administrator who wtD represent the University as 
respondent. If the case involves two or more campuses or areas. the president or 
the senior Vice president for academic affairS may designate the respondent. 

13.3 Duty To Tst:ll;r. Faculty members and admlnlstrators have an obltgation 
to appear before the Judicial Committee to give testimony in matters pending 
before it. 

13.4 Panel8. The JudiCial Committee may sit in panels to hear individual 
cases. In cases under Sections 10 and 14, the panel must consist of at least five 
members. In all other cases. the panel must consist of at least three members. 
The rules of the JudiCial Committee Will establish the respective functions of the 
committee as a whole and of the individual panels. 
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13.5 Legal Oflker. The Judicial Committee shall have its own legal officer. 
appointed by. the Judicial Committee with the approval of the president. The 
Judicial Committee also may, with the approval of the president. appoint a 
deputy legal officer. or a substitute legal officer for a particular case, as 
necessary. At the direction of the committee, the legal officer may preside at 
hearings of Judicial Committee panels or regulate the procedure in Judicial 
Committee cases. The legal officer may be present and partiCipate in the 
deliberation of a panel, but shall have no vote. 

Sec;tloD 14. ProcediDCI Jn Cew Of UDnqgcltcd kM! Of Alwpm Or 
tmntutlon Or Syoeulog Q(A DqJty Appointment rw Cauae· 

14.1 PrellmJDary Proceed'"•· Only a dean or an academic administrator 
spectally designated by the senior vice president for academic affairs or by the 
senior academic administrator may tnttiate prel1m1nary proceedings under this 
section leading to unrequested leave of absence or to suspension or removal or to 
temporary or permanent reduction in rank. The dean(ll) must first attempt to 
discuss and resolve the matter with the faculty member involved. 

The dean must then submit the matter to the tenured faculty of the academic 
unit involved for their recommendation. 

If the senior v1ce president for academic affairS and the Faculty Senate have 
expressly approved the submission of allegations of the violation of a spectfted 
policy to another body for prel1m1nary recommendation, in place of submtsston to 
the tenured faculty of the academic unit. the dean must submit the matter to 
that body for its recommendation. 

Both the dean and the faculty member may submit their vtews. in person or in 
writing, to the body making the recommendation. but neither of them may 
participate in the deliberation or vote. The body making the recommendation 
does so by secret ballot and makes a written report to the dean within 40 days of 
submiSSion of the issue to it. indicating the number of votes for and against the 
proposed action and the reasons artiCulated. A copy of the report shall be sent to 
the senior academic aclmin1st.rator and to the faculty member. 

14.2 Formal Adlaa. Within 40 days after recetvtng the recommendation of the 
tenured faculty or other body, the dean must decide whether to proceed with 
formal action. Before taking formal action. the dean must consult with the 
senior academic administrator. If the dean does not proceed within 40 days. the 
charges are dropped and the faculty member and the academic unit are so 
notified in writing. If the dean decides to proceed with formal action, the dean 
must gtve written notice to the faculty member. The notiCe must specify the 
action proposed. identify the specific ground upon which it has been taken, and 
summarize the evidence in support. It must inform the faculty member of the 
right to request a hearing before the JudiCial Committee and advise the faculty 
member of the appUca.ble time limtt for making such a request. 

If the faculty member does not request a hearing within 30 days. the president 
may take the action proposed in the dean's notice, without further right to a 
hearing. 

14.3 JudJdal Onmtttee BeariJIC. The faculty member may request a hearing 
before the Judicial Committee by written request to the chair of the committee, 
filed within 30 days of the notice. The Judicial Committee may extend the 30 day 
period for good cause. The dean will be responsible for presenting the case. The 
dean has the burden of proving the case for the proposed action by clear and 



convincing evidence and also has the burden of demonstrating the 
appropriateness of the proposed action, rather than some lesser measure. 

The Judictal Committee makes written findings of fact. conclusions. and a 
recommendation for the disposition of the case. If the committee finds that 
action is warranted. it may recommend action that is less severe than that 
requested in the written notice, including but not limited to, permanent or 
temporary reduction in salaiy or rank. It may not recommend more severe 
measures than those proposed in the dean's notice. 

The Judictal Committee sends its report to the president with copies to the 
faculty member, the dean and the senior administrator. 

14.4 Actlaa By The Premdeut. The president shall gtve the faculty member and 
the dean the opportunity to submit written comments on the report. In 
determining what action to take, the president may consult privately with any 
administrators, including attorneys, who have had no previous responsibility for 
the decision at issue in the case and have not parUcipated in the presentation of 
the matter to the JucUctal Committee. The president may not discuss the case 
with any administrator who was responsible for the decision at issue in the case 
or who participated in the presentation of the matter to the senate Judtctal 
Committee. Such administrators may communicate with the president in writing. . 
but only if the full text of the communication is given to the faculty member and 
the faculty member is given a reasonable opportunity to respond to it. 

The president shall not take action matertally cWTerent from that recommended 
by the panel unless. prior to the action, the president has consulted with the 
committee. Parties and their representatives shall not be present at any meeting 
between the president and the committee nor shall their consent be required for 
such meeting. 

In addition. the president may request the Judtctal Committee to make further 
findings of fact. to clartfy its recommendation or to reconsider its 
recommendation. The reconsideration will be made by those who have heard of 
all of the evidence in the case, but the full Judtctal Committee may consult with 
them on questions of general policy. 

The president may impose the action reconmended by the committee, or any 
action more favorable to the faculty member. The president may impose action 
less favorable to the faculty member only for important substantive reasons, 
which must be stated tn writing. with speci8c detailed reference to the report of 
the Judidal Committee, the evidence presented. and the pobctes involved. The 
president's written statement must be gtven to the parttes and to the Judtctal 
Committee. If the Judtcial Committee decides that the president has imposed an 
action that is less favorable to the faculty nvmher than it had recommended. it 
shall inform the faculty by publication of the president's action in the docket of 
the Faculty Senate. If the faculty member waives rights to confidentiality, the full 
text of the statement wtl1 be published. Otherwise a sununary of the statement 
will be pubUshed without identtflcatton of the faculty member or information 
that may indirectly identify the faculty member. 

14.5 Appeal To Tbe Boud 01 R ... ta. If the action involves mnova1 or if the 
action involves a sanction mare severe than that recoumended by the Judicial 
Committee, the faculty member may appeal to the Board of Regents. In cases in 
which the president imposes a sanction more severe than that recommended by 
the Judicial COIDillittee, the faculty member and the president may present to the 
board evidence with respect to issues on which the president differs frcm the 
recommendation of the Judtctal Committee. The request for a hearing must be 
made to the secretary of the board within ten days of the president's action. 
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14.6 Temporary Suspeulon DuriD.I ~· The dean may temporarily 
suspend a faculty member during the proceedings. but only if there is clear 
evidence that the faculty member is likely to cause serious harm or injury or is 
not available for work. The suspension wtll be with full pay, unless the faculty 
member is not available for work. Before ordering such suspension, the dean 
must present the evidence to a special panel of the Faculty Consultative 
Committee and recetve their wrttten report. The faculty member must be gtven the 
opportunity to contest the suspension before the panel. 

If no final decision has been rendered one year after the commencement of formal 
proceedings, the faculty member shall be temporarily suspended without pay, 
unless the parties agree otherwise, or unless the hearine panel of the Judicial 
Comrotttec extends the time period because of undue delays in the procedure 
attributable to the action of the University. This provision applies only in a case 
in. whtch the majority of the tenured faculty of the academtc unit concurred in 
the recommendation to terminate the appointment. If the fa,culty member Is 
remstatcd or tf the president determines that the temporal)' suspension without 
pay was not warranted, then the president shall order the repayment of back pay 
to the faculty member with interest thereon from the date it would originally 
have been paid. 

In case of any suspension under this section. the faculty member shall continue 
to receive full medtcal insurance and disability benefits without regard to the 
suspension. 

·14.7 ReafpatiOD DariDC Proceedfn •• A faculty member may submit a wrttten 
notice of resignation to the president at any time durtng JudiCial Committee 
proceedings pursuant to this section. Upon the effective date of such resignation. 
the proceedings will be discontinued unless the faculty member concurrently files 
a written request with the JudiCial Committee that they be carried to completion. 

Sec;Uop. 15. ApJpeall To 'l1lc Jw1fs:te1 rmmatttm 

15.1 RJ&ht To Revlew. Any faculty member who claims that his or her rights or 
status under these regulations have been adversely affected without his or her 
consent may seek review before the Judicial Committee. Cases artstng under 
Sections 4, 7, 7a. 8. 10, or 11 or 12 may be brought directly to the Judtctal 
Committee. In other cases. the faculty mem~.r must exhaust all other available 
Untversity remedies before brtngtng the case to the Judicial Committee: the 
JudiCial Committee will not proceed with such a case until the appropriate 
University body has either decided it or has refused to consider it. 

15.2 Praceclwe Few Sec:adDC Re*:w. A written request for review must be ftled 
with the chair of the Judicial Committee within 30 days of written notice of the 
action challenged. The request must specify the action complained of and the 
remedta1 action the individual seeks. Within 30 days of fU1ng. the chair of the 
Judictal Committee must send copies of the request to the head of the academiC 
unit concerned and to the senior academiC adm1n1strator. 

The JudiCial Committee, however, may extend the time for filing for review for 
reasons that seem compelling to the committee, such as mental or physiCal 
Ulness. or serious personal or family problems, or doubt concerning when final 
action was taken. 

15.3 BeadDII Debe 'l1lc Judld•l CCJmmfttee The person seeking review has 
the burden of proving by the preponderance of the evidence that the action 
complained of was improper unless the Judicial Committee, for good cause. 
otherwise directs. 



The Judicial Committee does not itself decide whether the faculty member ts 
professionally worthy of a faculty position, but only determines whether the 
action was based in significant degree upon any of the factors specified in 
subsection 7. 7 or Section 8. 

In cases involving Section 7, 8, or 11, the Judictal Committee hears the merits of 
the case, as provided in those sections. In other cases. if there is an appropriate 
University body to review the matter, the Judicial Committee wtll only determine 
whether that body has gtven the faculty member due process and whether, on 
the basis of the facts found by that body, there has been a violation of these 
regulations or of the faculty member's academic freedom. If there is no 
appropriate University body to hear such a case, or if the Judicial Committee 
finds that the body which heard the case did not provide due process, the 
Judicial Committee may hear the merits or may appoint an ad hoc tribunal to 
hear them. 

US.4 Action By The Judicial Committee. The Judicial Committee makes written 
findings of fact. conclusions. and a recommendation for the disposition of the 
case. 

If the Judicial Committee finds that the action complained of was improper, it 
also spectftes the respects in which it finds the action to have been improper and 
recommends appropriate remedial action. 

If it recommends reconsideration. it may specify the manner in which 
reconsideration wtll be undertaken to avoid the influence of improper factors. If a 
probationary faculty member has reached the max:tmum probationary period. the 
committee may recommend a non-regular appointment for an additional 
academic year to provide for reconsideration. 

The Judicial Committee sends its report to the president wtth copies to the 
faculty member and the administrator who appeared as respondent. 

US.5 Action By Tbe Praldent. The president must give the faculty member and 
the administrator the opportunity to submit written comments on the report. In 
determining what action to take, the president may consult privately wtth any 
admintstrators. including attorneys, who have had no previous responsibility for 
the decision at issue tn the case and have not participated in the presentation of 
the matter to the Judicial Ccmmtttee. The president may not discuss the case 
wtth any admtnistrator who was responsible for the decision at issue in the case 
or who participated in the presentation of the matter to the senate Judicial 
Committee. Such administrators may communicate wtth the president in writing. 
but only if the full text of the communications is gtven to the faculty member and 
the faculty member is gtven a reasonable opportunity to respond to it. 

The president shall not take action matertally different from that recanmended 
by the panel unless. prior to the action, the president has consulted wtth the 
committee. The parties and their representat:tves shall not be present at any 
meeting between the president and the committee nor shall their consent be 
required for such meeting. 

In addition, the president may request the Judicial Ccmmtttee to make further 
findings of fact. to clartfy its recommendation or to reconsider its 
recommendation. The reconsideration will be made by those who have heard all 
of the evidence in the case, but the full Judicial Committee may consult wtth 
them on questions of general policy. 



The president may impose the action reconunended by the committee oc any 
action more favorable to the faculty member. The president may impose action 
less favorable· to the faculty member only for important substantive reasons, 
which must be stated in writing, with specific detailed reference to the report of 
the Judicial Committee, the evidence presented, and the policies involved. The 
president's written statement must be gtven to the parties and to the Judicial 
Committee. lf the Judicial Committee decides that the president has imposed an 
action that is less favorable to the faculty member than it had reconunended, it 
shall inform the faculty by pubUcation of the president's action in the docket of 
the Faculty Senate. If the faculty member waives rights to confidentiality, the full 
text of the statement wtll be published. Otherwise a summary of the statement 
will be published without identification of the faculty member or information 
that may indirectly identify the faculty member. The president's written statement 
must be gtven to the parties and to the Judicial Committee. 

15.6 Actloaa RequJriDI RecoaatderatiOD. If the Judicial Committee 
recommends reconsideration of an action. that reconsideration will be 
undertaken under the supervision of the senior academic admtntstrator. unless 
otherwise spectfled. The Judicial Committee may retain provtsionaljurtsdiction of 
the matter to review allegations that the reconsideration itself was improper, and 
may make supplementary findings. conclusions, and recommendations in this 
regard. 

15.7 Recommadatton• Fm CJaaDaes Ia UDiftnttJ l'ollcia Alld Proceduael.. As 
a result of Judicial Committee proceedings. the Judicial Committee, the Tenure 
Committee or the senior vice president for academic affatrs may tntttate steps to 
clartfy or improve University rules or policies involved. The changes will not affect 
the outcome of the case before the committee. 

16.1 Membenhlp. The Tenure Subcommittee Of The Senate Faculty AffairS 
Committee (referred to elsewhere in these regulations as the Tenure Committee) ts 
composed of at least seven members of the faculty and such other persons as the 
University Senate bylaws shall provkle. The manner of appointment ts governed 
by the University Senate bylaws. 

16.2 Iaterpretattoaa. The senior vtce president for academic affatrs and the 
Tenure Committee may propose formal interpretations of these regulations, 
consistent with their terms. Such Interpretations must be reported to the Faculty 
Senate and the Board of Regents. If adopted by the Board of Regents. such 
interpretations will be binding tn all cases subsequently arising. 

16.3 Proced.aree. The senior v1ce president for academiC affairs and the Tenure 
Committee may jointly adopt the procedures provided by subsections 7.4 and 
7.61, and jointly approve the procedures proposed by the Judicial Committee 
under Sectton 13.2. Such procedures must be reported to the Faculty Senate and 
the Board of Regents before they go into effect. 

USA Addltlallal ractlaaa. The Tenure Committee also advtses the UniVersity 
and makes recommendations concemtng the Interpretation and amendment of 
these regulations. but such advice and recommendations are not btndtng on the 
Judicial Committee. 

Seetlcm 11· Wdttcn Nn!!P"s 

Notices of termination of a probationary appointment. of suspension or 
termination of an appointment. or of placement on unrequested leave of absence 
for disability. must be sent by regiStered or certified mail to the last known 



residence address of the faculty member concerned and also by campus mail to 
the faculty member's campus address, if any. The wrttten notice satlsfles the 
applicable t:b:De requirement if it is postmarked at or before midnight of the 
applicable date. 

Failure to comply fully with this section is tmmatertal if, in fact. the faculty 
member was not prejudiced by such failure. 

Sec;Ugo 1s. PphHc•ttga. 

These regulatiOns. and the interpretations referred to in Section 16. wtll be 
published and made available to all faculty members. Every faculty member who 
holds a regular or non-regular appointment. except for courtesy faculty 
appointments without sala.Iy, must be gtven a copy of the current regulations 
and copies of subsequent amendments or published interpretations. 

Ses;U• 19. Amcndmcnt. 

These regulations are subject to amendment by the Board of Regents. Proposed 
amendments from any source will be submitted to the Faculty Senate for its 
advice and recommendatiOn before final action by the Board of Regents. The 
Faculty Senate will solicit the recommendations of the Faculty Affairs Committee,· 
the Judtctal Committee, and the Tenure Committee, before gtvtng Its advice and 
recommendation. 
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8ft aeeElemte 'etaeftftel Eleetalaee; 8Bd whe fleiMHt,e EliPceUy M the ,.ea6Eleat 8Bd 
regettt&t etteh as a 'l'lee ,reeldeat. eh8Beeller, er ,.8\--., 'l"he 'f!Sideftt 'Mil 
EleeigtJate efte er mere eeftler an dem~ IMimkH&Hatera (rM8 ,reelde&t&. 
ehaneell818, 'f8\1'eMec ete.~ "Fe ft8Tie Pe&JJ&RI!JihQit!y fer &eaSeaBe IB8t:lefa far aH er 'art ef the t:ltll\tereitJ, aBEl will deflRe thelr ree,eettve j~ens. 

[ 1 J "Service" means performance within the faculty member's expe~ other 
than teaching and research as defined in section 7.11. 

[2) The term "family JJlt'll1bU' Is meant to Include a blood relative, or a marital 
partner, or a domesUc partner (regtstered with the University), or an 
adoptive/foster child. 

[3) The mission of the University Includes, where appropriate, outreach activity 
that extends a faculty JDelllbUs teaching, researeh and sesvtce beyond the 
campus or to nontradWonal groups of students and citizens. Not every faculty 
member wtU have outreach responstbtlttJes. 

[4) For interpretation and poestble appUcauona. see the tnterpretattvecomment 
that wtll be provided tn accordance with the provisions of subsectiOn 16.2. 

[51 Crttena other than thoee expressly Uated tn thla sentence must be expl1dtly 
stated and juatJiled tn terms of the m•utoa ol the Untvenaty. Such addttional 
crttena may not tmptnge upon the academic freeckm of the probationaly faculty 
member. 

[61 "Teaching" ts not 11mited to credtt-productng classroom Instruction. It 
encompasses other forms of communication of knowledge (both to students 
registered in the University and to other persons in the community) as well as 
the supervision or advising of individual graduate or undergraduate students. 



(7) "Research" ts not limited to the publication of scholarly works. It includes 
activities which lead to the public availabtltty of products or practices which have 
a significance to society, such as artistic production or the development of new 
technology or scientific procedures. 

(8) "Service" means performance within the faculty member's academic expertise 
and the mission of the academic unit. It does not include perfonnance of quasi
administrative functions such as membership on faculty or senate conunittees or 
other similar actMties; those actMties are relevant only to the limited extent set 
forth in the follOWing paragraph of the text. 

Where service is not an integral part of the misSion of the academic unit. a 
faculty member's service may be considered, but ts not a prerequisite to the 
awarding of tenure. 

Other exceptions may be made only in exceptional ctrcumstances by means of 
special contract. as provided in subsection 3.6. 

The individual's participation in the governance of the institution and other 
services to the University and service to the academic unit may be taken into 
consideration. but are not in themselves bases for awarding tenure. 

(9) Indefinite tenure may be granted at any time when the candidate has satisfied 
the requirements. A probationary appointment must be terminated when the 
appointee fails to satisfy the criteria in the last year of probationary service and 
may be terminated earller tf it appears that the appointee ts not making 
satisfactory progress toward meeting the criteria within that period. 

(10) As used tn this poltcy. "tenured faculty" means those members of the faculty 
who hold indefinite tenure. 

(11) Throughout thts section the word "dean" means the dean of the collegiate 
unit or other equivalent officer or an academic administrator specitlca.Uy 
designated for this purpose by the senior academic administrator or by the senior 
vtce president for academic affairs 

IN'I1!:RPRETA1' 
Dated Aprtl12, 1985; September 8, 1988; March 12, 1993 and October 13, 1985 

L IDterpetaUca fll SecdoM s-9 ProaiGtfGa ud Tellare Ded8loD8 
Permitted by Paovwa u4 CbnceDon ctmtDa 199&-88. 

Te a.ee81B!BedMe etll'feBt Peetnleh:tftng ef the eeat:Nl atiiiHfttelletie&: ftftal revtew 
and .elated aspeets ef lite premetieft and ~ealtl'fl preeeee may eeew at lite le\'el ef 
preveete arMI ehefteellel'l!l ElttriBg the 199& 96 aeellemte ) eeP. Pre\Jesta and 
eltaBeeHera wtH peeet\'e eeaSttlt:Mieft regepdlrlg preper preeethu'ee fl'eiB t:he Dee 
ef ~e Gf&tlttM:e Sefteel: Exntred. 

It ts expected that any salarv tnca:ases noonaJN w111 be added to recurrtng ylazy 
if recurrtng funds are ayailable for that purpose. Sectton 4.4 does not iJYe anY 
spcctftc facylty member a tceal enUtlement or rteht to an tncn;ue in recurrtng 
saJary. 

3. IDterpretatlOD ofSccdaD 4.5: F'n•ncfal StriJI&eDC1. 

")I. 



) _.., 

Financial strtneency tn section 4.5 is understood to mean financial dUDCJl!ties 
that are unutma! in extent and require extraordtmuy rather than ordinary 
responses. Section 11 mav be inyoked t( the reeents are "faced with the necessity 
of 4rast1c reduction in the Untversit¥ bud@t." redUCtions so severe that they may 
"threaten !the! gyrvtval" of the Untversity. It is understood that the financial 
difficulty that would peJD1it the president to propose temporary reductions or 
postponements in compensation under sccttgn 4.5 is less scym than the ·fiscal 
emcrgePQ"" gutline<i in section 11. but it w also understood that "OnanciaJ 
stringenCV: shguld not be tnvgkc;d to respond tg foreseeable Ouctuatigns tn the 
Untversttv's bud@t and finances. 

4.. 1Dterpretat1aa ol SablecUGD li.!S: Reao.dtft: AppJicatioa. 

A probationary faculty member may elect to extend the probationary period by one 
year if 

(1) the member became a parent. by birth or by adoptive/foster placement. 
within five years before the effective date of subsection 5.5: and 

(2) has not been gtven notice of termination. 

5. Interpretattaa ol SubMcHon 5.5: ~ Caze&lnrr ae.poaetNH&. 

A request for extension of the maximum probationary period for maJor 
caregtver responsibilities should be made only if those responsibilities are very 
substantial and continue over an extended period of time. The probationary 
faculty member must submit a Written application to the head of the academic 
unit. who will forward it for action and approval through the appropriate 
University channels. If an administrator does not approve the request. the 
faculty member may file a grievance under applicable Untversity policies. 

6. ID.terpetatlaD ol SubHctloa 7.11: COn .. derattoa ol Flldan Oth• 
thaD Prlm.uy Tenure Cdterta. 

The use of any factor other than teaching. research. and servtce to making 
the dectston about a probationary faculty member must be spectftcalJy stated and 
justifted at the time ol the decision. nus rule applies both when that factor iS a 
criterion for judging the candidate's progrma and when it Is an element in 
establiShing or modtfytng the standard which the facult¥ member should achieve. 

A change in the program of a unit or college may be used as a factor in a 
deciSion only when the change has been adopted in accordance with the 
establiShed procedures ol the Untversit¥. after consultation as required by those 
procedures. It must be explicitly identlfted. If such changes affect the prospects 
of probationary faculty members to achieve tenure, the faculty members should 
be gtven the earliest possible notice of the potentlallmpact of such changes. 

7. IDterpletatba olSvblecttcm 7.11: lli"CCp"--ReJated Senlc& 

D1sctpline-related service. as one ol the prlmaly criteria for tenure 
evaluation. ts limtted to thoee endeavon spedftcally related to the tndMduars 
academiC expertise and faculty appointment in accordaDce with the academic 
unit's Mission Statement. This semce must be deflned in the Mission Statement 
as central and necessary to the operation of the academiC unit. An equivalent 
term might be •untt mtsston-related servtce• - for example, clinical servtce 1n a 
teaching hospital situation that does not involve students dtrectly. 

Faculty members are free to choose topics for research or outreach and to 



discuss all relevant matters in the classroom. in accordance wtth the principles 
of academiC freedom and responsibility. The head of the academiC unit wtll 
assign indiVidual faculty members to teach spectflc courses in accordance wtth 
the academic workload statement and other policies adopted by the faculty of 
that unit. A faculty member may challenge an assignment by showing that it is 
unreasonable. An assignment is unreasonable if: (a) taken as a whole, it 
exceeds the workload expected in the workload statement of that unit, (b) the 
faculty member lacks the baste qualt.ftcations to teach the course, or (c) the 
assignment was made 1n violation of the faculty member's academic freedom or 1n 
violation of another spectflc university poUcy. The faculty member should cany 
out the teaching a.sstgnment pend1ng resolution of any grievance, unless the 
responsible grievance or hear1ng officer or panel 1ndtcates that provisional 
measures are appropriate. 

9. Interpretation of SectJoaa 14 and 15: WorkJDC Da7L 

The word ·days" is 1nterpreted to imply working days. not calendar days. 

10. InterpretaUaa f1 Amendments to SuheecUou 14.1 md 14.2: 11me1;r 
Responses Ill case. f1 Umequested Leave f1 Abaen.ce, Tenntn•Uaa. 01' 
Suspension. 

The timel1nes for responses by either the involved faculty member or 
administrator may be extended by agreement of the parties to the proceeding or 
for extraordtnary ctreumstances. An agreement of the parties to extend the time 
11mit shall be 1n writing. signed by both parties or their representatives. If the 
parties do not agree, etther party may apply to the chair of the Senate Judtctal 
Committee for an extension of the time 1n which to take the steps required tn 
this section. If the faculty member has fatled to act wtthtn the time ltmtts 
prescribed 1n these sections, the responsible administrator may request the chatr 
of the Senate Judicial Committee to set a spectflc date by which the faculty 
member must take action: tf the faculty member fails to do so, the petition for 
revtew wtll be dismissed without further proceedings and the requested 
disctplina.ry action (or any lesser sanction) may be taken. If the responsible 
administrator has failed to act wtth1n the time 11mits prescribed 1n these sections. 
the faculty member may request the chair of the Senate Judtctal Committee to 
set a spectflc date by which the admtntstrator must take action; if the 
administrator fails to do so, the proceedingS shall be dtcuntssed and further 
action can be taken only by retnttiattng the entire proceedings. 




