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Overview of the present implementation status: 

Action has been taken on the following major recommendations: 

Improving faculty salaries has been the University's first priority over the 
past two biennia (1983-85 and 1985-87), and the restoration of faculty purchasing 
power to its 1972-73level by 1990-91 continues to be a top priority. 

In the 1983-85 biennium, $1.7 million was allocated to recognize the 
achievements of especially meritorius faculty members and to retain those who 
might otherwise leave the University. In the 1985-87 biennium $2,183,000 was 
allocated for these purposes. 

In 1984-85 $100,000 was allocated to make supplementary funds available to 
faculty eligible for sabbatical furloughs. In 1985-86 $200,000 was made available 
for this purpose, and the amount of S300,000 has been proposed for 1986-87. 

To attract outstanding graduate students, $1.6 million in recurring funds was 
set aside in the first year of the 1983-85 biennium and approximately $1 million 
was added in the second year. In the 1985-87 biennium $2.5 million for tuition 
fellowships and $1.2 million from grants and contracts have been allocated. 

To provide special opportunities for undergraduate students the 
Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program was implemented in pilot form in 
the spring of 1985 with an allotment of $70,000 from the Educational Development 
Program. In 1985-87 approximately $250,000 each year has been made available 
for financial support for students participating in this research program. 

Honors programs for undergraduate students received increased support in 
1985-86. A total of $225,000 was distributed to colleges for academic and 
co-curricular programs for high ability students. 

To recognize outstanding faculty contributions, in 1984 the number of 
Regents Professhorships was increased to twenty, and the annual stipend associated 
with these awards was doubled. 
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Implementation plans for 1986-87 academic year: 

The 1986-87 implementation for some activities is noted above as the second 
year of the 1985-87 biennium. 

The proposed tuition remission policy, which will help in the recruitment of 
outstanding graduate students, will be implemented beginning fall 1986. This 
provides remission of tuition equal to twice the amount of graduate assistant 
employment (with a minimum of 25% employment); that is, a graduate assistant 
with a 25% appointment will receive remission of 50% tuition or a graduate 
assistant with a 50% appointment will receive 100% remission. 

A total of $280,000 will be distributed to units in 1986-87 for honors 
programs for high ability undergraduate students. 
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January 12, 1984 

President C. Peter Magrath 
202 Morrill Hall 

Professor Mario F. Bognanno 
Industrial Relations Center 
537 Management/Economics 
West Bank 

Dear Peter and Mike: 

On behalf of the Steering Committee, I am pleased to submit our report on facil
itating the scholarly activities of the faculty. I assume that the submission 
of the report discharges the responsibilities given us. 

If it would be helpful to elaborate on some of the points in the report, I would 
be happy to discuss them with you. 

Cordially, 

Jac C. Merwin, Chair 
te ring Committee to Facilitate 

he Scholarly Activities of the Faculty 

tla 

enclosure 

cc: John Howe, Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 
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INTRODUCTION 

Nurturing a scholarly environment that is conducive to the intellectual 

satisfaction and professional growth of the faculty is always a challenge, par

ticularly so in these uncertain times. A scholarly environment requires that an 

institution be able to attract and retain superior scholars and provide the 

facilities, support, resources, and working conditions needed for intellectual 

stimulation and sustained productivity. Faculty members do their most imagina

tive teaching, innovative research, and useful service when they feel valued and 

have confidence in the future. Moreover, it is clear that a favorable environ

ment for scholarship usually translates into excellence for the educational 

experiences of students. 

A decade of limited resources generated by external events has impaired 

that environment at the University of Minnesota and has had a serious effect on 

faculty morale. The faculty has not only experienced a decline in research 

facilities and support services but also has suffered an erosion of about 20 

percent in their real income while the real income dollars of other workers in 

the state has increased. These setbacks have had a serious impact at the 

University. The respect, trust, appreciation, and recognition which helps 

bolster the spirit of members of the scholarly community is affected. These 

vital elements must be restored and nurtured if the University expects to retain 

the kind of faculty that should be associated with a major teaching and research 

university. 

This study of ways to enhance scholarly activities originated in the spring 

of 1981 when the Steering Committee to Facilitate the Scholarly Activities of 

the Faculty was established by the joint actions of President C. Peter Magrath 
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~ and Professor Marcia Eaton, representing the Senate Consultative Committee. The 

rationale for the appointment of such a committee was the conviction that speci

fic kinds of policy issues are more likely to be addressed, implemented, and 

monitored if the faculty and the administration jointly accept responsibility 

for any actions that are recommended. The charge to the Steering Committee was 

fourfold: 1) to analyze the demography of the current University faculty; 2) to 

determine what specific studies should be undertaken; 3) to examine barriers to 

utilizing sabbatical opportunities, and 4) to identify impediments that prevent 

accomplishment of personal goals for scholarly activities and propose methods 

for removing them. 

The recommendations of the Committee were developed on the basis of a 

review of existing University policies and practices; a review of policies and 

practices at other institutions; a review of relevant scholarly research by 

~ faculty at this institution and elsewhere; and the results of two surveys of the 

' 

University faculty--one on the subject of leaves and sabbaticals and one on the 

general question of how to facilitate scholarly activity. 

The report which follows is in four parts. The first describes how the 

Committee structured its charge; the second discusses relevant existing policies 

and procedures; the third describes the views of University faculty obtained 

through its survey; and the fourth contains specific recommendations. Three 

appendices accompany the report. Appendix A consists of a copy of the faculty 

survey as well as tables based on the results of the survey and specific 

suggestions made by University faculty members; Appendix B consists of a guide 

to sources useful to the Committee in preparing its report; and Appendix C con

tains an evaluation of the concept of a study jointly sponsored by the Senate 

and the administration.l 
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PART I 

STRUCTURING THE CHARGE 

A Definition of Faculty Vitality 

One of the first tasks facing the Steering Committee was to come to a 

working definition of its charge: enhancing the scholarly activities of the 

faculty. A number of points were apparent to the Steering Committee as it 

addressed this task. 

First, the subject must be considered from a number of perspectives because 

it is influenced by a broad spectrum of University policies. For example, there 

are relevant policies related to salary, recognition and reward, communication, 

time for research and reflection, academic freedom, tenure and adequate 

support. 

A second dimension of the complex subject of enhancing scholarly activity 

relates to the fact that different disciplines have different needs at any 

given point in time. For example, in some disciplines, travel, research, and 

support funds are more readily available and provide incentives to the pursuit 

of scholarly research and teaching while in other departments and disciplines 

the relative lack of such funds provides a serious impediment to scholarly acti

vity. 

A third factor relates to age and academic status. Young faculty members 

may need support and guidance that can be provided by senior colleagues. Mid

career faculty may benefit more from opportunities for travel and interaction 

with colleagues at other institutions. The more mature among the faculty may 

find that opportunities for consulting and interactions beyond the academy are 

particularly salutary. 
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In spite of the complexity of the subject, the Steering Committee found 

that it was possible to come to a working understanding of the issues related to 

the topic and to agree to a definition of it. A useful definition of faculty 

vitality appears in a Planning Council paper which was prepared to suggest the 

pursuit of this topic as a legitimate focus of institutional research--research 

that would be carried out jointly on behalf of the University administration and 

the Senate. That definition of faculty vitality is: 

The faculty is vital if it exhibits sustained productivity in its teaching, 
its research, and its service activities. Productivity is characterized 
not by quantity of output, but by the quality of these outputs as judged by 
faculty peers. A faculty is vital if it is continually creating important, 
new knowledge, and expanding our understanding of the world in which we 
live. A faculty is vital if the instructional programs of the University 
are continually being monitored and being developed. A faculty is vital if 
there is balance between innovation and traditional approaches to teaching 
and research. The University faculty is vital if it is responding to the 
needs of the state, the nation, and the world for new knowledge. On occa
sion, this vitality is recognized through awards and prizes for schol
arship. Perhaps most important, a faculty is vital if its members find 
their work stimulating, enjoyable, and satisfying.2 

Structuring the Task 

In seeking to determine direction and priorities for its work, the 

Committee consulted with a number of individuals in the University of Minnesota. 

Meetings were held with Professor Marcia Eaton, then chair of the Senate 

Consultative Committee; Professor Arthur Williams, then chair of the Senate 

Committee on Faculty Affairs; and Vice President Nils Hasselmo, who had been 

designated as the administrative contact person for the project. In addition, 

interviews with Harold Bernard (director, Employee Benefits); David J. Berg 

(director, Management Planning and Information Services); and Ann M. Bailly 

(Assistant to the Vice President for Academic Affairs) provided information 

regarding existing policies and practices related to the subject of enhancing 



-5-

~ scholarly activities 

In structuring its approach to this assignment, the Committee came to a 

number of conclusions. 

1) Recommendations from this Steering Committee should consider policy 

needs at all administrative levels. If construed in a narrow sense, the 

Committee might have attempted to focus only on issues directly related to the 

University Senate or the administration. Such a perspective was rejected as 

inappropriately limiting and one which would not do justice to the complexities 

of the subject under investigation. 

2) While this report puts forward some broad recommendations, they must be 

interpreted in a flexible manner and it is critical that those responsible for 

implementing a recommendation must consider its appropriateness for the existing 

circumstances. Thus a recommendation which might fit quite appropriately the 

~ circumstances of one department, might be inappropriate for the circumstances of 

another. 

' 

3) If a subject related to the Committee•s charge was being taken up 

through some other University study or inquiry, this Committee would not attempt 

to duplicate that work. Two such issues that were thus treated cursorily by 

this Committee were faculty salaries and the University faculty retirement 

plan. 

4) In addition to the Committee informing itself on recent research into 

the subject of scholarly vitality and organizational development, it would be 

important to ascertain faculty views directly. Accordingly, a survey of the 

faculty was conducted by the Committee. 
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PART II 

RELEVANT EXISTING POLICIES 

One of the first challenges to the Committee in its review of existing 

University of Minnesota policies was to develop a sense of which policies most 

directly affect scholarly activity. In one sense, that list could legitimately 

include virtually any institutional policy from those dealing with salaries, 

leaves and travel funds, to indirect contributors such as architectural design, 

admissions policies, or availability of outside funds for research. 

Identification of those University policies and practices that should 

receive the Committee•s attention proved to be one of its most difficult tasks. 

As has been noted, two areas of possible relevance--faculty salaries and retire

ment benefits--were not studied in detail because these have been addressed by 

~ other University committees operating at the same time as this one. It is 

important, however, to make one observation about the importance of salary and 

benefits to a study of faculty vitality: The relationship between the level of 

a faculty member•s explicit financial reward and that faculty member•s pro

fessional vitality is complex. It is characteristic that the scholarly life has 

carried with it traditions of devotion to and satisfaction from the world of the 

academy that are independent of financial rewards. 

' 

Accordingly, it became clear to the Committee that a conceptual framework 

for analyzing and understanding facttors affecting faculty activities was a 

first priority. A survey of our faculty and general literature about other 

faculties bear out the extraordinary importance to faculty of intrinsic factors 

in their professional life. These are freedom to pursue ideas in select areas 

of research, the presence of challenging students and colleagues, and a sense of 
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altruism stemming from a life committed to the academic goals of teaching, 

research, and service. 

However, a number of changes have occurred within the academic world and 

outside of it which have diminished some of the intrinsic aspects of the acade

mic milieu and also some of its extrinsic rewards, such as salaries and bene

fits. Using 1970 as a base year, salary losses experienced in the academic 

profession during the 1970s meant that the faculty lost ground when compared to 

persons in other fields. As has already been pointed out, the University of 

Minnesota faculty suffered an erosion of approximately 20 percent of their real 

income while the real income of other workers increased. 

Setting aside, for reasons already noted, the important matters of salary 

and retirement benefits, the Committee identified five areas directly pertinent 

to its inquiry. They include the sabbatical leave, the single quarter leave, 

summer research appointments, teaching and research awards, and consulting. It 

is significant to note that each of these policy areas relates directly to the 

heart of scholarly inquiry by providing time and support for research and schol

arly writing, and that lack of resources for such pursuits represented one of 

the major dissatisfactions for faculty. 

The Sabbatical Leave Program 

The sabbatical leave program in America dates from the nineteenth century 

and grew out of recognition of the special needs of faculty members for time to 

reflect, to write, and to gain perspective from experiences in another setting. 

The sabbatical program at the University of Minnesota was approved in 1909. 

A study of the University of Minnesota sabbatical leave policy completed in 

1983 by Darwin Hendel and Jean Solberg pointed out that nationally sabbatical 
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leave programs are widespread among academic institutions. They noted that the 

structure of such programs, while following a similar general pattern, varies in 

one crucial dimension--the amount of funding which a faculty member may receive 

when he or she takes the sabbatical leave. At the University of Minnesota, sab

batical furloughs are available to regular faculty members after six years of 

service. Up to three quarters of sabbatical leave can be taken once every seven 

years upon recommendation of the faculty member's department head and dean and 

approval from the Regents. Faculty holding full-time appointments (nine- and 

twelve-month appointments predominant) are eligible to receive one-half their 

base salary during a sabbatical leave which can run up to the duration of their 

regular appointments (e.g., up to nine-months for a nine-month faculty member or 

twelve months for a twelve-month faculty member). 

The Hendel/Solberg study, as well as the survey conducted by this 

Committee, has pointed out, however, a major institutional issue with respect to 

the sabbatical leave: the number taking sabbaticals in a given year is far less 

than the total number of faculty eligible. The Hendel/Solberg report suggests 

that considerably less than a third of the faculty who are eligible actually 

take a sabbatical during a given year. In a recent five-year period, the num

bers who took sabbaticals varied from a high of 101 to a low of 88. The prin

cipal perceived barrier to greater use of the sabbatical leave was the financial 

burden of living on half salary. Other difficulties identified were incon

venience for children (29.7%); too busy to make arrangements (25.9%); and incon

venience for spouse (28.8%).3 

Assuming that the sabbatical is indeed a critical ingredient in the provi

sion of the opportunity for intellectual growth and continued development, it is 
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a legitimate institutional concern therefore to ask whether or not there are 

ways to increase the use of such an opportunity. This Committee has noted with 

approval the receipt by the University of Minnesota of a $900,000 award from the 

Bush Foundation to provide supplementary funds for faculty members with an 

interest in undergraduate education to supplement the half salary currently 

available. While this program represents a helpful first step, two points 

should be kept in mind. First, the grant is for a five-year period to allow the 

University time to develop longer term solutions to the funding question. 

Second, the grant is focused on faculty with an interest in undergraduate educa

tion. Thus, there may be faculty not eligible for this grant and unable to 

afford a sabbatical in absence of additional funds. Mechanisms to make sab

baticals affordable clearly remain a significant planning issue. 

~ Single Quarter Leaves 

A second kind of leave available to University faculty is the single

quarter leave. Single-quarter leaves are open to both tenured and probationary 

faculty members who have completed two years of service. Single-quarter leaves 

provide a short break from the normal academic schedule to allow the faculty 

member to pursue specified projects while remaining on full salary. Selection 

for a single-quarter leave is made by a screening committee in a competitive 

review of statements of purpose submitted by the applicants. Current policy 

allows for up to four percent (roughly 120) of the faculty to be on single 

quarter leaves each year. Applicants must return to the University of Minnesota 

for at least one year following a single-quarter leave. The Hendel/Solberg 

study and the results of this Committee•s survey of the faculty have suggested 

that having the option of the single-quarter leave is viewed as a highly 
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favorable institutional policy. However, a major deterrent to single quarter 

leaves for faculty in some small departments has been the resources to cover the 

work of a faculty member on such a leave. 

Summer Research Appointments, Awards, and Consulting 

A third institutional policy which affects faculty vitality is the faculty 

summer research appointment, which has been made available since 1946 to provide 

resources to cover a research project which might reasonably be completed during 

the five weeks of a summer session term. All regular, nine-month faculty may 

apply for the summer research stipend award. In 1983, the number of such awards 

was increased from 30 to 60--the amount of these awards in 1983 was $3,300. 

Alongside of the two leave policies--the sabbatical and the single quarter-

and the faculty research appointment, are other benefits which also relate uni

quely to the academic enterprise and to the support of scholarly activities. 

These are institutional awards for academic excellence. At the pinnacle of such 

awards in the University of Minnesota are the Regents• professorships, 

established in 1965, carrying with them an annual supplementary stipend of 

$5,000. The University of Minnesota has other academic awards. One such award 

is the Horace T. Morse Amoco Foundation Award for contributions to undergraduate 

education. In addition to awards made at the all-University level are awards 

which vary in purpose and amount from college to college. 

Scholarly research and public service are encouraged not only through 

awards and leave policies but also by the University of Minnesota's consulting 

policy. This policy makes it possible for faculty to engage in recurring pro

fessional consulting to impart their knowledge and skills to groups and persons 

outside of the University. The University consulting policy allows such 
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recurring commitments up to a limit of one day per seven-day week, provided that 

they do not interfere with the faculty member's teaching, research, and service, 

or administrative responsibilities, and that the activities of the consulting 

are related and will enhance their professional responsibilities.4 

All of the aforementioned policies relate to the University of Minnesota's 

role as a major research institution. The opportunities such policies provide 

grow clearly from the recognition, which has evolved over time, that the world 

of research and writing requires a combination of nurturing support, freedom, 

and time and space to allow an academic to pursue interests and ideas which he 

or she deems worthy of attention. They are based on a strong tradition of aca-

demic freedom anchored to a strong University commitment to tenure. In such a 

milieu, it is not only the formal structures which support such research and 

inquiry, but also more informal structures. Through our survey of faculty mem

bers, the importance of stimulating colleagues and challenging students became 

apparent. Likewise, the importance of opportunities for faculty to travel to 

professional meetings, to interact with colleagues at other institutions, and to 

have access to library materials and materials through electronic media became 

apparent. While the specifics of creating and maintaining such an academic 

milieu are elusive, the Committee has come to realize that their maintenance is 

of critical importance. The faculty survey conducted by the Committee which 

helped to illuminate the current situation at the University is discussed in 

Part III. 
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PART III 

FACULTY SURVEY 

Deliberations based on information gathered from other sources led the 

Committee to the conclusion that it needed observations and suggestions directly 

from the faculty. It was determined that two types of information would be 

helpful: Faculty views on those aspects of their current positions that enhance 

or impede personal satisfaction and productivity and actions that could be taken 

by the University to facilitate scholarly activities and help enrich pro-

fessional life during the next five to ten years. 

The questionnaire designed for the survey included questions structured to 

1) identify degree of satisfaction-dissatisfaction with professional careers at 

the University of Minnesota, 2) locate sources of satisfactions and dissatisfac-

~ tions and 3) generate ideas for relieving dissatisfactions and removing barriers 

to scholarly productivity. It was considered important to have information as 

comparable as possible with that of earlier surveys seeking similar information 

(Stecklein and Eckert, 1958, Stecklein, 1982). Thus, where appropriate, 

' 

questions used in those studies were used again in this survey. 

In the spring of 1982 the questionnaire (Appendix A) was mailed to all 

faculty members holding a rank of assistant professor or above on the Twin 

Cities campus, UMC, UMM, and the medical faculty at UMo.5 The 974 useable 

questionnaires returned represented a 35 percent return rate. When the returns 

were compared to the total makeup of the faculty, no over- or underrepresen

tation of practical significance was found as it relates to sex, professorial 

rank, or collegiate affiliation. 

Major findings will be summarized here. More detailed information on the 
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~ survey procedures and results can be found in Appendix A-1.6 

' 

Nearly two-thirds (64.6%) of the respondents reported satisfaction with 

their professional careers at the University of Minnesota; 16.6 percent indi

cating they are "very satisfied." On the one hand, this can be interpreted as 

very encouraging. On the other hand, other perspectives argue for a more 

cautious interpretation. First, approximately one in five (21.1%) report 

dissatisfaction; females (27%) reporting dissatisfaction more frequently than 

males (19.8%). Second, while differences in sampling procedures argue for 

caution in interpretation, comparisons using the results from earlier studies 

that used the identical questions shows that the percentage of faculty satisfied 

with their scholarly life declined from 91 percent in 1956 to 80 percent in 1980 

to 64.6 percent in 1982. 

Each faculty member surveyed was asked to list two or three major satisfac-

tions and two or three major dissatisfactions with being a faculty member at the 

University. The responses indicate that in many instances it is fairly specific 

situational conditions that explain why faculty members are satisfied or dis

satisfied with their professional lives. 

Nearly half of the satisfactions listed by the respondents fall into one of 

two categories: 25.8 percent referred to working conditions (e.g., flexible 

schedules, ability to set one's own time, intellectual freedom, independence to 

pursue one's own interests, etc.) and 23.8 percent referred to preference for 

this work (e.g., like to teach, like to research, variety, research oppor

tunities, consulting, scholarly activity, etc.). The only other categories gar

nering more than 10 percent of the responses were students (e.g., helping 

students, seeing returning successful students. etc.) and faculty (e.g., colleg-
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iality, stimulating people to work with, etc.); 17.4 percent for the former and 

13.5 percent for the latter. 

It is interesting to note that while the category of working conditions 

accounted for one in four of the comments regarding satisfactions, it also 

accounted for almost the same portion (23.7%) of the comments regarding dissat

isfactions. Here factors such as not enough time, too many students, lack of 

autonomy, unclear expectations, and too much paperwork were mentioned frequently. 

The second most frequently cited dissatisfaction related to lack of support. 

Factors appearing most prominently here were student and civil service support, 

SEE budgets and equipment. The third most frequently cited impediment was 

bureaucratic red tape which was perceived as taking faculty away from teaching 

and research. 

The percent of responses indicating ••working conditions" as a source of 

dissatisfaction in 1982 (23.7%) was similar to that reported in the 1956 study. 

Just two years prior to the current study, however, over one-third of the 

responses (34.6%) fell in this category. Inadequate support is now viewed as 

a much greater source of dissatisfaction (17.5%) than was reported in the 

surveys of 1980 (4.3%) and 1956 (6.7%). 

A point of significant agreement found among faculty in the survey was the 

desire, expressed by 83 percent, for more time for research and writing. Also, 

a majority (59.2%) feel that they are spending too much time on administrative 

and committee activities. 

Responses related to teaching presents a less clear message. While 20.1 

percent of the respondents indicated that they desire more time for teaching, a 

similar percentage (21.5%) indicated that they would like to spend less time 
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teaching. 

The results of the survey indicate that discontent and frustration does not 

arise from a desire to work less. Rather, it stems from lack of enough 

available hours to work on activities considered of high professional importance 

due to assignments and other expectations about how they will spend their time. 

Attempts to increase the professional vitality and productivity of the 

individual faculty member must be adapted to the individual •s unique capabili

ties and the characteristics of that person•s assignment. As noted above, 

however, there are some general areas where more, or less, time is desired by a 

sizeable number of faculty members. A large fraction want to spend more time in 

research and scholarly writing and many express the need for more time to pre

pare for their teaching and out-of-class work with students. A considerable 

number feel frustrated in finding time to keep up with their field--to read, 

study, and communicate with their peers here and at other institutions. General 

areas of activities seen as reducing the amount of time available for scholarly 

production are those that do not involve teaching and research directly. Many 

mention as impediments to scholarship and teaching the intrusion of committee 

and administrative work and fund raising. A related aspect is simply organiza

tion of assignments. Leaves or other opportunities for sustained efforts on 

scholarly production and self-improvement were seen as extremely desirable. 

The survey request for suggestions of things the University can do to 

remove barriers and enhance professional vitality prompted a wide variety of 

responses. Appendix A-2 presents specific suggestions made by faculty members 

under six general categories. These general categories include time management, 

recognition, communication, assistance, group involvement, and special support 
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at critical points over a career. These suggestions served as a primary source 

for the framing of the Committee•s recommendations which appear in the next and 

final section of this report. 
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PART IV 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

In the process of wrestling with what the University can do to enhance the 

scholarly activities of the faculty, the Committee has studied the literature on 

the subject, investigated the findings of recent studies of faculty vitality 

both at the University and elsewhere, examined relevant existing policies, and 

has conducted a survey of the faculty in order to determine their views on the 

changes needed to remove barriers to scholarly productivity and to improve the 

academic environment. It is on the basis of findings from these activities that 

we make our recommendations. 

The Committee did not deal directly with salary problems in these recom

mendations because it assumes that the current high level of awareness of them 

~ and actions being taken by the faculty, the administration, and the Regents will 

' 

would provide for appropriate consideration of these issues. 

Instead, the recommendations have focused on working conditions and more 

explicit structures for recognition and rewards. These aspects of faculty life 

are of crucial importance in the enhancement of scholarly activity. It should 

be noted, however, that even when these are adequate they cannot become substi

tutes for a satisfactory salary level. 

This Steering Committee has no illusions that our academic environment can 

be converted from the status quo to near utopia within a matter of months or 

even in two or three years. We hasten to point out, however, that some of the 

changes being proposed can be initiated quickly and with little expenditure of 

resources. Some of the problems have as much to do with esprit and morale as 

with resources. 
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Three important background factors should be kept in mind as these recom

mendations are considered. First, scholarly vitality is extremely complex and 

efforts to enhance it must be flexible. Second, faculty vitality and institu-

tional vitality are highly interdependent. Third, policies which affect scho-

larly activity need not be university-wide. In some cases, sources of policy 

are departmental; in some cases they are collegiate; and in other cases they are 

University-wide. 

The following recommendations concern four broad areas: institutional sup-

port, which covers a number of critical, if somewhat mundane, aspects of schol-

arly activity; recognition and rewards, which contain both tangible and 

intangible dimensions; aspects of organizational life which support intellectual 

enrichment; and the communication patterns of the University through which its 

policies and practices are understood both by those on the inside and those on 

the outside. 

Institutional Support 

1. Department chairs, with the support of central administration and 
collegiate officers, should initiate plans to restore and enhance support 
for the faculty (teaching and research assistance, civil service assistance, 
technical aids, including word processing and microcomputers, etc.). 

2. The Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs, working with the Vice 
President for Academic Affairs, should pursue alternatives to the current policy 
on sabbatical leaves so as to make them more economically feasible from the 
standpoint of both the faculty members and the department. Such alternatives 
might well stem from a study of the extent to which people most needing leaves 
are able to take them. Options that would evolve from alternative personal 
financing for leaves should be considered as well as those that would involve 
additional Univers~ty or outside funding. The Bush Supplementary Sabbatical 
Leave Program prov1des a helpful, though limited, interim device. The institu
tion will need a longer term solution to the identified need for support during 
sabbatical leaves. 

3. The single quarter leave appears to offer a necessary and important 
opportunity for fa~ulty. In order that the opportunity may be made available to 
all faculty, the V1ce President for Academic Affairs should provide a measure of 
assistance to units that are unable to allow faculty to take single quarter 
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leaves because of the absolute need of the services they provide and the una
vailability of resources to replace them. 

4. Administrators at all levels should seek ways to decrease the nonvolun
tary involvement of faculty in administrative activities, while minimizing the 
loss of opportunity for faculty members who wish to participate in such activi
ties. 

5. Department chairs should seek ways to build flexibility into the sched
uling of faculty members• assignments which would allow for increased teaching 
loads at certain times in order to free up other times for sustained research 
and writing efforts or for updating and preparation of courses. 

6. The Vice President for Academic Affairs should ensure that deans and 
department chairs are knowledgeable about the many factors that affect faculty 
vitality and that they are also aware of the resources that are available to 
them for helping to enhance faculty vitality. Administrative seminars, 
workshops, or informal discussions could be used to emphasize an institutional 
priority in this matter. Deans and department chairs should also be encouraged 
to utilize a consultative process within their departments to foster an 
environment that nurtures scholarship and productivity. 

Comment: The faculty regards time as one of its most prized resources. 

~ Studies consistently show that faculty members at the University spend many 

hours each week on professional activities--evidence of their high level of pro-

' 

fessional commitment. This same commitment, however, can become a basis for 

frustration and discontent when expectations and assignments force them to 

devote time to less important activities which do not make use of their unique 

talents. Such feelings of frustration can sap faculty vitality and should be 

recognized as a serious source of dissatisfaction. 

An overwhelming majority of the faculty members believe that they should be 

spending more time on research and scholarly writing and on preparation for 

their teaching and out-of-class work with students. The faculty perceives that 

activities not directly involving teaching and research (e.g., committee and 

administrative work, pursuit of external funding, etc.) cut damagingly into time 

available for scholarly production. For some the organization of their assign-
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ments precludes leaves and other opportunities for sustained scholarly produc-

tion and self-improvement. 

All too frequently, faculty members are called upon to do routine typing, 

filing, running of copy machines, etc. The category "working conditions•• is 

mentioned more frequently than any other category as a source of dissatisfaction 

for faculty members. 

Recognition and Rewards 

7. The Regents and the administration should continue, as often as 
possible, to recognize meritorious performance in research, teaching, and ser
vice. Particularly appropriate are not only existing awards and recognitions, 
but also special merit increases in salary that reflect outstanding teaching and 
research. 

8. Administrators at all levels should seek to identify and publicize 
significant work of faculty members (e.g., new publications, new courses devel
oped, grants received, etc.). 

9. Department chairs should establish procedures to provide faculty mem
bers, and especially young scholars, with frequent and regular feedback on 
their work from chairs and trusted colleagues, using informal approaches and 
seminars where appropriate. 

Comment: Faculty members, like professionals in all fields, desire and 

deserve to have their accomplishments recognized and rewarded. In the eyes of 

the faculty the current situation has some major deficiencies in this regard. 

Systematic consideration of both financial rewards and intrinsic reward struc-

ture is needed. An integrated recognition and reward structure can strengthen 

the professional vitality of individual faculty members and enhance the image of 

the professoriate outside the academy. 

Intellectual Enrichment 

10. Department chairs should provide opportunities for faculty members to 
discuss their research, research interests, and ideas with departmental 
colleagues and students. 

11. Administrators at all levels should encourage appropriate interdisci
plinary and interdepartmental research, seminars, and teaching. 
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12. The Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs should provide 
retraining/retooling opportunities to accommodate shifts in interests and 
in careers as well as for improving teaching and research skills. 

13. Administrators and faculty should continue to seek ways of increasing 
interaction between faculty and representatives from business, industry, govern
ment, and other organizations. Such interactions are not only important from 
the point of view of bringing vitality to an academic institution, but also 
of enriching the society of which it is a part. 

14. Administrators should assist faculty members in finding and taking 
advantage of research and teaching opportunities abroad in accord with inter
national education as one of the five major themes in institutional planning. 

15. The Senate Committee on Educational Policy assisted by the administra
tion should explore interuniversity exchanges for the opportunities which they 
may provide as a cost-effective vehicle for faculty enrichment. 

Comment: Faculty members need and deserve opportunities to share and 

discuss their work with colleagues and able students within the University, at 

other institutions, and within organizations outside the academic world. We at 

the University are challenged to find additional ways to secure this intellec-

tua 1 interaction. 

Communication 

16. Administrators at all levels should make the broadest possible effort 
to make faculty members aware of existing policies, programs, benefits, and 
services. There is evidence that a number of faculty are not aware of them. 

17. The unique communication problems of those faculty and staff whose 
place of research, teaching, and service is outside the Twin Cities should be 
addressed and means of easing them sought. Here, the factor of isolation from 
the metropolitan area, the distance from the Twin Cities libraries, and the 
smaller scale of operation all require special consideration. 

Comment: Although some problems of communication due to the size and 

geographic spread of the University will always be with us, it is important to 

address the issue of communication as it relates to scholarly activities. Some 

faculty are simply not as well informed about existing programs and services as 

they ought to be. In addition, it is important that processes that enhance 



' 
-22-

scholarly activity pursued in some departments be considered for use in 

others. 

Concluding Observations 

While there are points in these recommendations where resources will be 

required (e.g., supplementary funds for sabbatical leaves, minimal levels of 

graduate assistant and SEE support, and institutional commitment to faculty 

salaries), many of the recommendations can be pursued at relatively minimal 

institutional cost. Specific examples might include exploring ways in which 

established faculty members can serve as mentors; sharing of research papers 

with colleagues not able to attend out-of-state conferences; informal seminars 

and talks for both faculty and students to broaden intellectual contacts; and 

the encouragement of interdisciplinary research, seminars, and teaching. Still 

~ other examples, while not implying a major expenditure of resources, may require 

only a modest amount of institutional resources to implement. Examples here 

' 

include the provision of retraining and retooling seminars or workshops; use of 

undergraduates to provide basic assistance to faculty; use of WATS lines; and 

assistance to faculty members to allow them to participate in exchange programs 

in other institutions as well as to allow them opportunities for research and 

study abroad. 

This report will be useful to the extent to which it leads to institutional 

commitment on a number of levels to address the issue of sustaining and en

hancing scholarly activities of the faculty. 
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Endnotes 

The Committee wishes to acknowledge the assistance of Professors Mary 
Corcoran and Shirley Clark in providing a perspective for its work by 
sharing the early findings of their important research on faculty vitality 
and that of Professor John Steckleinwhose earlier studies served as a basis 
for parts of its survey. 

Planning Council, University of Minnesota, February 11, 1980, p. 4. 

Darwin Hendel and Jeanne Solberg. "Faculty Members Views About the 
Sabbatical and Single Quarter Leave Programs at the University of 
Minnesota." University of Minnesota: May 15, 1983, p. 2. 

4. Faculty Information Bulletin. University of Minnesota (1980), p. 8. 

5. On the advice of the University General Counsel non-medical school faculty 
at UMD and faculty at UMW did not receive the questionnaire due to collec
tive bargaining going on at the time. 

6. Due to an error in mailing, faculty at UMM did not have an opportunity to 
respond to the questionnaire until February 1983, after the original analy
ses were completed. A separate analysis of the responses from Morris 
showed them to be consistent with the findings reported here. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

April 13, 1982 

Dear Colleague: 

Most of us have accepted projections that the size of the University faculty 
will remain relatively stable in the foreseeable future, with fewer new faculty 
members coming to the University. This prompts some concern about how to maintain 
intellectual vigor and excitement among the faculty during this period. In 
response to this concern, we have been asked jointly by the senate Consultative 
Committee and President Magrath to suggest policies that will help to preserve 
and to stimulate vitality. We need your help. 

Available evidence suggests that the University of Minnesota, like other 
institutions of higher education, has entered a new era--one that is characterized 
by diminished resources. In preparing for this change, it will be helpful if we 
can anticipate potential problems and take steps, as much as possible, to meet 
them in advance. ~~at can we do, for example, to offset the possibility that 
faculty members may find it more difficult to attend professional meetings, to 
secure funding for sabbaticals and research, to develop new courses, and to have 
new colleagues with whom to exchange ideas? In other words, we need to devise 
innovative ways to facilitate the scholarly activities of the faculty. 

Because the Committee is studying this potential problem with a view toward 
suggesting to the senate and administration some imaginative policies designed to 
meet the challenge, we want to tap the views of the faculty as a rich source of 
ideas. We seek your input at this time through completion of the enclosed ques
tionnaire. 

The key question to be answered is Question 9: At the present stage of your 
career, what can the University do, in specific ways, to facilitate your scholarly 

· activities (teaching and research) and help you to enrich your professional life 
during the next five or ten years? We suggest that you first answer Questions 1 
through 8 and then work on Question 9. Although it will take time to give us your 
thoughtful consideration, we have kept the questionnaire brief, and we sincerely 
hope that you will take the time needed to complete it and return it to us. 

We hope you share our belief that it is very important for each of us to have 
opportunities to maximize our professional contributions in the years ahead, and 
we invite you to join us in helping to secure the enactment of policies designed 
to reach this objective. 

The Committee for Facilitating the Scholarly Activities of the ~aculty 
Jack c. Merwin, Chair 

Carl R. Adams 
Elizabeth s. Blake 
Mario F. Bognanno 
Richard s. Caldecott 
Edward L. CUssler, Jr. 
Ann M. Pflaum 

Anne D. Pick 
Richard E. Poppele 
Donald c. Rasmusson 
Betty w. Robinett 
John E. Turner 
John R. Wallace 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

what percentage of your total professional activities do you estimate that you 
ordinarily devote to each of the following: 

Activity 

-1- Teaching (including preparation, grading, thesis 
advising, oral examinations) 

-2- Research and scholarly writing 

-3- Counseling (personal and academic) 

-4- Other service to student groups/organizations 

-5- committee assignments and administrative duties 

-6- Off-campus services (professional meetings, community 
talks, consulting services, etc.) 

Percentage 

% 

% 

% -----
% 

% -----

% 

100 % 

2. To which of the above activities would you prefer to devote more time if you could? 
(Circle the number or numbers that correspond to the activities.) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. To which of the above activities would you prefer to devote less time if you could? 
(Circle the number or numbers that correspond to the activities.) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. Please circle the expression below that best describes your present attitude toward 
your professional career at the University of Minnesota. 

s. 

6. 

Very 
Dis·satisfied Dissatisfied 

1 

Please 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(4) 

2 

indicate your faculty rank: 
Assistant Professor 
Associate Professor 
Professor 
other. Please indicate: 

Neutral Satisfied 

3 4 

very 
Satisfied 

5 

----------------------------------------------
How long have you been tenured? 

(1) I do not have a tenure-track position 
(2) I have a tenure-track position, but am not tenured 
(3) Two years or less 
(4) More than two years but less than five years 
(5) Between five and ten years 
(6) Ten years or more 
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(,.7. Please list the two or three major satisfactions that you derive from being a faculty 
member at the University: 

-a-

-b-

-c-

Comments (You are invited to expand on your response to this question; if you need 
additional space, please use the back of this page): 

8. Please list the two or three major dissatisfactions with being a faculty member at the 
University: 

-a-

-b-

-c-

Comments (You are invited to expand on your response to this question; if you need 
~ additional space, please use the back of this page): 

' 

9. Given the reality of diminished resources, what are ways in which your present dissatis-
factions can be turned into satisfactions? we look upon this survey as an opportunity 
for the faculty to have an input into policy-making. For this reason, we are asking all 
faculty members to give serious thought to this question: 

At the present stage of your career, what can the University do, in specific ways, to 
facilitate your scholarly activities {teaching and research) and help you to enrich your 
professional life during the next five or ten years? For example, do you have ideas on 
innovative funding? Are you aware of policies and practices from other universities or 
other countries that might be applicable? Do you know of ongoing systems {e.g., systems 
of sponsorship, feedback, performance evaluation, rewards or recognition) that foster 
professional development? {If you need additional space, please use the back of this 
page.) 
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Please indicate the college/program/campus in which you a:-·e appointed: 

Twin Cities Campus: 
(1) College of Biological Sciences 
(2) College of Education 

(3) 

(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 

(8) 

(9) 
-(10) 

(11) 

(12) 
(13) 
(14) 
(15) 

College of Liberal Arts: 
Humanities and Fine Arts 
Social Sciences 

College of Veterinary Medicine 
Continuing Educ. & Extension 
General College 
Graduate School 
Health Sciences: 

Dentistry 
Medical School 
Mortuary Science 
Nursing 
Pharmacy 
Public Health 

Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs 

In =titute of Agric•tlture, Forestry 
an.;, Ho:ne Economics: 

(16) Agriculture 
(17) Forestry 
(18) Home Economics 
(19) Agricultural Experiment Station 
(20) Agricultural Extension service 
(21) Institute of Technology 
(22) Lav; School 
(23) Sd:ool of Managerr.ent 
(24) University College 
(25) Other. Please indicate: 

Crookston Campus: 
( 26) 

MOrris Campus: 
(27) 

UMD-Medical School: 
(28) 

11. For how many years have you been on the faculty at the Uni·Jersity of Minnesota? 

-------------- years 

~2. Was your appointment as a faculty member at the University of Minnesota your first 
professional employment after you received your highest degree? 

13. 

' 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 

If "No", how many years of job experience did you have before you came to the Universii ·.• 
of Minnesota? 

Number or Years 

a. In teaching at other colleges or universities? 

b. In teaching at other types of educational institutions? 

c. In industry, government, etc.? 

sex: 
(1) 
(2) 

Female 
Male 

-- Thank you for your time and cooperation --

If you have questions about this questionnaire, please call Faye Powe, 
Assistant to the Committee for Facilitating the scholarly Activities 
of the Faculty, 376-8446. 

Please fold, staple, and return your completed questionnaire to the address on the back of 
this page. We would appreciate receiving your response by April 30, 1982. Respondents 
from the Twin Cities Campus may use the campus mail service. 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 

Rank 

Associate Assistant 
Professor Professor Professor Other 

49.0 25.5 25.1 0.4 

Years at University 

1 1<Y<10 10~Y<20 20~Y<30 ~30 

3.2 33.0 

Not Tenure Not Yet 
Track Tenured 

8.3 13.9 

% Time 
Spent Instruction 

80-100 
60-79 
40-59 
20-39 
10-19 
0-9 

3.4 
14.8 
36.6 
33.5 
6.8 
4.9 

41.9 15.7 6.2 

Sex 

F M -
17.0 83.0 

Rank 

Tenured 
0-2 Yrs 2<Yrs<5 5~Yrs<10 Yrs2.10 

5.8 9.8 18.1 44.2 

First Appointment 

Yes No 

45.7 54.3 

RESULTS 

(Percent of Those Reporting) 

Distribution of Time 

Research & Counseling 
Scholarly Writ Students 

1.9 0.1 
5.0 0.4 

21.6 1.4 
41.1 7.6 
18.7 32.0 
11.6 58.5 

Other Committee Off-Campus 
Services & Admin Services 

0.3 
0.6 
0.8 
3.4 

10.4 
84.5 

1.3 
3.5 
6.2 

20.9 
32.9 
35.2 

1.0 
1.8 
1.3 
6.6 

25.4 
65.2 
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Desired Changes in Distribution of Time 

Percent 
Desiring 

Research & Other Committee Off-Campus 
Instruction Writing Counseling Services & Admin Services 

More 

Less 

20.1 

21.5 

83.0 

1.6 

3.4 

8.5 

1.5 

5.4 

0.9 

59.2 

12.5 

4.2 

Present Attitude towards Professional Career 
at the University of Minnesota 

Very 
SatTSfied 

16.6 

Satisfied 

48.0 

Neutral Dissatisfied 

14.3 16.5 

Sources of Satisfaction and Dissatisfaction 

Source of 
Satisfaction 

Students 
Faculty 
Administration 
Intellectual Environment 
Working Conditions 
Preference for This Kind of Work 
Personal Development 
Recognition 
Other 

Source of 
Dissatisfaction 

Students 
Faculty 
Administration 
Intrinsic Rewards 
Poor Working Conditions 
Support Inadequate 
Salary 
Lack of Extrinsic Rewards 
Other 

1982 1980 

17.4 27.6 
13.5 9.1 
1.0 0.1 
8.4 10.2 

25.8 17.9 
23.8 21.4 
2.1 3.4 
3.8 2.0 
4.1 8.3 

1982 1980 

2.5 3.2 
4.3 1.5 

16.1 12.1 
2.9 4.6 

23.7 34.6 
17.5 4.3 
14.8 22.9 
6.8 4.9 

ll. 5 11.6 

Very 
DissatlSfied 

4.6 

1956 

31.0 
11.4 
o.o 

11.9 
21.4 
17.0 
1.7 
3.5 
2.0 

1956 

6.4 
4.4 

13.7 
5.2 

21.6 
6.7 

32.5 
2.1 
7.5 
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APPENDIX A-2 

Survey of University of Minnesota Faculty 

1982 

Specific Suggestions 
for Enhancing Scholarly Activities 

' 

' 
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The request for suggestions of things the University can do to remove 
barriers and enhance professional vitality prompted a wide variety of responses. 
Some were very specific to the functioning of individual departments or 
programs. Some were well developed proposals, a number of which included new or 
seldom identified ideas. The majority can be grouped readily into six general 
categories: time management, recognition, communication, assistance, group 
involvement, and special support at critical points in one•s career at the 
University. The more frequently mentioned proposals follow. 

Time Management 

Need more opportunity (through sabbaticals and forms of released time) for 
research and retooling. 

Change the sabbatical process so as to relieve both the work load arrange
ments that do not allow time for leaves and the financial burden of taking 
leaves on half pay; add flexibility to the sabbatical leave program. 

Redistribute/reduce committee work. 

Reduce administrative duties; supply more staff for administrative work. 

Let people do what they excel at--reduce teaching for those who do research 
and increase the teaching load for those who do not. 

Double load teaching in some quarters so as to leave one quarter free for 
research. 

Develop more flexible arrangements to combine a faculty career with a 
career outside the University. 

Recognition 

Increase salaries. 

Provide more non-monetary recognition. 

Reward excellence and improvement in teaching. 

Match rewards with accomplishments. 

Communication 

Increase the amount of sharing of ideas and work within and across 
departments; more interdisciplinary seminars. 

Have senior faculty take on a mentoring role for junior faculty. 

Increase opportunities to attend professional meetings. 

Strengthen interuniversity exchange programs. 
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Decrease administrative response time to ideas and proposals. 

Assistance 

Provide more teaching assistance and civil service support. 

Improve the libraries. 

Reduce enrollment; curtail class sizes; emphasize quality more in 
admissions; reduce teaching burdens. 

Develop programs to foster professional growth and development including 
tuition scholarships for faculty. 

Provide tuition scholarships for faculty spouses and children. 

Increase the role of administration in helping professors seek funding. 

Seek more assistance from business and industry. 

Provide more travel money for travel to attend professional meetings, to 
visit other institutions and for fundraising. 

Make advanced technology (e.g., microcomputers and word processors) 
available in offices. 

Group Involvement 

Provide more opportunities for sharing and discussing work with others in 
one's department and in other departments. 

Encourage and reward interdepartmental teaching and research. 

Strengthen interuniversity faculty exchange programs. 

Develop more international opportunities for faculty. 

Provide opportunities to interact with the private sector; short-term 
leaves to work in the private sector; provide opportunities for private sector 
researchers to spend time at the University; joint appointments with the private 
sector. 

Special Support at Critical Points in One's Career 

Provide research funds for the new assistant professor until a research 
agenda is externally funded. 

Provide leaves and support for those interested in retooling or mid-career 
changes. 

Provide research support for senior researchers who are between external 
grants. 
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Provide programs for those who wish to improve their teaching. 

Give senior faculty nearing retirement special support so they can end 
their careers with a "bang." 
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Selected sources related to the University of Minnesota: 

Berg, David J. "Sources of Information." Letter to Professor Jack Merwin 
(Management Planning and Information Services, December 1, 1981). 

This letter lists both external and internal sources of information: 
1) external--American Universities Data Exchange, Big Ten Business 
Officers, and Minnesota Finance Department, etc.; 2) internal--Basic Data 
Reference, enrollment projection models, and Faculty Flow Models, etc. 

Brown, Jeff, A Five Part Series on College Teaching and the University of 
Minnesota. Minneapolis Star, June 4, June 5, June 6, June 7, and June 8, 
1979. 

This local journalist portrayed a number of challenges facing the 
University and its faculty: relatively low salaries, inducements from 
other universities, declining enrollments. 

Clark, Shirley and Mary Corcoran. "Individual and Organizational Contributions 
to Faculty Vitality: An Institutional ·~ase Study." In Lyceum, College of 
Education, University of Minnsota: June 1983. 

Faculty Handbook. University of Minnesota. Published every two years. 

A useful source of basic information about University policies of interest 
to faculty. 

Hendel, Darwin D. and Jeanne D. Solberg. "Faculty members view about the 
Sabbatical and Single Quarter Leave Programs at the University of 
Minnesota." Study conducted as part of the Evaluation of the Bush 
Sabbatical Program, March 15, 1983. 

Holt, Robert T. (Dean of the Graduate School). 
Appointments for 1983." January 24, 1983. 
Graduate School. 

"Faculty Summer Research 
University of Minnesota, the 

Keller, Kenneth H. (Academic Vice President). "Academic Salary Data--1980-81. 
Comparative Salary UM with Big Ten." June 18, 1981. 

Planning Data--1979--Basic Data Reference. Management, Planning, and 
Information Services. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota. 

Research Administration (Office of). Levels and Trends in Sponsored Programs at 
the University of Minnesota. Prepared annually since 1974. A. R. Potami, 
director. 

Useful guide to sponsored research. 

Roesch, James R. "Benefit Comparisons Big Ten Universities." Ohio State Univer
sity, June 9, 1983. 

Compares UM benefits to other Big Ten schools. 
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Senate Committee on Educational Policy. "Report of the Senate Task Force on 
Developing and Encouraging Excellence in Teaching." University of 
Minnesota Senate Minutes, May 25, 1978:69-85. 

Stecklein, John. "Changes in Faculty Characteristics, Activities, and Atti
tudes Over 25 years at a Major United States University." Proceedings 
Fourth European AIR Forum, Association for Institutional Research, Uppsala 
University, Sweden, August 1982. 

Stecklein, John E. and Eckert, R. E. An Exploratory Study of Factors Influenc
ing the Choice of College Teaching as a Career. Minneapolis: The 
University of Minnesota, 1958. 

Stecklein, John E. and Robert Lathrop. Faculty Attraction and Retention: 
Factors Affecting Faculty Mobility at the University of Minnesota. 
University of Minnesota: Bureau of Institutional Research, 1960. 

Task Force on Faculty Retirement Plan. "Progress Report." March 1980. 
University of Minnesota. C. Arthur Williams, chair. Task force appointed 
by Vice President for Administration and Planning Robert A. Stein. 

This report was presented to the University Senate. Its suggested changes 
were not endorsed by the Senate. 

Other sources: 

Atelsek, Frank J. and Irene L. Gomberg. "Selected Characteristics of Full Time 
Humanities Faculty, Fall 1979." Higher Education Panel Report #51. 
Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education, August 1981. 

Atelsek, Frank J. and Irene L. Gomberg. "Young Doctoral Faculty in Science and 
Engineering: Trends in Composition and Research Activity." Higher 
Education Panel Report #43. Washington, D.C.: American Council on 
Education, February 1979. 

Bach, Marilyn and Ray Thornton. "Academic Industrial Partnerships on Biomedi
cal Research: Inevitability and Desirability." In Educational Record, Vol. 
64, No. 2, Spring 1983:26-33. 

Baldwin, Robert G. and Robert T. Blackburn. "The Academic Career as a Develop
mental Process: Implications for Higher Education." In Journal of 
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Preliminary Observations on the Utility 

of a Joint Administration/Senate Steering Committee 

to Study University Policy Questions 
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Background 

The Steering Committee to Facilitate the Scholarly Activities of the 
Faculty was appointed jointly in April of 1981 by University of Minnesota 
President C. Peter Magrath and the Senate Consultative Committee Chair Professor 
Marcia Eaton. The idea of a joint administration/Senate study of potential 
issues facing the University arose from concerns raised in the University 
planning process that the University should have mechanism to allow it to anti
cipate significant planning issues. The idea also grew out of the recognition 
that it was important to overcome a difficulty which had hitherto been present 
in the University governance structure. Previously, it was noted that the 
Senate structure and the administration sometimes approached subjects singly and 
that as a consequence information and reports did not have joint credibility. 
A committee appointed jointly, it was believed, would overcome the difficulties 
encountered in refining and implementing recommendations from task forces or 
committees that were appointed either by the administration or by the Senate 
singly. The concept, then, of a joint appointment was seen as sound not only 
since it would allow the University to identify a significant long-range 
planning issue, but also from a governance perspective since it would allow for 
a joint consideration of an issue of mutual concern to the administration and 
the Senate. Furthermore, it was seen as economically desirable since resources 
and staff would be committed to a single project. 

The Steering Committee was chaired by Professor Jack Merwin. Members of 
the Committee included Professor Carl Adams, Dean Elizabeth Blake, Professor 
Mario Bognanno, Dean Richard Caldecott, Professor Anne Pick, Professor Richard 
Poppele, Professor Donald Rasmusson, Assistant Vice President Betty Robinett, 
Professor John Turner, and Assistant Vice President John Wallace. Ann Pflaum 
served as an ex officio member of the Committee representing the administration; 
Nancy Cooper and Faye Powe served as interns assisting the Committee. 

The Steering Committee received guidance in its task from a preliminary 
committee chaired by Professor Robert Carr. The Carr Committee was asked to 
prepare guidelines to aid its successor committee in developing a conceptual 
framework within which to consider the topic of enhancing scholarly activities 
of the faculty. The Steering Committee was advised to dig below the rhetoric of 
myths regarding current and projected issues related to faculty vitality, to 
base its recommendations on verifiable data and information, and to inform 
itself of existing information regarding specific areas of concern. 

Three Questions About a Jointly Commissioned Policy Study 

Since this represents a new approach to policy study at the University of 
Minnesota, it is appropriate to evaluate the effectiveness of this Steering Com
mittee•s work. As a first step, the Committee offers its own perspective in 
this. Three questions are worthy of review. The first question is: Did the 
joint appointment of the Committee by both the Senate and the administration 
enhance its credibility? The second question is: Did the jointly appointed 
Steering Committee function effectively? The third question is: Was the topic-
enhancing the scholarly activities of the faculty--a suitable choice for a 
jointly appointed steering committee? 
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In response to the first question --its credibility--it should be noted 
that the Committee functioned in every sense as a joint faculty/administration 
committee. Its members were drawn from both the faculty and administration. It 
was appointed by both the President and the Chair of the Senate Consultative 
Committee, and has prepared its final report and forwarded it to both groups. 
The Steering Committee has worked on an interim basis with the Senate Committee 
on Faculty Affairs and has kept in touch with the Vice President for Administra
tion and Planning. The Committee•s meetings have been harmonious and 
constructive--emphasizing the complementary roles of the administration and the 
faculty. 

In response to the second question--how the Steering Committee functioned-
it should be pointed out that it was originally estimated that it would take a 
single academic year to complete its work. This proved to be overly optimistic 
and, in fact, the work of the Committee has taken more than two academic years 
to complete. One explanation for this fact is that in the earliest conception 
of how the Committee might work, there was the expectation that a far larger 
professional staff might be available to assist it. Instead of a staff of up to 
four or five FTEs, the members of the Steering Committee themselves shouldered a 
considerable amount of the work and were assisted by a graduate intern working 
one-quarter in each time of the two academic years. 

Further contributing to the time required to complete this assignment was 
the Steering Committee•s belief that it should familiarize itself with existing 
policies and practices at the University of Minnesota (see Part II, page 6). 
Too, the Committee took time to acquaint itself with literature in areas related 
to enhancing scholarly activities of the faculty. The subject includes a number 
of fields such as adult development, career development, and organizational 
theory (see Appendix B). Moreover, the Steering Committee believed it essential 
to take time to survey the University faculty to determine their views and to 
record their suggestions (see Appendices A and A-1). 

In response to the third question--the suitability of the topic for joint 
study--it is worth noting that the topic seemed an extremely appropriate choice 
since it is one of fundamental importance to the faculty members as well as to 
the administration. Furthermore, it is a subject on which direct involvement by 
fatulty in the design and execution of a study is not only desirable but also 
essential. 

The Steering Committee notes that the real proof of its effectiveness will 
be whether or not its recommendations are given a serious hearing and whether or 
not at least some of the ideas put forward are implemented within the 
University. The Committee has been quite conscious of the relatively uneven 
record within the University of implementation of committee or task force recom
mendations. While some part this may stem from a disagreement over the 
substance of recommendations, it is believed that the University lacks adequate 
mechanisms to monitor such follow-up. Accordingly, this Committee respectfully 
urges that once agreement is reached to implement a particular recommendation, 
responsibility for follow-up on such implementation should be established. It 
will be noted that most of the recommendations put forward contain a suggested 
plan of implementation and therefore it should be relatively easy to follow up a 
year later on those recommendations where action has been agreed upon. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative committee 

President c. Peter Magrath 
202 Morrill Hall 

Dear Peter: 

614 Social Sciences 
267 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55455 
Telephone (612) 373-3226 

April 16, 1984 

At our last meeting, the Faculty Consultative Committee 
discussed again the findings and reco~~endations of the 
"Merwin Report." I wish to transmit to you our commentary 
on the Report. -

We agree with you and others that the Committee has done 
a fine job, and we thank them for their effort. They've 
brought many important issues into focus. 

The Report lists a number of recommendations that have 
financial implications. We think that special attention 
ought to be given to three of those recommendations: 

1. Number Two, which calls for more flexible funding 
arrangements for sabbatical leaves. We are concerned 
about the relatively low percentage of sabbaticals 
that our faculty take advantage of. It's important 
that we increase that figure. 

2. Number One, which calls for improved support for 
faculty teaching and research activities. Recent 
years have seen the steady erosion of support sources 
of all sorts, from supply accounts, to Civil Service 
staff, to equipment, to central shop facilities so 
necessary for people in the physical, biological, and 
medical sciences. (Rick Purple has recently written 
to Bob Holt on the matter of inadequate technical 
shop facilities.) 

3) Number Three, which points out the difficulty 
that small academic units often have in releasing 
faculty for single quarter leaves, becauese they 
haven't the internal size or flexibility to cover 
their curriculum. Needed seems to be some way of 
providing small units with funds to hire temporary 
replacement teaching. 
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C. Peter Magrath 
April 16, 1984 
page three 

accountability under the Rajender Decree and otherwise--
all have placed increasing burdens on faculty and adminis
trators alike. We think it's time to take stock of where we 
are and where we're heading. 

Finally, we think that the evidence of declining faculty 
morale over the last several decades, and especially during 
recent years, needs to be taken very seriously. We recognize 
that the faculty survey was not scientifically designed and 
that the data from 1956, 1980, and 1982 are not fully comparable. 
Still, the trend is unmistakable, and the fact that only 
64.6% of the faculty responding just two years ago found 
"satisfaction" with their scholarly life is disturbing indeed. 
There is nothing more important for administrators and faculty 
together to examine. 

Sincerely yours, 

John Howe, Chairperson 
Faculty Consultative Committee 

JH:mp 

cc: ~rofessor Jack Merwin 
Professor Mario Bognanno, Chairperson, SCFA 
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In conclusion, this Steering Committee believes that the mechanism of a 
joint faculty/administration steering committee has provided credibility; that 
the mechanics of the process were workable; and that the subject chosen for the 
experiment was appropriate to the mechanism. Clearly, however, the Senate 
Committee on Faculty Affairs and the Senate Planning Committee should also 
reflect on this report, remembering that not only should they review the 
substantive recommendations, but also they should review the experiment with a 
joint study of an institutional planning issue. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University senate consultative committee 
614 Social Sciences 
267 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55455 
Telephone (612) 373-3226 

March 8, 1984 

· Professor Mark Brenner, Chairperson 
Senate Planning Committee 
Horticultural Science and 

Landscape Architecture 
324 Alder Hall 

Dear Mark: 

At the Faculty Consultative Committee meeting last 
week, we discussed with the President and Vice President 
Keller some of the implications of the l.ferwin Report on 
The Scholarly Activities of the Faculty and the Report on 
the International Character of the University. We agreed 
that the FCC would soon draw up some specific recommendations 
to the President concerning implementation of the Merwin 
Report. I'll send you a copy of our statement when it's 
prepared -- probabl~ early in Spring Quarter. 

We also agreed that the first step in addressing the 
range of proposals raised in the other report should be 
some decisions concerning administrative leadership in the 
areas of international education. You will recall that the 
report calls for a new Assistant Vice President and a variety 
of other administrative changes. Vice President Keller 
agreed to develop a proposal concerning such changes and 
bring it to us for discussion. We'll try to keep you posted 
on what's happening. Also, please feel invited to ·any and 
all of our meetings. I'll simply leave it to you to decide 
when you want to come. 

One additional point. At that FCC meeting, Vice 
President Keller suggested that we might learn a good deal 
about faculty morale and productivity if we examined the 
recent history of several of our premier departments with 
an eye toward discovering how they got to be as good as 
they are. How do they govern themselves? How do they 
allocate resources? How do they tie together their under
graduate and graduate instruction? How do they recruit 

.... 
~ '-
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faculty? How do they attr-act graduate students? I don't 
know who could do such a study, nor have I thought very 
carefully about how useful it would actually be. But as 
he talked about it, it seemed an intriguing idea. So, I 
thought I would mention it to you and ask if you thought 
it might fit into the evaluation side of our planning 
process. 

Cordially, 

Chairperson, 
Faculty Consu1tative 

JH:mp 

Enc.: FCC agenda for March 15 
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The percentage of University of Mln
rno::ota faculty members satisfied 

their jobs dropped from 91 per
cent in 1956 to 64.6 percent in 1982, 
according to surveys. 

Dissatisfaction appeared to be high
er among female faculty members 
- 27 percent of whom .sai<;l they 
were dissatisfied with their careers 
at the university -than among men, 
19.8 percent of whom said they were 
dis..<;atisfied. 

Those findings are in sharp contrast 
to findings about general job satis· 
faction of a 1980 Minnesota Poll, 
which found that eight out of 10 
employed men and women in the 
state described ther:nselves as com
pletely or mostly satisfied with their 
jobs. The Minnesota Poll used survey 
questions similar to those asked of 
university faculty members. 

Among the causes of dissatisfaction 
cited by the faculty members were 
inadequate pay, too little t!me for 
research and too much time re
quired for administrative and other 
nonacademic duties. 

Result<; of the survey are part of the 
so-called Merwin Report, named for 
J""k Merwin, a professor of educa· 

who chaired a committee of 12 
tu.:ulty and staff n1.;mbers that com
piled the report. 

It was commissioned by university 
President C. Peter Magrath and the 
university's Senate Consultative 
Committee to determine the status of 
faculty morale and gauge the impact 
financial retrenchments of the past 
three years have had on faculty 
members' satisfaction with the uni
versity. 

The committee concluded that "a 
decade of limited resources generat
ed by external events ... has had a 
serious effect on faculty morale." 

Some faculty members, 14.3 percent, 
voiced neutral feeli!lgs on job satis
faction. ThGSe who said they were 
dissatisfied amounted to 16.5 percent 
of the sample and those who were 
very dissatisfied amounted to 4.6 
percent. 

Surveys were sent to 2,800 faculty 
members in 1982. Responses were 
received from 35 percent of that 
group. Similar surveys had been 
made in 1956 and in 1980. The find
ings of the 1982 sample were re
leased recently to faculty commit
tees. 
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The Vice President for Academic Affairs 
sho~Td t~k~ steps to ensure that deans 
ancr-aep-a·rtment chairs are well informed 
about the literature and diverse factors 
whic~contribute to scholarly vitality 

- -~~e .19_) ( F Q ) ___ _ 
. ( Co_s_t __ -,------------t
(.fil_~_!_vi t!-. ---------'-

7 = n. ~:> ~ 20 ~ ( Q F ,. ) . 
The Regents and the administrat~lo_n ___ s~ho-u~l~d-
-co~tfnue to recognize meritorious perform
ance in teaching, research, and service 
(s-pec.faT-mmf increases in salaries). 
(cost--
·c:.·c( 20) ( Q F 
( Fac :-v-i t. ---
----- ·----,..--------------

g .'20 · ( Q F ) ___ _ 

Administrators at all levels should seek to 
iden_ti_ij_jrid publicize significant work of 
fac~lty (e..!..9_:--L.l!_ew ,illl ications, new 

cours_es _deve 1 o.e_~d, grants received). 
(Cost ) 

- • lP 20 ) ( Q F -
(F?~_v_-;_t. 

I Ul..., W I I., 

The Presid~ Response PagWhree 

~e -:. As a fiJ::st step this task force re.port wil J be dj stri hqteil 
to deans arrl deP_?rbrent ~~§-· 

.. 

1\gree -=-rn the 1983-85 biennium, $1,700,000 was-allocated to recog11ize 
outstandmg achieverrent a·s well as ~tain faclil ty we might loose 
~other universities. --

Referreg to University Relations and the col leges for itnplerentation 
as opportunities permi, t..... 

fJdoe(20 ) ( Q F Org 
D_e.Qartf!!ent chairs should establish procedures Agr~ in principl~~ Colleges and Departments should review. 
to -~et up __ _r:g_gul a r feedback for faculty 
m~mbers on their work. · · 
(cas-t -) 
[Fac. Vit. ) 

., 
June 12, 1984 

.. . 
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1 o Page( 20 ) :: ·t ~o· ., F. 1 ) __ __,.~ 
Department chairs should provide opportuni
ties for faculty members to discuss their 
research and research interest ideas with 
degartr11enta_]_co 1 Leagues and students. 

~ 11 

rco-st-- ---
Page(lQ__) ( Q F ) ___ ~ 
(Fac. Vit. 

Page(20 ) ( Q F'. Org 
AdminiStrators at all levels should encourage 
appropriate interdisciplinary and inter
departmental research, seminars, and teaching. 
(Cost ' 
(Fac. Vit. 
Page(_) ( ) ___ _ 

·12 Page( 21) ( F Q Org ) 
The V1 c~ President for Academic A..,...,fr:-~t"""'a~, =rs=---
should provide retraining/retooling opportu
nities to accommodate shifts in interests and 
in careers as well as for improving teaching 
and research skills. 
Page( 21 ) ( F Q ) ___ --"" 
{Cost ) 
(Fac. Vit. ) 

'3 Page( 21 ) ( F Q 0 ) 
AdminTStrators and faculty should~-s-e-e~k--w-ay_s_ 
to increase interaction between faculty and 
representatives of business, industry, 
~rnment, and other organizations. 
(Cost ) 
(Fac. Vit. ·· ) 

June 12, 1984 

The Presi~'s Response 
Fac Vi f. -. ·. ·
Pa~our 

Agree .irl~-P_!inciple ---A. coli~ and Department prerOg-ative. 

.. 

Agr~ -S:houid be expiored by Colleges. . -

'I'hevitePresid~nt for Acadelllic Affairs should- cC:m:rent on this. 

-Agree - The reorganization~the Office of Researcb Administration to 
.Jnclude patent/technology tr.ansfer matters is an irroortant fj rst 
_step. 
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14 ... ~ e : 21 ) ( ·F Q ) 
AdminiStrators should encourage--ta_c_u ...... l.,...ty--
mem5ers in finding and taking advantage of 
research and teachlng opportunltleS abroad. 

··(COst ) 
--(Fac. V1 t. ) 
r:~qe(_) ( ) ___ _ 

-------------------------
15 .;,t',_21_) ( F Q ,. 

The ~~nate Committee on Educational Policy, 
.as_~jst~b~ the administration, should 
expl or:-~- i_nter-Uni vers i ty exchanges for 
the __ gpp_ortuni ties which they may pro vi de as 
a cost-effectiv~ vehicle for faculty 
,:~·~:: 1 21) ( F Q )enrichment. 
(Cost-- ~ 
(~~_vit. 

- ··--- ------------------
16 ·J<le.21) ( F ) 

Admin-iStrators at all levels sh-ou~l~d~ma~k-e--
the--brci.ad-est possible effort to make 

. facu-rtymemDersaware of ex1~g policies 
and program benefits and services--parti
cularli-sfnce there is evidence that a 

:.1 11 e ~ 21 ' ( ) --=-""""...----
number.of faculty are not aware of these. 

-·Ico.:!..st~------------~ 
__ ( Fac.! __ V.!....i~t:....:.·-------------'-

~dgef 

-------------------

June 12, 1984 ., 

The Presidees Response 

f-acftj=Vi t. 
Pa · ... i ve 

)-

~ - $25,n.o.a_a11ocated in l9.B4-85 to help snpport facnlcy tx:a.uel 

Referrea to the Vice President for Academic Affairs~ for- review. 

The Faculty Handbook, an ilrportant tool for this purpose 

.. ' 
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- 1 Z P a q e ( £.1_) ( F Q ) 
~~1~he unique communication problem_s_o~f~t~ho_s_e_ 

faculty and staff whose place of teaching 
and research is outside of the Twin Cities. 
Cost 

(Fac. Vit. ) 
" Page(_) 

# Page(_) 

:1 Page(_) ) __ _ 

Page(_) ( ) __ _ 

Page(_) 

Page(_) ( ) __ _ 

June 12, 1984 ., 

The Presi~'s Response 
Fa~Vit.- '· 
PaJ-'Six 

Wil1 .. be discussed with the Provosts and Deans from Coordinafe - . -- -----
..£:,q..rnpuses • 

.. 
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THE Ca1MI1TEE TO FACILITATE 
THE SCHOLARLY ACTIVITIES OF THE FACULTY 

Formation of Committee 

Interim Report 
on 

First-Year-Activities 

June 1982 

6-17-82 

In a memorandum to this committee dated April 24, 1981, President C. Peter 
Magrath and Professor Marcia Eaton, Chair of the Senate Consultative Committee, 
noted that some of the most important questions facing the University during the 
1980s concern the development of the University's faculty. The memorandum goes 
on to state that, "In a ve.:ry real sense, the University is the faculty." 

In response to needed planning that will help ensure tl1e best possible working 
conditions for the faculty, the administration and the University Senate jointly 
embarked on a project with the working title, "Facilitating the Scholarly Activi
ties of the Faculty." The undersigned were requested to serve as a steering 
committee for the project and assigned the task, "to determine what specific 
studies should be undertaken ... and to direct specific studies." The purpose 
of this report is to describe the activities and discussions of the steering 
committee during its first year of operation. 

Charge of Committee and Goals 

The committee as a whole met eight times. Due to the unique nature of a charge 
to be responible to, and work closely with, both the Senate (through its commit
tees) and central administration, an early task of the committee was to develop 
a structure for its operation (see Appendix A). 

One of the early meetings of the committee was devoted to discussion of the charge 
and expectations for its work with Marcia Eaton from SCC and Nils Hasselmo and 
Richard Heydinger from central administration. The input from these people plus 
that of the committee members who had also served on the ad hoc Committee on 
Facilitating Individual Faculty Activities, the group that recommended the forma
tion of our committee, provided the basis for setting forth the goals of the com
mittee. Operational goals that evolved were to 1) become knowledgeable about 
relevant data bases available and related work of others, 2) become knowledgeable 
about existing policies affecting faculty vitality, and 3) design a faculty 
survey. · 

Relevant Data Bases Available and Related Work of Others on Faculty Vitality 

Subsequent committee meetings were held with people identified as those able to 
help us meet the goals that had been established. Most of one meeting was devoted 
to looking at potentially relevant demographic data sets with Dave Berg, Director 
of MPIS. Arthur Williams, chair of SCFA, attended a meeting and provided informa
tion on the operation and activities of his committee. Mary Corcoran and Shirley 
Clark also provided the committee with the bibliography on faculty vitality that 
was developed as part of their project. 
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Existing Policies Affecting Faculty Vitality 

Important staff work included interviews between meetings. One such interview was 
with Harold J. Bernard regarding the characteristics, current status, and per
ceived difficulties with faculty benefits. A similar interview was held with 
Ann M. Bailly regarding single-quarter leaves, sabbatical furloughs, and promo-
tion and tenure. Contacts were also made with Drs. Howard Williams, John Stecklein, 
and Reynold Willie, who had been involved in faculty surveys in the past that have 
included samples from the University. 

Faculty Survey 

On the basis of these contacts, and subsequent discussions of them, the committee 
decided that it should carry out a faculty survey during the spring of 1982. The 
major goal of the survey is to secure faculty views regarding barriers to profes
sional satisfaction and productivity as well as ideas regarding how such barriers 
can be removed.· A secondary purpose is to alert the faculty to the concern of the 
Senate and administration regarding faculty vitaility as reflected in the appoint
ment of this connnittee. A copy of the survey appears as Appendix B to this report. 

Policy Issues to be Addressed by Specific Recommendations or the Commissioning 
of Studies 

In addition to setting operational goals, the committee raised a number of policy 
questions, which it will examine further during the corning year. With regard to 
these issues, the committee plans, in some instances, to recommend specific policy 
actions and, in other instances, to recommend that further studies be conducted. 
Among the issues discussed are the following: 

1. Young scholars problem. The committee discussed several dimensions of the 
problem of whether or not higher education will have positions for and attract the 
brightest young scholars. Aspects of the problem include a tightening job market, 
particularly for humanities PhDs; the prospect of reductions in faculty positions 
related to anticipated enrollment declines; and the reality of virtually non
existent alternative career options for scholars in a number of fields. The com
mittee examined a wide range of strategies to confront the economic dimensions of 
the problem. Among these are the prospect, now impossible in the Federal fiscal 
climate, of NSF funds to create flexible doll~rs for new positions for young 
scholars; the use of early retirement programs to provide additional openings; and 
the possibility of convincing funding bodies to consider faculty size apart from 
enrollment levels. 

TI1e committee noted that the faculty vitality has a number of dimensions and that 
it would ?e simpl~stic to consider it only through a single variable. Indeed, 
the ~te~r~ng committee b~carne aware of the complexity of the question and the 
multiplicity of_perspectives from which it should be approached. Thus, factors 
related to the Intellectual milieu, availability of time for research and 
gen~ral reputation of an institution--are believed to have just as si~ificant 
an Imp~ct on whether or not an institution is attractive to young scholars as do 
economic factors. 

2. In response to problems 
faculty, the committee suggested trying 

-2-
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to learn why faculty leave the University and '~1at kinds of career alternatives 
are available to them. Graduate record scores of University of Minnesota graduate 
students could be charted over time to see whether there appear to be changes 
in the ability levels of students. 

3. Allocation of monies for recognition of merit and retention of promising 
scholars. Committee members agreed that the merit system needs reinforcement 
and suggested tl1at the University consider creating special funds for faculty 
retention. 

4. Collegiate and departmental incenti\7es. The committee suggested that some 
general unit incentives that may be working against the goal of enhancing 
scholarly vitality. For example, tenure or promotion decisions related to 
losing or retaining a faculty line might be examined with this perspective in 
mind. 

Steering Committee Priorities for 1982-83 and Anticipated Products 

The following matters hold high priority for the steering committee 1n the months 
ahead. 

1. Faculty survey. The first priority is analysis and reporting of results of 
the faculty survey, with follow-up activities of the committee as indicated by 
the results. 

2. Recommendations for needed policy changes or further policy analysis. Among 
the policy issues to be examined are those discussed in the preceding section of 
this report. In addition, the committee will maintain contact with both the 
administration and Senate committees regarding proposed policy changes and other 
actions that could have an impact on faculty vitality. The committee will also 
stay informed as to the progress and outcomes of the Clark and Corcoran research, 
particularly for policy directions that may be inferred from their analysis. 

3. Compilation of resources on faculty vitality. The committee raised the possi
bility of preparing a compilation of sources on faculty vitality. The compila
tion would include not only bibliographic data but also an inventory of relevant 
materials and studies compiled by University offices and Senate committees and by 
other universities. , 

We have discovered that concern about faculty vitality in the 1980s is a national 
concern with notable efforts going forward at a number of major universities in 
addition to our o-v.rn. The committee proposes to continue to monitor developments 
at other institutions in order to gain as much as it can from such research in 
regard to this shared concern. 

4. Self-assessment b the steerin committee on functionino of ·oint administra
tion Senate steering committee mechanism. Since the mechanism of a joint adminis
tration/Senate steering committee to suggest institutional policy studies is new 
and experimental, the reflections of this committee about its experiences would 
seem helpful. 

-3-
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Structurally, the steering committee that was appointed, whether by accident or 
by design, was far simpler than the mechanism originally envisioned. The committee 
plans to analyze the process and value of the final mechanism by addressing the 
following questions: 

tla 

1) Did the mechanism and structure that finally evolved enhance the 
credibility of the findings and recommendations of the committee? 

2) Was the two-year timetable established by the committee workable? 

3) Were the products--a survey of faculty views, tentative recommenda
tions on policy, identification of needed studies, and a compilation 
of sources on faculty vitality--sufficiently valuable to justify 
the time and resources invested in the process? 

Carl R. Adams 
Elizabeth S. Blake 
Mario F. Bognanno 
Richard S. Caldecott 
Edward L. Cussler, Jr. 
An.."'1 M. Pflaum 

Respectively submitted, 

Jack C. Merwin, Chair 

-4-

Ann D. Pick 
Richard E. Poppele 
Donald C. Rasmusson 
Betty W. Robinett 
John E. Turner 
John R. Wallace 
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The Role of the Committee to Facilitate the Scholarly 
Activities of the Faculty: A Conceptual Framework 

October 13, 1981 

There are a ntmlber of aspects of the charge of this committee and way in which 
it was fonned that make it unique. We have been told that the ·joint appointment 
by the SCC and Administration and our charge is an experiment •. Thus, there is 
.rio operational model for us to follow. 

While the way in which we structure our work and .how we involve and r~late to 
others will be shaped by experience as our efforts go forward, it seems desirable 
that we establish a conceptional framework for our efforts; a set of guidelines 
that can help keep our efforts in ttme with our charge. Four basic elements of 
such a framework 'would seem to· be: 1) definition of assignment and a timeframe, 
2) the audiences toward whom we should focus the results of our l>JOrk, 3) the 
level or levels of the University that the policies to evolve frqm our work would 
directly affect, and 4) how ,.,e can best involve and interact with the Senate and 
its relevant committees such a.S SCC and SCFA, with the Administration, and with 
the faculty more generally. 

What· follm,'s presents some thoughts about the nature of guidelines that might 
prove useful; in' some instances making specific suggestions and in others offering 
comments in an effort to clarify the issues involved. It is set forth in the hope 
that through discussion of it we can evolve a framework for operation that can be 
agreed to by all involved and provide guidelines for our work. 
. . 

First, the request for our efforts· to assist in the development of policies that will
facilitate the scholarly activities of the faculty that we received from President 
:t-1agrath and the sec set no time targets. Being asked to serve as a "steering com
mittee," we are neither a standing committee nor a task force. Since this is an 
e;..'Periment in joint effort, it is· likely that no one has a very good idea just 
how long a committee such as ours should exist. To guide our work, however, a 
general tentative timetable of some sort seems desirable. It is thus proposed 
that some date. be established as a time for review of the work of the committee 
for the purpose. of aiding in decisions regarding its future. 'Whatever such date 
is established, it seems desirable that this.year we aim for at least a progress 
report in January and ·a substantive report in May. · 

Second, g-Uidelines would seemingly be helpful on the natUre of the information we 
should attempt to generate. This should assist us in deciding ,,·hat studies should 
be designed and assist us in identifying those best able to carry them out. 1~e 
might consider setting as the major goal of such studies to assist .the Senate and 
A~~inistration in meeting their need for information that preceeds action. Our 
'\rork then 1vould be aimed at seeing that such information· is identified and clari
fied, that it is gathered and that it is made available to the Senate through one 
or more of its standing committees and to the Administration, perhaps throuah the 
Planning Council. c . 

Third, further useful direction for our efforts can come from early consideration· 
of the levels of the structur~ of University that the policies 1dll address. We 
might target the policies for '"hich our studies are to provide information as 
UniversityHide policies, rather than policies which might come from or involve 



October 13, i981 Page Ti"o 

indi\ridual colleges or departments. In a practical sense, this focus ~111 serve 
as a criterion as particular assignments are suggested for the corronittee~. Too, 
sampling considerations, the selection of methods for securing needed information 
an~ other aspects of design will also be affected by the fact .that policy age~da 
is targeted at the institutional level. · 

Fourth, there are two aspects of our charge, as clarified in our meetings last 
spring, that argue for consideration of some guidelines in regard to how we ·inter
act ~rith various individuals and groups. First, we. have been asked to essentially 
look in two directions as we formulate and carry out our work--to the .senate, 
,,There the primary contact point is to be SCFA, and to the Administration ~There 
our contact is to be basically Vice President Hasselmo's office.· Operationally, 
we might therfore solicit suggested studies, approaches, or tasks as well as 
recommendations on priorities from Senate committees and the Administration-
possibly working through the Planning Council. 

The second aspect of our charge that would seem to call for some thought regarding 
such guidelines is that \ve are being asked LO determine what specific studies 
should be taken and to direct and monitor such studies. l~e are not being asked 
to do these studies. This ~rill.engage us in a process of not only identifying 
the need for a particular study, but also identifying the best person or unit to 
conduct it. We will then need to work with such people to clarify what is needed 
and feasible as a basis for the design of the study. i\7e "'ill a.lso need to work 
"1th them, and possibly others, in decision making regarding changes that may be 
dictated·by difficulties encountered in completing the study. 

Products to be anticipated from the com:nittee by ~1ay of 1982 might include: · 
1) an agenda of the issue or policy questions which pertain to our topic, 2) com
missioning of studies and \vorking ~1th those ~Tho conduct them, 3) recommendations 
for Senate/Administration action,· and 4) consultation "1th both Administration 
and Senate on these products. · · . . 

Consideration·of these aspects of our charge and audiences for the results of our 
\vork, should put us in a position to establish guidelines for the way in which 
we "rill best involve a variety of individuals and University groups in the identi
fication of needed studies, selection of those to conduct them, data gather~~g 
and interpretation of results. It is here proposed that time spent now in 
establishiJ""lg such guidelines "111 serve us well in the future. · 

.]}11/tla 



QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. what percentage of your total professional activities do you estimate that you 
ordinarily devote to each of the following: 

4t, Activity 

-1- Teaching (including preparation, grading, thesis 
advising, oral examinations) 

-2- Research and scholarly writing 

-3- Counseling (personal and academic) 

-4- other service to student groups/organizations 

-5- Committee assignments and administrative duties 

-6- Off-campus services (professional meetings, community 
talks, consulting services, etc.) 

Percentage 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% ----------
100 % 

2. To which of the above activities would you prefer to devote more time if you could? 
(Circle the number or numbers that correspond to the activities.) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. To which of the above activities would you prefer to devote less time if you could? 
(Circle the number or numbers that correspond to the activities.) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. Please circle the expression below that best describes your present attitude toward 
your professional career at the University of Minnesota. 

5. 

Very 
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied 

1 

Please 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

2 

indicate your faculty rank: 
Assistant Professor 
Associate Professor 
Professor 
other. Please indicate: 

Neutral Satisfied 

3 4 

Very 
Satisfied 

5 

-----------------------------------------------
6. How long have you been tenured? 

' 

(1) I do not have a tenure-track position 
___ (2) I have a tenure-track position, but am not tenured 

(3) Two years or less 
(4) More than two years but less than five years 
(5) Between five and ten years 
(6) Ten years or more 

-1-
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7. Please list the two or three major satisfa.cticns that you derive from being a faculty 
member at the University: 

' 
-a-

-b-

-c-

comments (You are invited to expand on your response to this question; if you need 
additional space, please use the back of this page): 

B. Please list the two or three major dissatisfactions with being a faculty member at the 
University: 

9. 

' 

-a-

-b-

-c-

Comments (You are invited to expand on your response to this question; if you need 
additional space, please use the back of this page): 

Given the reality of diminished resources, what are ways in which your present dissatis-
factions can be turned into satisfactions? We look upon this survey as an opportunity 
for the faculty to have an input into policy-making. For this reason, we are asking all 
faculty members to give serious thought to this question: 

At the present stage of your career, what can the University do, in specific ways, to 
facilitate your scholarly activities (teaching and research) and help you to enrich your 
professional life during the next five or ten years? For example, do you have ideas on 
innovative funding? Are you aware of policies and practices from other universities or 
other countries that might be applicable? Do you know of ongoing systems (e.g., systems 
of sponsorship, feedback, performance evaluation, rewards or recognition) that foster 
professional development? (If you need additional space, please use the back of this 
page.) 

-2-
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APPENDIX B 

lm UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

April 13, 1982 

Dear Colleague: 

Most of us have accepted projections that the size of the University faculty 
will remain relatively stable in the foreseeable future, with fewer new faculty 
members coming to the University. This prompts some concern about how to maintain 
intellectual vigor and excitement among the faculty during this period. In 
response to this concern,_we have been asked jointly by the Senate Consultative 
Committee and President Magrath to suggest policies that will help to preserve 
and to stimulate vitality. We need your help. 

Available evidence suggests that the University of Minnesota, like other 
institutions of higher education, has entered a new era--one that is characterized 
by diminished resources. In preparing for this change, it will be helpful if we 
can anticipate potential problems and take steps, as much as possible, to meet 
them in advance. ~~at can we do, for example, to offset the possibility that 
faculty members may find it more difficult to attend professional meetings, to 
secure funding for sabbaticals and research, to develop new courses, and to have 
new colleagues with whom to exchange ideas? In other words, we need to devise 
innovative ways to facilitate the scholarly activities of the faculty. 

Because the Committee is studying this potential problem with a view toward 
suggesting to the Senate and administration some imaginative policies designed to 
meet the challenge, we want to tap the views of the faculty as a rich source of 
ideas. we seek your input at this time through completion of the enclosed ques
tionnaire. 

The key question to be answered is Question 9: At the present stage of your 
career, what can the University do, in specific ways, to facilitate your scholarly 
activities (teaching and research) and help you to enrich your professional life 
during the next five or ten years? we suggest that you first answer Questions 1 
through 8 and then work on Question 9. Although it will take time to give us your 
thoughtful consideration, we have kept the questionnaire brief, and we sincerely 
hope th.at you will take the time needed to complete it and return it to us. 

We hope you share our belief that it is very important for each of us to have 
opportunities to maximize our professional contributions in the years ahead, and 
we invite you to join us in helping to secure the enactment of policies designed 
to reach this obj~ctive. 

The Committee for Facilitating the scholarly Activities of the ~aculty 
Jack c. Merwin, Chair 

Carl R. Adams 
Elizabeth s. Blake 
Mario F. Bognanno 
Richard s. Caldecott 
Edward L. CUssler, Jr. 
Ann M. Pflaum 

Anne D. Pick 
Richard E. Poppele 
Donald c. Rasmusson 
Betty w. Robinett 
John E. Turner 
John R. Wallace 



10. Please indicate the college/program/campus in which you a;:e appointed: 

Twin Cities Campus: 
(1) College of Biological Sciences 
(2) College of Education 

College of Liberal Arts: 
(3) Humanities and Fine Arts 
(4) Social Sciences 
(5) College of Veterinary Medicine 
(6) Continuing Educ. & Extension 
(7) General College 
(8) Graduate school 

(9) 
-(10) 

(11) 
(12) 
(13) 
(14) 
(15) 

Health Sciences: 
Dentistry 
Medical School 
Mortuary Science 
Nursing 
Pharmacy 
Public Health 

Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs 

In=titut~ of Agriculture, Forestry 
an<: Ho:ne Economics: 

(16) Agriculture 
(17) Forestry 
(18) Home Economics 
(19) Agricultural Experiment Station 
(20) Agricultural Extension Service 
(21) Institute of Technology 
(22) Law School 
(23) Sctool of Managereent 
(24) University College 
(25) Other. Please indicate: 

crookston Campus: 
(26) 

MOrris Campus: 
(27) 

UMD-Medical School: 
(28) 

11. For how many years have you been on the faculty at the Uni'Jersity of Minnesota? 

----------- years 

12. 

' 
13. 

Was your appointment as a faculty member at the University of Minnesota your first 
professional employment after you received your highest degree? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 

If "No", how many years of job experience did you have before you came to the Universi1 :' 
of Minnesota? 

Number of Years 

a. In teaching at other colleges or universities? 

b. In teaching at other types of educational institutions? 

c. In industry, government, etc.? 

Sex: 
(1) 
(2) 

Female 
Male 

-- Thank you for your time and cooperation --

If you have questions about this questionnaire, please call Faye Powe, 
Assistant to the Committee for Facilitating the scholarly Activities 
of the Faculty, 376-8446. 

Please fold, staple, and return your completed questionnaire to the address on the back of 
.r'is page. We would appreciate receiving your response by April 30, 1982. Respondents 
~om the Twin Cities Campus may use the campus mail service. 
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Office of the Vice President 
for Administration and Planning 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
\ ····' t l. I 
'-~>·····.a l.i. ·• 

200 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Jlll1e 17, 1982 

MEMJRANDUM 

TO: 

FRQ\f: 

Vice President Nils Hasselmo 
Professor Douglas Pratt 
Professor Patricia Swan 
~p~ 

Ann Pflaum 

In recognition of the sponsor1ng role of the central administration 
and the Senate Consultative Comrni ttee, Jack .f\Jerwin has asked that 
you be sent copies of the Report for 1981-82 submitted by the Corrnnittee 
to Facilitate the Scholarly Activities of the Faculty. 

You will note that the committee believes that it will take a second 
academic year to complete its charge. Since the steering committee was 
created as a joint administration Senate mechanism for addressing insti
tutional policy questions, your reactions to the proposed 1982-83 agenda 
would seem appropriate. 

Jack Merwin will be back in town in early July; in the meantime, if I 
can be of assistance on this, please get in touch with me. Thank you! 

amm. 
cc: Members of the Steering Committee 

Enclosures 
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~])1) UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the President 
202 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S. E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

April 24, 1981 

TO: 

FRCM: 

Carl R. Adams, Ex Officio, College of Business Administration 
Elizabeth s. Blake, University of Minnesota, ~brris 
Mario F. Bognanno, Senate Corrmittee on Faculty Affairs and 

College of Business Administration 
Richard s. Caldecott, Ex Officio, College of Biological Sciences 
Edward L. Cussler, Institute of Technology 
Jack C. Merwin, College of Education, Chair 
Anne D. Pick, College of Education 
Richard E. Poppele, Medical School 
Donald C. Rasmusson, College of Agriculture 
Betty W. Robinett, Ex Officio, Academic Affairs 
John E. Turner, College of Liberal Arts 
John R. Wallace, College of Liberal Arts/Graduate School 

C. Peter Magrath, President 
Professor Marcia Eaton, Chair, Senate Consultative Ccmnittee 

SUBJECT: "Facilitating the Scholarly Activities of the Faculty": A Joint 
Senate/Administration Policy Study 

It is clear that as the University faces the 1980s, it will encounter a number 
of major questions. None of the questions are IIDre important than the ones 
that concern the developnent of the University's faculty. In a very real sense, 
the University is the faculty. One of the primary goals of any planning 
within the University must be to ensure the best possible v.orking cond.itions for 
the faculty. To this end, it has been proposed that the administration and the 
University Senate should jointly und.ertake a project with the v.orking title 
"Facilitating the Scholarly Activities of the Faculty". 

Over the past rronths, a mnnber of preliminary discussions of such a project 
have taken place. The idea originated with the President's Planning Council, 
which also proposed the joint Senate/Administration approach to this .i.frtF.ortant 
policy study. After discussion in the Senate Consultative Ccmni ttee, we 
agreed that the study should be und.ertaken. A ccrnmittee consisting of represen
tatives of various Senate committees and representatives of the administration 
met and. developed the attached plan for hand.ling the policy study. 

We are writing nCM to ask those named above to serve as a steering corrmittee 
for the project under the chairmanship of Professor Jack Merwin. The task 
of the cormri.ttee is to detennine what specific studies should be undertaken as 
part of the broader policy project and. to direct specific studies. As you 
structure the topic and organize the committee's work, you will want to con
sider the follCMing topics recrnmended by the Carr Ccmnittee whose report is 
enclosed: 
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1. Assessing the Derrography - Currently, the University does not know if 
it is facing a potential problem with regard to the future decline in 
the proportion of young scholars. An important first step in investi
gating this topic is a thorough understarrling of the current ccmposi tion 
of the University's faculty (e.g. , age, tenure status, etc.) . Thus, an 
initial piece of work should analyze the "derrography" of the current 
University faculty. 

2. Utilizing Sabbaticals - A key contributor to individual scholarly vitality 
can be sabbatical furloughs. However, the task force is aware that many 
faculty are not choosing to take sabbaticals. One aspect of this investi
gation might examine the variety of practices across the University and 
the barriers to utilizing sabbatical opportunities. 

3. Supporting Faculty Productivity - Frequently bureaucratic and organiza
tional impediments prevent faculty mEmbers fran accomplishing their 
personal goals for scholarly activities. Another aspect of this inves
tigation might identify these impediments and propose methods for removing 
them. 

<l:>viously, the structuring of the topic is the first task that has to be per
formed. We would hope that this could be accorrplished in a couple of meetings 
to be held during the next month or so. The gathering of data that is subsumed 
under the first task, "Assessing the Demography", can be started while these 
discussions are going on. Tasks two and three would then, we hope, follav as 

' specific policy studies to be undertaken during the fall quarter of 1981. 

' 

Administrative support will be provided by the offices of the Vice President 
for Academic Affairs and the Vice President for Administration and Planning. 

Since the general topic recanmended for study is one that normally falls with
in the purview of the Senate Canmittee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA), we request 
that the Steering Corrmittee consult with this corrmittee and that the final 
reports be transmitted concurrently to the President and to the SCFA. Our 
understanding is that the SCFA would then be charged with responsibility for 
formulating issues requiring actions or approval by the Senate. One manber 
of the Steering Corrmittee, Professor Bognanno, is fran the SCFA which will 
facilitate relations with that committee. 

As part of his special responsibilities in planning, we are asking Vice President 
Nils Hasselmo to serve as liaison between us and the Steering Committee. 

If we do not hear fran you to the contrary, we will assume that you are willing 
to take on this important assignment. vJe appreciate your cooperation. 

CPM/ME:alw 

Encl. 

CC: University Vice Presidents 
Members of the Ad Hoc Comnittee on 

"Facilitating Individual Faculty 
Activities" 

C. Arthur Williams, Chair, SCFA 
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Professor Marcia Eaton 
Chairperson 
Senate Consultative camri.ttee 
383 Ford Hall 

Dear Marcia: 

Office of the President 
202 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

April 8, 1981 

This is nore on the subject of "What is beccming, I believe, our I!U.ltual project 
on behalf of "facilitating individual faculty activities." As you will recall, 
the recx::xrm:mdation that cane fran the ad hoc comnittee chaired by Professor 
Robert carr has led to the suggestion that sec, in collaboration with rre, appoint 
a steering carmittee that \\Uuld really dig into the topic and make practical 
reccmnendations that might be genuinely helpful to faculty and ftmdaire.Iltal Univer
sity of Minnesota educational interests. 

After reviewing further with Nils Hasse.J.rro, as well as with Ken Keller, the names 
of faculty who might best contribute, we have cx::ma up with the following suggestions: 

Bettina Blake, Academic Dean, University of Mirmesota at :r.brris 
Mario Bognanno, College of Business Administration 
Edward Cussler, Institute of Technology 
Anne Pick, College of Education 
Richard Poppele, Medical School 
IX>nald Rasnu.lsson, College of Agriculture 
John Turner, College of Liberal Arts 
John Wallace, College of Liberal Arts/Graduate School 

If after you have looked this over and consul ted with your colleagues you feel this 
is an acceptable coomittee, then I \\Uuld propose that you and I send out letters 
to these individuals inviting them to serve on the study project. Meanwhile, if you 
have any questions, please drop rre a note or give Nils a call. 

With all best wishes. 

CPM:kb 

Cordially, 

~~ 
C. Peter Magrath 
President 

cc: Vice President Nils Hasselrro, Administration and Planning 
Vice President Kenneth Keller, Academic Affairs 



l5n UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

c. p-- 11&91'&\h 
ltU'ola Bate~ 

11111 DUMlao jV ~ ·~ . 

Office of the Vice President 
for Administration and Planning 
200 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

SJ.ac• Jotm 'l'anU' ia oa leaw tbJ.8 ~ • .,. ...a -.· f.tna a 19~1: 
I« hta em "'- n.euiag ...U.•tee lOll .. "f....,_t.y YitalJ.W" pnj.ot.. X 
baH "-'W14 a. fo11011J.a; ....,.._1-.. trc. •arioua ....... , 3o1m aewe, 
.. Bolt. had: .. ..,. 

l\llf ou of ~ wu14 N a ltz'oa9 adcU.tiaa tto the oaaittee ud JWJbt well 
.......... obab'. 

X will be g:la'l _, pveu tha .... ._., of tile •UedacJ .--ittee. IU\her wh8ll 
X t'etuna .,._. ... ._. 8y elaat U.. YM· Muoia, will alao haft had a 
~- to 4taota.l tiM •tUI' at .. fonh .. lJlt 8CC ....u..q, &I J'OU 
1114.lat.M .. 

·or 



' 
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April 10, 1981 

TO: C. Peter Magrath 

FROM: Nils Hasselmo 

Office of the Vice President 
for Administration and Planning 
200 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

SUBJECT: Draft Letter for Appointment of Steering Committee 

I attach a proposed draft letter to the steering committee for the 
project entitled "facilitating individual faculty activities". I 
hope that this draft may be of some use to you in discussing the 
matter with Marcia Eaton. 

Please let me know if you have any comments on the letter - and if 
you would like me to serve as an intermediary in getting the letter 
ready for your and Marcia's approval and signature. 

pw 

Encl. 

CC:~Marcia Eaton 

' i ' .. ,~ { '.. '· ~ \ . , I:. 

\· 



' 

l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Professor Robert W. Carr 
Chemical Engineering and 
Materials Science 

405 Mines and Metallurgy 

Dear Professor Carr: 

Office of the President 
202 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

March 301 1981 

I am writing to you in your capacity as the person who has chaired the Ad 
Hoc Coomittee on Facilitating Individual Faculty Activities. Your reFQrt, 
as I think you know by nCM, is excellent and :rrost helpful to us all. 

After having read it and discussed it sarewhat with Vice President Hassel:rro, 
I am anxious that we try to inplaren.t your reccmrenda.tions as you have pre
sented than. W:>rking with Nils Hassel:rro and Vice President Ken Keller and 
others, we pro.J?Ose, as soon as .J?OSsible, to sul:mi t a pro.J?Osal for the imple
mentation of your recarm:mdations to the All-University Senate Consultative 
Ccmnittee. 

Meanwhile, please accept my :rrost sincere thanks to you and the manbers of 
your ccmni ttee for your :rrost helpful and tinely re.J?Ort and reccmnendations. 

CPM:kb 

Cordially, 

( .. (iJ.'>t..tt 
C. Peter Magrath 
President 

cc: Ad Hoc Ccmnittee on Facilitating Individual Faculty Activities 
carl Adams, Managaren.t Science 
Richard caldeoott, Biological Science Administration 
Bernadine Feldman, Nursing 
Richard Heydinger, Academic Affairs 
Haner Mantis, Physics 
Kenneth Reid, Mineral Resource Research Center 
John Wallace, Graduate School 

Vice President Kenneth Keller, Acadanic Affairs 
Vice President Lyle French, Health Sciences 

~ofessor Marcia Eaton, Chainnan, Senate Consultative Ccmnittee 
Vice President Nils Hassel:rro, Administration and Planning 
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March 26, 1981 

TO: C. Peter Magrath 

FROM: Nils. Hasselmo Jvl), ~ . 

SUBJECT: Faculty Vitality 

Office of the Vice President 
for Administration and Planning 
200 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

I agree that the report from the "Ad Hoc Corrunittee on Facilitating Individual 
Faculty Activities" is a good one. We must proceed with the proposed plans. 
I think the issue is very important and I think that it is important that we 
test the proposed Senate/administrative approach to issues at this time. 

I think that we should proceed as follows: 

1. You should acknowledge receipt of the report to the members of the 
ad hoc committee and indicate that you will pursue the matter and 
submit a proposal for implementation of their recorrunendations to 

.._ the sec. 

2. I will discuss the composition of the proposed steering committee 
with Dick Caldecott and other members of the ad hoc committee and 
hope that within the next week or so we may be able to submit to 
you a slate of possible members of the steering committee. 

3. I will discuss with Ken the possibility of having his and my offices 
jointly provide some staff support for the project. 

4. I will ask Dave Berg to start pulling together information that 
addresses the "demography" of the University faculty. 

I'll get back to you as soon as I can. If you have any reservations about the 
proposed course of action, please let me know. 

pw 

cc: . Kenneth Keller 
Marcia Eaton 
Richard Caldecott 
Carl Adams 
Richard Heydinger 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs 
213 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

March 18, 1981 

M E M 0 R A N D U M 

TO: Professor Marcia Eaton 
President C. Peter Maqrath 

FROM: Ad-Hoc Committee on Facilitating Individual 
Faculty Activities 

RE: 

Professor Robert Carr (Chairman) 
Chemical Engineering 

Carl Adams, Management Science 
Richard Caldecott, Biological Science Administration 
Bernadine Feldman, Nursing 
Richard Heydinger, Academic Affairs 
Homer Mantis, Physics 
Kenneth Reid, Mineral Resource Research Center 
John Wallace, Graduate School 

Final Report 

This memorandum and its appendices constitute the final 
report and recommendation of our ad-hoc committee. Readers 
desiring additional detail on our deliberations should consult 
the attached appendices, comprised of working papers and memos 
prepared by members of the committee. 

Committee's Charge: 

This ad-hoc committee, appointed by sec and the President, 
was charged with specifying more clearly the tqpic and the pro
cess to be followed in a joint Senate-Administration study focused 
on facilitating individual faculty activities. As the original 
charge stated, "It would be most useful if you would limit your
selves to explicating the already chosen topic and the mechanism, 
but if you feel that the topic is unworkable, you should feel 
free to make a recommendation for us to start over from the 
beginn.ing." 

Committee's Recommendation 

The ad-hoc committee unanimously endorses the importance 
of examining the potential issues facing the University con
cerning the future vitality of the University faculty. However, 
rather than limit the study to the "barriers which might impede 
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faculty productivity," it is recommended that this experimental 
policy study include a wider range of topics, all of which are 
some aspect of faculty vitality. Further, it is proposed that 
a steering committee be appointed which has authority to decide 
and direct the specific study(ies) undertaken. 

Scope of the Study 

Although our committee easily agreed on the importance of 
the broad topic of future vitality of the faculty, it was diffi
cult to arrive at a satisfying and acceptable a·pproach for a 
"first cut" at this major policy issue. Aspects range from 
concern with the projected decrease in young scholars to the 
under use of sabbaticals. Thus, after some discussion, this 
ad-hoc committee is recommending that a Steering Committee (see 
below) be given four suggestions as possible components of this 
initial, joint policy study. 

1. Structuring the Topic - The future vitality of the 
faculty is a vast, complex topic. For a coherent 
investigation to take place, the Steering Committee 
must create a conceptual framework which in turn could 
be used to define a series of related policy studies. 
(See Appendices A & B for further discussion) . 

2. Assessing the Demography - Currently, the University 
does not know if it is facing a potential problem 
with regard to the future decline in the proportion 
of young scholars. An important first step in inves
tigating this topic is a thorough understanding of 
the current composition of the University's faculty 
(e.g., age, tenure status, etc). Thus, an initial 
piece of work should analyze the "demography" of the 
current University faculty. 

3. Utilizing Sabbaticals - A key contributor to individual 
vitality can be sabbatical furloughs. However, the 
task force is aware that many faculty are not choosing 
to take sabbaticals. One aspect of this investiga
tion might examine the variety of practices across 
the University and the barriers to utilizing sabbat
ical opportunities. (See Appendix D) 

4. Supporting Facultv Productivity - Frequently bureau
cratic and organizational impediments prevent faculty 
members from accomplishing· their personal goals for 
scholarly activities. Another aspect of this investi
gation might identify these impediments and propose 
methods for removing them. (See Appendix E) 

Obviously these four suggestions are not conceptually con
sistent, for they range from a definition of the topic to a 
specific policy study. We recommend that the Steering Committee 
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begin its work by devoting a single meeting or two to defining 
the topic. In parallel, statistics can be collecteq which 
describes the demography of the University faculty. In order 
to test this joint Senate-administration mechanism, a specific 
policy study must be undertaken during this upcoming spring 
quarter and completed no later than fall quarter, 1981. 

Mechanism for the Policy Study 

Four desiderata guided the committee in its choice of a 
mechanism. First, any study on this topic must be objective 
and follow the canons of high quality policy research. To 
ensure this, the best expertise must be drawn from the faculty 
to assist in the design and review of the work. Second, we 
must minimize the time demands placed on those faculty who are 
involved while tapping their expertise. Third, the policy 
study must have the trust and confidence of both the faculty 
and administration. Fourth, initial results (i.e., policy 
alternatives) must be forthcoming within this academic year or 
at the latest, fall quarter, 1981. 

Thus it is recommended that a simple three-tiered structure 
be established: 

1. Steering committee consisting of approximately 6-8 
senior faculty who have expertise and interest or 
concern in this topic; 

2. Project Staff of 3-4 administrators or faculty who 
have interest and expertise in the topic and who can 
devote the time required to conduct the research, 
under the direction of the Steering Committee; and 

3. Staff assistant of one or two graduate students who 
would assist the Project Staff. 

The Steering Committee would function much as a board of trustees, 
setting direction and reviewing the quality of the work. The 
Steering Committee has the ultimate authority for the overall 
scope of work, and the definitions of the project. 

Building on the principle of "shared authority" described 
in the original proposal outlining this joint policy study 
mechanism, this ad-hoc committee recommends that the Steering 
Committee and Working Staff be appointed jointly by SCC and the 
President. Given the topic recommended for study, it is pro
posed that the Steering Committee work with the Senate committee 
on Faculty Affairs (SCFA). Final reports should be transmitted 
concurrently to the President and to SCFA which would "formulate 
issues requiring actions or approval by the Senate," as outlined 
in the original proposal. 
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Timetable 

We strongly urge that the Steering Committee and Project 
Staff be appointed as soon as possible so that they may begin 
their work at the start of spring guarter. The Steering 
Committee should be asked to make a progress report to SCFA no 
later than early May, outlining the directions it intends to 
pursue. The results of the first segment of the policy study 
might then be completed in time for consideration by SCFA in 
the fall. Shortly thereafter this "experimental mechanism" 
could be assessed by sec and the President for its effective
ness. 

:mak 

cc: Vice President Nils Hasselmo 
Vice President Kenneth Keller 
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The problem so far identified with titles such as 

"Facilitating Individual Faculty Activities" 

"Enhancing Faculty Vitality" 

"Remaining Barriers to Faculty Productivity" 

APPENDIX A 

, ,. . \ 

is but one aspect of the broader problem facing the university as a whole 
and cannot be realistically defined or studied in isolation. 

The broader problem is generated by the following factors: 

1. The university as a whole is in a no-growth situation. 

2. Student enrollment is expected to decline in the coming years. 

3. State funding cannot be expected to increase. 

4. The hiring rate of young faculty is declining, resulting 1n 
a steadily increasing average age of the faculty. 

An additional problem is generated by the different perceptions of the function 
of the university by different groups, e.g., faculty, the administration, the 
legislature, and society at large. 

The faculty represents the working engine of the university and supports 
several other categories - administration, support services, departmental 
civil service, etc. The 'productivity' of the faculty cannot be addressed 
without reviewing the relative size of each of the staff components in the 
total system and the value of their contribution to the functioning of the 
university as a whole. 
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-~ J~0 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
~1",._~ J J TWIN CITIES 

Memo to Professor Robert Carr 
' __.,- / I t 

From Homer T. Mantis t-- , 1/ 
I i • I,;"-

APPENDIX B 

School of Physics and Astronomy 
Tate Laboratory of Physics ( 
116 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

January 30, 1981 

Some comments on the committee discussion of barriers to productivity. 

Barriers to productivity were broadly defined as any obstacles to the 
scholarly pursuits of the faculty in teaching, research or service activities. 
There appeared to be·committee agreement that faculty productivity is 
stimulated by intellectual exchange and that productivity would be fostered 
by improved programs for sabbatical leaves and faculty visitors. 

There was a further concern ~xpressed in the committee that rapid changes 
in societal priorities may introduce new obstacles to faculty productivity. 
Three changes are envisaged: 

1) Enrollment and faculty size will be relatively constant or decline in 
the next decades. 

2) Inflation will result in a net decrease in state and federal funding. 
3) Educational and research programs will change emphasis and direction 

in response to society's perceived changing needs. 

Because of the rapid growth of the University in the decade 1955-1965 and 
the present period of no-growth, a shift in the demographic structure of the 
faculty is anticipated that could acerbate the problems created by 2) and 3). 

While these problems are to some extent university-wide, the different 
obstacles to productivity will undoubtedly have a different impact in the 
various academic disciplines. It is my own op'inion, for example, that the 
greatest barrier to faculty productivity in the physical sciences is the 
concentration of the control of research funding in a research administration 
bureaucracy of the federal government. In any case, if studies of faculty 
demography or of faculty perceptions of barriers to productivity are made 
it would be important that these data be broken down by academic discipline. 
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February 2, 1981 

MEMO TO: Professor Robert Carr 
':\ . \ 

FROM: Carl Adams [Lr~ 

SUBJECT: Faculty Demographic Data 

APPENDIX C 

The College of Business Administration 
The Department of Management Sciences 

Enclosed are some pages from the University's basic data refer~nce book. 
They indicate the type of data MPIS has on faculty new hires (~p. 367). 
Bill Weiler tells me that running the model out beyond 1983 is not too 
hard but does require some significant data input to the model. There 
is also a fairly large historical data base that can be tapped on faculty 
characteristics such as age, sex, rank and tenure status. One problem 
with the historical data is that any one who takes a sabbatical or 
leave is not identified as such and is treated as a new entry on return. 
I'll try to make the meeting if at all possible. 

' CA/rh 
Enclosures 

c 
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III-A-2 Faculty Size and Composition 
Historically, the size of the University faculty has closely paralleled 

enrollments. As can be seen from Figure III-A-2-a there has been no trend in 
the University's student-faculty ratio since 1930~ In our projections of 
faculty size and composition shown in succeeding graphs, we assume that the 
student-faculty ratio will remain at the 1978 level. We also assume the pro
motion to tenure and faculty turnover rates will remain at current levels. 
Calculations made with alternative assumptions could easily be done with the 
faculty flow model that underlies these projections.* 

Figures III-A-2-b through III-A-2-e show the results of sin1ulations of 
various enrollments and personnel policie~ on the size and composition of 
University faculty. Historical data (where available) are shown for comparison. 
The figures show the total number of faculty, the numbers of tenured and non
tenured faculty (with probationary and term contract faculty shown separately), 
the ratio of tenured to total faculty, and the number of new hires. 

The two enrollment policies simulated are the current tuition (Policy 1 in 
the figures} and the cost-related tuition (Policy 4) policies reported in the 
Enrollment section of this data book. The two faculty personnel policies simu
lated are a ten percent reduction in the proportion of the cohort of probationary 
faculty awarded tenure each year (Policy 2) and the introduction of an early 
retirement program sufficient to provide the incentive for an additional 30 percent 
of those faculty aged 65 to 69 to retire each year (Policy 3).** 

Two points are of particular interest in the historical data. First, the 
proportion of the faculty with tenure has increased over the period since 1960, 
but has declined since the early 1970's. Second, nontenured faculty on the tenure 
track have declined from 70 percent of the total nontenured faculty in 1960.to 36 
percent in 1978. 

* Those interested in the details of this model are referred to Stephen A. 
Hoenack and ~1illiam C. Weiler, "A Comparison of Effects of Personnel and 
Enrollment Policies on the Size and Composition of a University's Faculty," 
Journal of Higher Education, July/August 1977, pp. 432-452. 

** He are currently working on a behavioral model of retirement decision
making to estimate the effects of early retirement programs on the number 
of faculty who will retire. Especially in periods of rapid inflation sub
stantial financial incentives may be required to induce this result. 
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The simulation results for 1979 through 1983 indicate that a cost-related 
tuition policy directly influencing enrollments and indirectly affecting the 
number of faculty has nearly the same effect on the ratio of tenured to total 
faculty as the personnel policies. The ratio increases from its current level 
of 0.596 to 0.612 with the cost-related tuition policy, to 0.611 with the re
tirement policy, to 0.621 with the promotion policy, and to 0.629 with the 
current tuition policy. The cost-related tuition policy, though relatively 
increasing the size of the faculty, provides substantially larger numbers of new 
hires than either the promotion or retirement policy changes. These results sug
gest that policies aimed at enrollments could yield benefits commensurate with 
personnel policies without the costs of career changes for affected faculty. 
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Numbers of Tenured, Probationary, and 
Term Contract Faculty 
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Portion of the Faculty with Tenure I Figure III-A-2-d 
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APPENDIX D 

There are growing feelings that the 1980's will bring significant chan-

ges to universities and colleges. Projections of declining enrollment and of 

limited financial recources presumably will mean that the number of faculty 

will not increase, and may decrease. Some data on faculty hiring and age 

distribution at the University of Minnesota are appended. These suggest that 

there will be few new faculty added for some time, if new hires only occur 

by replacing losses. If this is true, we will have a faculty whose average 

age is increasing with time, and for which the element of renewal through 

addition of young scholar-teachers is missing to a large extent. Further-

more, in fields of study where the primary job market for new Ph.D.'s is 

college and university teaching, there will be fewer graduate students. These 

factors will tend to discourage individual faculty members from vigorously 

pursuing their scholarly interests. This will adversely affect bringing new 

knowledge into courses, developing new courses, and bringing the newest and 

best ideas into sevice for the State. 

This committee recommends a more thorough study of faculty demography to 

quantify (or refute!) the basis of the above arguments. It appears that 

data, expertise, and perhapS' support for this can be found in Administration 

and Planning. 

The committee feels that a program to make sabbaticals more accessible 

to the faculty would be of enormous help in combatting the problem. If the 

University could find funds to provide the other half of faculty sabbatical 

salary, more faculty would be enabled to take advantage of sabbaticals and 

all of the benefits of renewal and stimulation provided thereby. Furthermore, 

the one half of salary remaining in departments could be used to bring in 

~ young visiting scholars to remedy that situation, and make a two-fold benefit. 

There may be faculty who could use the sabbatical to redirect their research 
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~ as their fields of interest change, or as University needs change. Information 

about tax benefits from sabbaticals should be made readily available for use 

in financial planning. 

It would also be good to see increases in University funding of individual 

research project~, helping faculty to start up projects that otherwise might 

be difficult to fund.and obtaining research equipment. With fewer young fa-
J 

culty, more of these funds could be directed toward established faculty. 
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APPENDIX E 

Maximizing Support of Scholarly Activities in the 1980's 

Background 

It almost goes without saying that the primary and almost exclusive 

determinant of an institution's overall quality is the quality of its faculty. 

Since World War II, the environment for higher education has been particularly 

conducive to not only maintaining a high quality faculty but to enhancing it. 

However, it has become clear within the past few years that this "conducive" 

environment is changing, and there are signs that during the 1980's the 

environment may lead to a diminution in -the overall quality of university 

faculties. A number of factors may act in concert to threaten the quality 

which we have worked to build in the twentieth century. 

For example, a marked decline in enrollment will most likely lead to 

a decrease in state appropriations (in constant dollars). Thus few new 

faculty positions will be created. In addition, because of the large number 

of faculty who were hired during the expansionary period of the 1960's, it 

seems likely that there is a disproportionately high percentage of faculty 

who are currently between the ages of forty and fifty years. Thus, propor

tionately there will be a small percentage of faculty retirements until the 

final years of this century. At that time there will be a large number of 

faculty leaving the professoriate. Many departments are also characterized 

by a high percentage of tenured faculty. As a result of these trends, there 

will be few openings for "new" faculty members. Whether this is a cause for 

concern is unclear. National reports and a nuiDber of journal articles argue 

that the decreased flow in young scholars could lead to a severe curtailment 

in new ideas. With reduced career opportunities in the professoriate, many 

~ potential candidates will turn to private industry or government for employment, 

resulting in what some editorialists are terming a "brain drain." 
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This shrinking market could lead to a variety of other problems. For 

example, the average age of the faculty will increase significantly across the 

next fifteen years. Although the implications of this are unclear, it is 

possible to conjecture that the teaching-learning environment encountered 

by students will change as the "average faculty member" gets older. Research 

implications could also be serious, for there will be few young scholars to 

pursue new branches of academic disciplines. With a small number of openings, 

departments may be extremely conservative in their hiring decisions. Affirma-

tive action could experience serious setbacks. 

More subtle, but equally serious developments could also occur. For 

example, younger faculty members or doctoral candidates may feel as if they 

are under substantially more career pressure than older, more experienced 

faculty. This could lead to resentment amongst the younger faculty and a 

' growing amount of antagonism across faculty "generations." An older faculty 

may approach governance issues in a much different manner than a faculty 

characterized by a younger average age. As mobility decreases the flow of 

new ideas into academic departments may be curtailed. 

The above description purposely presents a bleak picture in an attem~t 

to persuade you and the University of the importance of addressing this 

potential problem. It must be noted that many of these implications are 

conjecture, for in its history higher education has never experienced this 

concert of factors. Perhaps with new telecommunication systems and increased 

ease of travel, the flow of new scholars into departments will become 

decreasingly important as a mode of bringing new ideas into a department. 

Frankly, we know very little about the longitudinal patterns of scholarly 

(, output. We know even less about the effects of an older population on 

organizations/~iversities. Yet, as stated at the outset, these problems 
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are potentially too serious to ignore. We are entering into a period of great 

uncertainty. 

A Proposal 

Given this perspective, it is critical for the University to begin to 

address the complex set of issues implied by the foregoiDg analysis. However, 

because this topic is vast and has implications for every facet of the Univer-

sity's future, it is difficult to arrive at an intellectually appealing 

method for addressing these issues. Stated another way, given the complexity 

of the topic it is difficult to find a way to "break into it." 

To overcome this difficulty, it is being suggested that we examine the 

current environment and the role it plays in supporting the scholarly activi-

ties of faculty. If we can first improve the existing environment to make 

it as conducive to scholarly activities as possible, we can then enter this 

difficult period with the assurance that we are doing all we can to maintain 

our high quality faculty. 

Hence, it is proposed that this policy study identify the current 

impediments to scholarly activities which faculty cite and recommend changes 

or further study which might remove these impediments. For the purposes of 

this policy study, scholarly activities are defined broadly to include both 

traditional research and instruction as well as concomitant responsibilities. 

The desired balance between research and instruction would be defined by each 

faculty member with some faculty placing primary emphasis on research while 

othersemphasizeinstruction i~ their personal definition of scholarly activities. 

Impediments are identified as any factor which prevents a faculty member 

or a department from realizing a desired (yet realistic) level of scholarly 

activity. Impediments might take the form of "a lack of" a valued resource 

(e.g., time, sabbatic-a]:, clerical support, computing funds) or an "excess of" 

an expense (e.g., to many committee meetings, too much bureaucracy, too heavy 
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a teaching load). Preliminary research on outstanding faculty at the University 

being conducted by Professors Shirley Clark and Mary Corcoran indicate that 

these impediments do cluster into defineable issues. 

Rationale For This Approach 

Focusing on impediments to s~holarly activities for this experimental 

policy study was selected for a number of reasons. First, this perspective 

views one-side of this multi-faceted issue and thus allows the University 

"to break into" an analysis of this important area. Yet the definition of 

the study is open-ended so that important issues are not overlooked. Second, 

this research strategy is purposely exploratory. It permits the development 

of an inventory of issues which can be either handled immediately through 

administrative action or studied further with the intention of developing 

policy alternatives •. In this way it can lead to further important policy 

studies. Third, if properly presented the study would be viewed as a positive 

step taken by the University to assist faculty in their pursuit of scholarly 

activities. Fourth, this limited sutdy can be completed in the time frame 

originally proposed (i.e., 9 months) and can result in meaningful policy 

alternatives (an objective of this experiment). 

Methodology for Executing the Study 

Exploratory interviews would be held with a random sample of regular 

University faculty members. These interviews could consist of a focused set 

of open-ended questions which comprehensively examine existing supports and 

obstacles for completing scholarly activities. Each interview would take from 

60 - 90 minutes, depending on the exact format decided upon. The sample would 

be selected for itsgeneralizability across the entire University, although it 

may be desirable to stratify on items such as type of discipline (e.g., natural 

sciences, humanities). Resources and time available would probably limit 
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' 
the number of interviews to fifty faculty members. Responses would be content 

analyzed and inventories of issues would be developed. Subsequent to the 

exploratory interviews, a survey instrument could be designed which was built 

on the preliminary findings from the interviews. This would permit a wider 

sampling of opinion and verification of this exploratory research. 

Ultimately, suggestions for policy and administrative changes or further 

study would comprise the recommendations. These would be developed by the 

group charged with executing the stpdy. Both written and oral reports could 

be given to the Senate and Central Administration. 

' 
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• TWIN CITIES 

November 24, 1980 

Office of the Vice President 
for Administration and Planning 
200 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

TO: Professor Marcia Eaton./ 
President C. Peter Magrath 

FROM: Nils Hasselrno 

Suggested appointment letter to committee to study 
the "barriers issue." Please use as is, if the 
letter is useable, or return with comments. 

pw 

C., Encl. 
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November 24, 1980 

TO: Carl Adams, Administration & Planning 
Richard Caldecott, Biological Sciences 
Robert Carr, Chemical Engineering (Chairman) 
Joanne Eicher, Textiles and Clothing 
Frank Enfield, Alternate, Genetics and Cell Biology 
Bernadine Feldman, Nursing 
Rick Heydinger, Academic Affairs 
Stan Lehmberg, Alternate, History 
Ken Reid, Mineral Resources Research Center 
Irwin Rubenstein, Alternate, Genetics and Cell Biology 
John Wallace, Graduate School 

FROM: Marcia Eaton, Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 
President C. Peter Magrath 

SUBJECT: Facilitating Individual Faculty Activities 

DRAFT 

As some of you know, the University Senate, through the sec, and the administra-

tion have agreed to undertake, as a joint experimental effort, the study of a major 

policy issue confronting the University. Some correspondence is enclosed that 

describes both the proposed method for identifying and handling specific studies 

and the determination of an initial topic that can be used to test the proposed 

mechanism. 

The proposed topic is that of facilitating individual faculty activities. This 

subject is sometimes characterized as "enhancing faculty vitality," sometimes as 

"removing barriers to faculty productivity." Since the mechanism and initial topic 

have come from the Planning Council, members of the administration have had some 

opportunity to study and discuss both. The Senate representatives have not had the 

same opportunity. Consequently, there is some concern on the part of sec to make 

sure that the topic, and to some extent the process to be followed, should be 

specified more clearly before the full study is initiated. We are, therefore, a~king 

you to serve as a committee to meet during the next six weeks and to provide greater 

specificity and clarity to the topic and the mechanism for studying it. It would be 
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~ most useful if you would limit yourselves to explicating the already chosen topic 

' 

and the mechanism, but if you feel that the topic is unworkable, you should feel 

free to make a recommendation for us to start over from the beginning. 

We are asking Professor Carr, as chairman, to call you together as soon as 

possible and to try to schedule meetings so that your report could be completed 

by the end of January, 1981. If possible, your report should contain a specific 

charge statement for the full study group along the lines suggested by example 

in the President's correspondence to SCC regarding the "barriers topic." If you 

have any questions, feel free to call on Vice President Hasselmo or either of us 

for additional guidance. Thank you for agreeing to serve the University in this 

important task. 

pw 

cc: Vice Presidents 
Jim Borgestad 
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'1 [ 'j 111)) UNIV[IlSITY OF MINNESOTA C ~ -~· 1 IJ 
Office of tile rrcsidunt 
202 f,1orrill Jl;~ll 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Min_neapolis, ll.inncsota 55455 

Septenll.Rr S 1 1980 

'10: 'l,le Sc·nate Consultative CaHnittce 

SUJ3JrrT: Policy Issue Agenda Prof:Dsed by t11e Pl.:mnjng Council 

I.a.st spd11g t11e Planning Cow1cil pro[:X)sed to me a procedure for joint ac_1-njnistra
tive and Senate consideration of major issues confronU11g the University. 'I'he 
puq::ose of t11e prof:Dsal was to focus ilie attention of faculty and administrators 
on a single major issue during a pclrticular academic year. I accepted this reca-n
mendation on an CXJ.Jerlinental basis. 

'I'he Planning Council has now subnitted to rne t11ree issues fran arrong ,;lhich tl1ey 
rccX)liiTTl2nd that we choose one for consideration during 1980-81. The three issues 
were selected after one of the suJ:xxmnittees of t11e Cow1cil winna.ved through a list 
of sm1e forty issues, derived fran various repJrts and planning documents and fra-n 
infonnal discussions with representatives of the faculty and the administration. 
'I'he Ulr_·ce issues are: 

---Barriers to increasing faculty productivity 

---Enhancing intra-University coop2ration 

---c::urricular duplication and its impJct on quality 

Hy a...m preference is for the "l::>arriers" issue. 'J'his issue is one that I believe 
to be of major concern to tlle faculty. It addresses tl1e L-ost Cbltral CO.Tif...O::Jent of 
t11e University, tJ1at is, tJ1e faculty, and it hJs a rositive orie>ntation. Tn select
ing this topic, I have also considered the fact that ~3t::>rne fcH_;ulty and ac~ninistralors 
(Shirley Clark, Vary Corc...'Oran, and JoJm h'allace an-ong ot11C:>rs) h:we aln::3dy develope-d 
significant expertise in tllis area. This is also t11e issue that see"T:ed to l::>2 rost 
f-ully supr:orted by ilie Planning Council during their discussions, according to V:ice 
President Hasselrro's relJOlt to me. 

'The Planning CoW1Cil, through one of its subconmittees, has prepared a state.TK?nt 
concernjng tlle "barriers" issue to facilitate our discussion. I enclose a copy of 
tllis analysis as Attach"T:cnt 1. On an experimental basis, the Council has also pi-o
vided me wiili a draft of what iliey call a "study group charge." A state11ent of this 
type could be used to transmit our charge to the Senate co1mittee or sul:x::::a.Tmittee 
to which we decide to assign ilie issue. 
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'11v-:! Sc·n<1te 0)nsultative Co~nnittce 
Sept c.; nl:x:~r 51 19 8 0 
P.::t']C '1\·lO 

Vjce Prc~:5idcnt Hasselno has .indicated to me th1t rnunJx•rs of 1-hc Plonnir:] Co1m•::il 
\·.>ould be ve1_y happy to discuss U1e.ir rcco1mcndations with us, should v12 so dc:;i rc. 

I \·.>.)uld :3UJ<JCSt th<1t \X~ dh;cuss the~ proro:3al contajncd .in this letler ~t our nc•xt 
H;;eti ng. 

CPH:rrw 

Enclosure: Statement by U1e Plann"ing Council on Barriers to Increasjng Facult-y 
Productivity 

cc: Vice President Nils Hassclrrn, Administration and Plann.i11g 
Dr. Janes T. Borges tad, Special Assistant to the President 



ATTACHMENT 1 

Barriers to Increasing Faculty Productivity 

Given the excellent academic reputation of the University of Minnesota, 

there is no doubt that the individuals comprising its faculties are both pro

ductive and respected. In spite of this, faculty are frequently heard tore

mark that it is becoming increasingly difficult for them to remain "productive" 

as scholars and teachers. Some persons attribute this to a greater amount of 

committee work; others say that support services provided by TAs or clerical 

staff have been curtailed; and others point to the increased number of rules 

and regulations. Regardless of one's personal assessment of the current situa

tion, maintaining faculty productivity is essential; expanding it would be 

desirable. 

Hence, it is proposed that a study be undertaken which delineates the 

existing barriers to greater faculty productivity. For the purposes of this 

study, "productivity" is defined both broadly and non-specifically. Each indi-. 

vidual may view productivity differently, depending on personal aspirations and 

and professional objectives. For some faculty members, the single most important 

measure of productivity is the amount of high quality research completed and 

published in a fixed period of time. Others would cite their effectiveness as 

teachers as the single most important measure. Regardless of the criteria 

utilized, it is important that the University optimize the opportunity for faculty 

to be productive. One important step in reali~ing this objective is to remove 

or lessen as many of the existing impediments to productivity as possible. 

This study is intended to be comprehensive and expansive while focusing 

on this single issue. It would list and describe the major impediments to faculty 

productivity as identified by the faculty themselves. The study should examine 

the full range of supports, from secretarial support to library resources, from 

adequate travel money to a pleasant working environment. Finally, the study 
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~ August 18, 1980 

would carefully assess the existing level of supports and impediments and 

recommend who should make the requisite changes. 

' 

' 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the President 
202 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

March 26, 1980 

TO: Planning CoW1cil 
Senate Conmi ttee Chairpersons 
Senate Consultative Conmittee 

FRCM: C. Peter Hagrath 

SUB.JEC:r: Planning CoW1cil RecoiTI!T(Ondation on Policy Analyses 

Sorre of you are aware of a recent recornrcendation from the Planning Co-Jncil 
regarding methods for W1dertaking rx:>licy studies of various University-wide 
issues. The recolllfiel1dation is "contained in the· attached dOC1.liTE11t entitled, 
"Policy Studies_ as an Aid to Decision Making, A Prorx:>sal by Subcomnit'-t-ee 3. 
of the Planning CoW1cil." In essence, the proiXJsal involves an approach to 
policy analysis that is characterized by a partnership between the ad::d.nis
tration and the Senate in addressing rx:>licy topics that are corrprehensive, 
of major impact, of a long-range strategic irrportance, and that make a a::>m
bined facully/student/administrative involverrent productive. 

After reviewing the docurrent, I have decided that the recorrrrcndation should 
be attempted on an exper.i.rrental basis, after which the appropriate co::1.Sul
tative and Senate groups and I will determine the longer range U.Sefulness 
and desirability of the approach. 'lb initiate the process, I am calling 
ur:on the Planning Council. to begin_ to identify ·a. __ slate of issues for ·possible 
consideration during the 1980-81 academic year. After reviewing the slate 
with the Senate Consultative Corrmittee, I will then select one or b.vo 
specific policy issues, formulating a charge and timetable and design~ting 
one of the Senate Corrmittees to W1dertake the rx:>licy analysis. 

Tb insure that the process begins in a timely fashion, I request that the 
Planning Council coiTplete its initial charge as outlined in the proposal 
by the middle of IvB.y at which time the Senate Consultative Conmittee end 
I will review the candidates for p:>licy analysis. It strikes rre as b2ing 
irnportant that the issues for analysis along with the appropriate Senate 
ccmmittees that will carry out the analysis be identified before the End 
of the Spring term. 

CPM:kb 

.·;/ 
C..f CPM 

cc: University of Minnesota Vice Presidents 



Poliq'_Studies as an Aid to Decisio:1 f1akin_g_ 
A Proposal by sub<:Orinn-i f(ee3--of~:fb:?~~P)_?nninl}_=(r~~!l-~il 

Institution-wide planning and budgeting processes have been proposed or 

introduced within the University. As currently structured, however, the 

planning process runs the risk of overlooking policy issues that transcend 

the interests or needs of individual units. There is a need to agree on a 

normal protocol for identifyi"ng such issues, putting them in priority order, 

studying them, discussing the results, and arriving at a policy decision. 

Such a mechanism should fit the traditions of this university, the time con

straints of the planning and budgeting processes, and the spirit of interactive 

and open discussion as issues proceed from one organizational level to the 

' next \o.Jhich is part of the planning ptocess so far· outlined. 

In the ptobable fiscal climate of the eighties, it is likely that the 

effectiveness of the University's governance system and the credibility of 

its management and policy decisions will be challenged by both friends and 

critics. The policy analysis process \'Je propose is for the purpose of clarify

ing the best methods for researching and making decisions about complex issues 

wl1ich require and can benefit from the attention and participation of both 

central administration and constituent groups. 

Underlying the mechanism recammended is the assumption that educational 

policy making can be a joint function of central administrators and selected 

constituent groups, particularly the University Senate. Fo11owing the model 

of "shared authority" proposed by the AAHE-NEA Task Force (1967), the Subcom-

mittee has identified a set of complementary roles for participants in the 

process. Thl'ough this partnership approach, the Subcommittee believes that 
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consensus can be reached about the purposes, needs, and priorities for joint 

Senate-administrative policy studies, the assumptions that should guide the 

conduct of such studies, the appropriateness of format and methodology, and 

the procedures for arriving at decisions and cartying out study findings 

and recommendations. 

Policy making in large scale organizations is often a complex, mysterious 

process even to those closely involved. The Subcomnittee's proposals attempt 

to use existing structures and relationships to simplify procedures for 

decisionmaking regarding procedures for Senate policy studies so that 

those who might be affected by policies could both influence and understand them. 

\~e wish to be as clear as possible about the kinds of policy issues addressed 

( ~ in this proposal. It should be recognized at the outset that not every issue or 
/ 

analysis of interest to the University is best studied jointly. Some issues are 

most appropriately or efficiently approached by the administration or Senate 

committees only, or by both groups working independently. In our view, issues 

appropriately studied in the joint mode we will propose should have the following 

characteristics: 

o They should be comprehensive, affecting the mission, goals, or 

strategy of the entire institution. 

o Their impact should be of major proportion, involving alternative 

decisions which can have significant effects on the future nature· 

of the University. 

o They should be educational in that they may potentially have 

significant impact on the scholarly activity of the institution. 
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o They should be strategic rather than tactical, involving long-· 

range policy change rather than the shorter range and routine or 

repetitive implementation of existing policy. 

o They should be of substantial interest to faculty or students. 

o They should not involve time constraints or a degree of complexity 

that make the opportunity costs of faculty and student involvement 

in actual analysis prohibitively high. 

o They should not be issues in \'lhich Senate committee members can be 

expected to have objectives which conflict with the interests of the 

University's more broadly defined constituencies. 

To the extent that issues do not fit the foregoing description, the proced

~ ure described in this document does not apply. In such cases it is the respon

sibility of the President to ensure_that policy studies are performed which 

fully inform his judgments. As appropriate, this may involve studies within 

the administration, concurrent but separately conducted studies by Senate 

committees and the administration, or even studies conducted solely by the 

Senate. 

For issues which in the President's judgment, do fit the foregoing descrip

tion, we suggest the following mechanism: 

1. The Planning Council, on behalf of the President, should 

annually solicit suggestions for educational policy and 

governance issues from its own membership, the President him-

self and the central officers, the Deans, the Senate, and the 

community at large. It should collate, clarify, and define the 

issues received and place them in tentative priority order. 
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2. The President, with the advice of the Senate Consultative 

3. 

Comnittee, should then make final selection of issues on 

which studies are to begin and designate the appropriate Senate 

committee to involve itself with each study. 

After consultation with the chair of the appropriate comnittee, 

and with the advice of SCC, the President will formulate a charge 

to the committee and an appropriate timetable. He may also 

designate additional non-voting members to advise the Senate 

committee regarding the study. 

The assigned committee may delegate the task, in part, to a 
------- ·-----#~-- ---- ----------·--

subcommittee of itself, augmented by non-voting members designated 

as above. Thus the group guiding the policy study may vary from 

an entire Senate committee augmented by outside membership to 

nearly total outside membership with only one or a few Senate 

committee members actively participating in the project phase. 

Endorsement of the final report, however, requires concurrence 

by the entire Senate committee. The essential point is that 

liaison with the Senate structure be maintained. 

It is critical that the ex officio administrative members 

of Senate committees be active participants on a regular basis 

in the issue analysis work of the committees. If an ex officio 

member cannot participate on a regular basis, a senior staff 

member who can speak for the ex officio member should participate 

throughout. 
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4. Hhen charge, composition, and timetables have been agreed 

upon, the President should designate appropriate staff to 

assist the committee with data gathering, analysis, and 

document drafting. Such staff may be any University 

employees having capabilities relevant to the issue under 

study. Because theprimary long-term obligation of staff is 

to the line·admiQistration, possible sacrifice of the progress 

of administrative work, including administrative policy studies, 

is an important consideration which must be weighed in making 

staff assignments and setting timetables. Since staff members 

and the senior administrators to whom they report are best 

informed about the obligations and skills of individuals, they 

should be consulted in making staff assignments to insure a match 

of technical expertise and flexibility of assignment to committee 

needs. 

5. The draft report in its final form should be transmitted con

currently to the President and the relevant Senate committee. A 

reasonable period should be allowed for comnent by the President. 

He may concur, suggest modifications, or entirely disagree. In 

the case of his disagreement, the study would not in any way ref1ect 

the position of the administration. The latter eventuality is unlikely 

if constant contact and information flow has occurred through the 

ex officio membership and the staff. For the same reason, it is 

unlikely, though of course not precluded, that the Senate cofTlmittee 

would choose to act independently of the President's suggestions. 
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It is realistic to recognize, however, that regardless of the 

level of comnunication, there may still remain disagreement 

deriving from differences in objectives ot· different perceptions 

of the relative importance of objectives. 

6. The committee will formulate issues requiring action or approval 

by the Senate in a form for such action, and place them on the 

Senate docket. More general considerations will be reported 

to the Senate for its information, as well as transmitted to the 

President. 

7. A cycle of identification, stt·ucturing, and execution of those 

pol icy studies deemed by the President to be best perfor·med 

collaboratively between administrative staff and the faculty 

Senate should begin during each academic year and should be 
,_. -----------~------

paced according to the state of completion of previous studies, 

availability of time and staff, and the urgency of the issues 

identified. Thus, e.g., the President and SCC would consider 

a list of possible joint Senate-administrative policy studies 

in the fall and make appropriate selection and assignment. 

Since, by their nature, policy studies cannot be forced into a 

fixed time frame, such as one year, srnne of the joint Senate

administrative policy studies selected in the first year may 

still be active in the second. 

In particular, the President should devote one meeting with 

the Senate Consultative Comnittee, early in each academic year, 
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to an examination of policy questions which he judges are quali

fied to be joint Senate-administrative issues. This might well 

replace the present list of planning issues and activities now 

required each Fall quarter. 


