
 Minutes∗ 
 
 Faculty Consultative Committee 
 May 31, 1990 
 
 
Present: Warren Ibele (chair), W. Andrew Collins, Amos Deinard, Paul Holm, Norman Kerr, 

Ronald Phillips, Thomas Scott, Burton Shapiro, Michael Steffes, Charlotte Striebel, James 
VanAlstine 

 
Guests: President Nils Hasselmo, Rabun Taylor (Footnote) 
 
 
1.   Report of the Chair 
 
 Professor Ibele began the meeting with announcements: 
 
 -- Statement on Academic Freedom:   Professor Price (who will be leaving the University to 

serve as Law Librarian for the Library of Congress) has agreed to chair a small committee 
to revise the University's statement on academic freedom. 

 
 -- Faculty Salary Structure:  Another small group is being formed to examine the faculty 

salary structure and to recommend movement toward a more rational system.  This is a 
timely effort; the President, in working on the next biennial request, would like to have a 
strong rationale for asking for salary increases--and would like to be able to assure the 
legislature that there is a defensible merit system in place in order to assign the increases.   

  
 The salary system ought to consist of two components, one part cost-of-living and one part 

merit, as well as acceptable guidelines for determining merit.  The public who attend to  
University affairs seem to understand the need for tenure and academic freedom; the 
employment aspect of faculty appointments, however, puzzles them.  The public looks for 
assurance that there is periodic review for quality even after a faculty achieves tenure.  
Serious periodic post-tenure reviews, and the distribution of merit increases on the basis of 
those reviews--along with other schemes--would be considered by the group. 

 
 Professor Ibele commented that several department chairs with whom he had spoken were 

attracted to that kind of system; some of those who voted against the post-tenure review 
resolution in the Senate have also indicated they would find this an acceptable way to 
proceed.  There will, of course, be a need for flexibility in the system; there will always be 
market pressures and legitimate retention cases. 

 
 -- University Grievance Officer:  Professor Ibele said he has received the names of the four 

finalists for University Grievance Officer.  One Committee member asked what type of 
appointment it would be; it will be a half-time administrative appointment and the 
individual will be selected by the President.  The principal responsibilities will include 
serving as intake office, directing complaints to the proper places, and monitoring 
schedules; the individual will also deal with preliminary matters and technical issues in 
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order to help speed the process up.  The Grievance Officer will report to the Grievance 
Committee and to the President.  Space will have to be found for the individual. 

 
 In terms of Committee involvement in the selection, it was agreed that a subcommittee 

consisting of Professors Collins, Kerr, and Phillips would review the dossiers and 
participate in interviews. 

 
 -- Change in Twin Cities Calendar:  Professor Ibele said he has heard from several sources 

about the proposed change in the calendar for 1992-93 (to an early-in, early-out schedule); 
those who have expressed views are vigorously opposed to the change. 

 
 -- Division Between Faculty and Students:  The President was concerned about the tenor of 

the last Senate meeting; it appeared to him that there was a polarization between the faculty 
and students.  The SCEP motions, in particular, were innocuous but academically sound; it 
was silly that they were voted down.  These events, Professor Ibele said, suggests that SCC 
and FCC should better organize events before Senate meetings as well as on the floor of 
the Senate; he, for instance, should not always be the one to speak on behalf of motions--
other faculty members should be identified who will take the floor, especially where they 
have been involved in the development of issues. 

 
 Another discouraging aspect of the division is that the student arguments are not always 

heard until the floor of the Senate meeting; there should be more consultation with students 
at the SCC meetings and a greater willingness, at those meetings, on the part of individuals 
to express reservations about proposed resolutions.  Another reported that he had learned 
that the students, at their SSCC meeting prior to the Senate meeting, had expressed some 
bitterness at the faculty.  Another possible key is the attitude of the student chair; it was 
suggested that the SCC/FCC chair should be sure there is appropriate contact between the 
faculty and student chairs.  A caution was urged, however, that the Committee should not 
overestimate the degree of coherence in the Student Senate Consultative Committee--but a 
more inclusive strategy should nonetheless be sought. 

 
 It was agreed that SCC meetings should be used to discuss agenda items to make sure that 

all views are heard and that possible floor strategies be considered.  The Committee agreed 
that SCC should be convened before Senate meetings even though that is not a normal 
meeting time for it. 

 
2.  Discussion with President Hasselmo 
 
 Division Between Faculty and Students   Professor Ibele welcomed the President to the meeting; he 
in turn welcomed the Committee to Eastcliff.  The President joined in the expression of concern about the 
bifurcation of the Senate, although he recognized that faculty and students may have such different 
perspectives on an issue that division will from time to time be inevitable.  The only solution, he said, 
may be more talking through of the issues with a larger set of individuals; he offered to be of whatever 
help he could. 
 
 President Hasselmo reported that he had raised this issue briefly with student leaders at breakfast 
that morning; there had been agreement there also that the governance system should not operate in a 
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divided fashion. 
 
 Mandatory Retirement, Post-Tenure Reviews, and Faculty Salaries   Both mandatory retirement 
and post-tenure reviews of faculty will be with us, the President commented, and while it may not be 
necessary to couple them directly they are related.   The University should develop a comprehensive 
approach to the issues.  On the matter of performance evaluation, he said, the specifics need to be 
addressed before the subject is raised again.  But it will be necessary to develop a credible system if there 
is to be an effective presentation to the legislature.  It is also related to a revised salary distribution 
system; he said he has asked Dr. Kuhi to pursue the development of a more coherent and systematic 
performance evaluation system.  There are a number of issues involved and they need to be considered in 
a comprehensive way rather than in piecemeal fashion; the pieces may not be palatable unless part of a 
whole. 
 
 The President recalled that there is sometimes a certain "Mickey Mouse" quality to some elements 
of faculty reviews--which is what turns the faculty against them.  That is not acceptable; the system must 
be one which gets at basic issues of productivity and which does so on the basis of a collegial or peer 
evaluation system.  Compensation for faculty and civil service staff will remain at the top of the list when 
the University returns to the legislature; success in obtaining increases will depend largely on the 
arguments that can be made about the market as well as on the credibility of the system for salary 
distribution--the latter coupled with a credible evaluation system.  There have been questions about 
tenure, the President noted; he said he would "adamantly oppose any tampering with tenure because that 
is the protection for academic freedom."   But part of the defense of tenure must be a demonstration that it 
does not mean protection for incompetence.  Although there is only a small percentage of faculty who do 
not perform, the University must nevertheless deal with the issue. 
 
 Both the Faculty Consultative Committee and Academic Affairs will be asked to address these 
several issues, the President said, in a comprehensive manner. 
 
 One Committee member reported that much had been learned as a by-product of the settlement 
procedure for the consent decree--some of which is surprising.  It is hard to avoid concluding that the 
salaries are almost random; there is little relationship between vitae and salaries.  There is a vague trend, 
to be sure--more publications are associated with a higher salary--but there are so many exceptions that it 
is hard to ascertain the trend.  Part of the efforts to rationalize the salary structure should include an 
examination of these patterns.  Many salaries are simply the result of historical accident.  There is, in 
addition, virtually no evidence in the vitae as commonly prepared that teaching has any effect on salary. 
 
 Another Committee member inquired how far the reviews of tenured faculty would  
go--would they go beyond the department, or beyond the University?  If not outside the institution, are 
there not procedures already in place which are appropriate?  The University should not convey the 
impression there are no procedures in place, although they doubtless could be improved.  But there is 
confusion about how extensive the review would be. 
 
 This sentiment was echoed by another, who reported that there are fairly rigorous and public 
reviews in his department--but which do not extend outside the department except in retention cases.  
Other units may conduct the same sort of reviews; it may be useful to find out which units they are, how 
well the reviews work, and the extent to which their salaries and results reflect their review process. 
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 If there were a 75-year-old faculty member in the department who, it was determined, was no 
longer doing the things for which he or she was hired, would the review in the departments discover the 
situation and initiate the proper procedures, under the tenure code?  The task force on mandatory 
retirement believed there should be in place a thorough review process, across the University, so that any 
such removal could not be challenged on the grounds of discrimination on the basis of age.  Both 
Committee members who felt their departments had good review processes believed the process would 
identify such an individual and there would be an effect on salary; it was unlikely, however, that such a 
person would be removed.  The criteria for removal are not clear enough.  Neither of the two departments, 
it was acknowledged, has identified a younger person so unproductive that they were removed although 
salary increases have been withheld to the point that the individuals left the department.   
 
 Other Committee members agreed that the existing reviews are very uneven; several commented 
that there was no review process in their departments of which they were aware. Yet another recalled that 
at one point in his college salary increases were dependent solely on the amount of external grant funds a 
faculty member obtained.   
 
 Asked about his experience with the Judicial Committee, Professor Deinard could not recall any 
instance when the genesis of a dismissal-for-cause action was a departmental review procedure. 
 
 The President agreed that it would be useful to look at the best departments and develop a model 
which would then be required of every department.  It is also important, he added, that there be good 
documentation; termination proceedings, for instance, should be the result of three years of documented 
unsatisfactory performance.  Systematic documentation will be essential if the reviews are to be effective. 
 
 On the salary issue, one Committee member offered two comments.  First, in the past the amount 
of money available has often only been enough for cost of living; if people did receive merit increases, it 
was at the expense of others receiving less than cost of living increases.  Any new system, if it is to 
succeed, must include an honest merit component; those who are doing a good job are entitled to a cost-
of-living increase--merit pay cannot come at their expense.  There must be a genuine merit increase 
included if the faculty are to be expected to participate in a new review system. 
 
 Second, it makes the faculty, and the Committee, uneasy when it must bear the burden of seeking 
salary increases--because it is self-serving and politically ineffective.  The lead arguments must come 
from the administration and the Board of Regents; if the faculty play too visible a role the argument is 
discounted.  The President agreed.  Another commented, however, that the legislature does understand 
salaries and cost-of-living increases and so on; the faculty lobbyists can usually make the case fairly 
effectively, in conjunction with the presentations by the administration. 
 
 The President agreed that the review process, insofar as the coordinate campuses are concerned, 
would be as decentralized as it can be made.  He expressed a preference for keeping it at the department 
level, subject only to monitoring to ensure that evaluations do occur.  The greatest problem, in his 
experience at Arizona, was to make sure reviews are conducted; some departments, every year, simply 
didn't do them.  That factor will determine the extent of central involvement--there must, at the least, be a 
mechanism for faculty members to declare that they were not evaluated and had no feedback on how 
salaries were set.  But he said he preferred that the system be as decentralized as possible and that 
"colleagues would deal with colleagues who are simply not living up to their responsibilities." At Arizona 
the departments made the decisions with the proviso that a faculty member had the right to appeal to the 
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dean either the decision or the evaluation itself. 
 
 Another frustration some faculty experience is that the P/A appointees are regularly evaluated, a 
process in which faculty participate--but many see it as an empty exercise because even those who obtain 
negative reviews are never censured or removed or required to change performance.  If that is the sort of 
review that will occur with faculty, there will be no benefit to it.  The President responded that that is 
exactly what he does not want.  The reviews must be tied as directly as possible to the reward system--and 
he also agreed that merit increases should not be at the expense of cost-of-living increases. 
 
 It was pointed out that the task force, in proposing the reviews, argued that they were intended to 
be collegially helpful rather than punitive--a way to spur faculty to find ways to improve their 
performance--and that they should be tied to the salary system.  Those who are meritorious should receive 
a larger increase than those who do not receive as good a review. 
 
 A question was raised about whether or not everyone should receive a cost-of-living increase 
irrespective of performance.  Most Committee members appeared to be of the view that such increases 
would only go to those who were performing satisfactorily.  The President opined that there must be a 
tripartite structure:  first is the ability to identify unsatisfactory performance; if it is unsatisfactory, there 
should be no salary increase of any kind.  If there are a series of such conclusions, the cumulative effect 
should be proceedings for termination.  Second is the case of satisfactory performance; all who are doing 
so should have cost-of-living increases.  Third there is the merit system, which would reward 
performance above that which was merely satisfactory--and reward it in some substantial way. 
 
 The President reported that there will be a presentation to the Regents on faculty salaries but 
cautioned that the news is not encouraging.  The University intends to make a strong push for salaries in 
the legislature; it will need to be orchestrated with all the considerations mentioned at this meeting.  The 
Board, he added, is sympathetic to the issue. 
 
 Administrative Reviews   The President was asked how the central administration would evaluate 
the deans; presumably the principles of evaluation at that level would carry down to the departments (e.g., 
increases should not be awarded on the basis of grant funds obtained).  Dr. Hasselmo responded that 
central administration is "wrestling with the criteria for administrative performance" and that there is 
much work to be done to ensure that there is an effective system of evaluation of administrators.  There is 
no one criterion to be applied; depending on the nature of the unit, he said, encouraging procurement of 
grant funds in support of research can be an important aspect of a dean's responsibility.  In other units that 
responsibility may be very minor.  But equal opportunity considerations, grantsmanship, building 
community, academic matters, etc., are all part of the review. 
  
 Criteria for evaluation of faculty would be rather different from that of administrators--probably 
more difficult--but the administration must lead by example.  A pilot project is being run this year; it is 
expected that the reviews will be extended to the departmental level in following years and that they will 
be tied into an administrative training program so that there is a better understanding of the criteria upon 
which the evaluation will take place. 
 
 Grant Funds   One Committee member inquired, in a vein related to grants, whether there were any 
national inquiries about the extent to which external (federal) funds should drive the development of 
institutional priorities.  Government priorities may not match those of the institutions (such as, for 
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instance, the President's emphasis on the core).  Dr. Hasselmo said there is continuing discussion of that 
subject at the AAU; the presidents try to make sure that government funding follows the research 
priorities as universities see them--rather than being driven by other governmental considerations.  
Regardless of federal funding patterns, he observed, the University must be sure that it seeks grant money 
in areas that are also a high priority for the institution--and that "we don't just chase dollars because they 
happen to be there."  The monitoring, in this case, must take place primarily at the departmental and 
collegiate levels; ORTTA can ensure compliance with University policies but cannot easily control 
programmatic choices. 
 
 This question also arises in connection with space needs, it was pointed out; Dr. Kuhi has 
mentioned that space needs appear to be generated by events and circumstances beyond the control of the 
institution--an individual investigator obtains a grant which carries implications for space; does the 
University say "no" to the grant because the space is unavailable? 
 
 Penn State and the Big Ten  Committee members discussed several issues related to the possibility 
that Penn State would join the Big Ten Conference; staff in the athletic departments are concerned about 
several issues.  The President acknowledged that there are practical problems associated with a possible 
restructuring of the Conference, against which must be considered the possible strengthening of the 
Conference in order to take a lead in reforms of athletics--which must come.  The Conference must be 
strong enough to exercise national leadership or, in the extreme case, go it alone (perhaps in conjunction 
with the Pacific-10 universities).  This is the context in which the decision must be made; the President 
said he has been made aware of the practical difficulties.  There must, in any event, be no increase in the 
time demands made on student-athletes or on the financial resources of the athletic departments. 
 
 The President and the Committee agreed to continue the discussion of athletics in executive 
session. 
 
 The University Grievance Officer   The President was informed of the appointment of the 
subcommittee to be involved in the selection of the grievance officer.  The President, when asked, said he 
believed that he would make the appointment in consultation with FCC (but with the Grievance 
Committee in the future).  The position, he suggested, would be an administrative appointment, if the 
person is going to be on the central payroll.  The appointment will be for two years with possible 
reappointment after review. 
 
 The Mall   One Committee member pointed out to the President that the Mall is a mess and that re-
seeding is hardly likely to work.  Committee members commented with considerable jocularity about the 
removal of the bushes, their possible replacement, diagonal cross-walks, and the snow fences. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 11:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


