
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, February 1, 2005 

2:15 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Morris Kleiner (chair), F. R. P. Akehurst, Matthew Bribitzer-Stull, Bruce Brorson, Carol 

Carrier, Jesse Daniels, John Fossum, Richard Goldstein, Darwin Hendel, Robert Jones, 
Theodor Litman, Steven McLoon, Kelly Risbey, Oriol Valls, Larry Wallace, Timothy 
Wiedmann 

 
Absent:  Dann Chapman, A. Saari Csallany, Janet Ericksen, Patricia Frazier, Elizabeth Hjelman, 

Wade Savage, Kathleen Sellew, Aks Zaheer 
 
Guests: Professor Theresa Glomb, Ms. Julie Sweitzer (Officer of Equal Opportunity and 

Affirmative Action); Professor Emily Hoover (Senate Committee on Educational Policy) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) report on the Pulse Survey of faculty and staff; (2) exit interviews of faculty and 
staff; (3) Grievance Advisory Committee appointment; (4) draft policy on the evaluation of teaching] 
 
 
1. Report on the Pulse Survey 
 
 Professor Kleiner convened the meeting at 2:30 and welcomed Professor Glomb, Ms. Sweitzer, 
and Vice President Carrier for a presentation on the results of the Pulse (attitude) Survey conducted of 
University faculty and staff last year.  He began by saying that the survey provides a useful measure of 
faculty temperature, of how the faculty view the workplace.   
 
 They have envisioned a regular survey of employees for a long time, Dr. Carrier said, and have 
conducted such surveys sporadically in the past.  Now they have teamed up with the Human Resources 
Research Institute, in the Carlson School, to conduct the Pulse Survey.  They hope to have a long-term 
relationship with the Institute and use faculty resources and experts to help understand the results.  They 
want to monitor over time how well the University is doing.  Many universities do not conduct these 
kinds of surveys across the institution; this one was conducted in a fairly bad year (when there was a 
salary freeze, benefits cuts, and a strike by clerical employees).   
 
 Professor Glomb presented a series of PowerPoint slides to the Committee.  She reported that the 
response rate to the survey was just under 40%, which is not as high as they would have liked but a good 
start; for research of this kind, a 30% response rate is good).  She explained the methodology of the 
survey, which included contracting "with Carlson School faculty team to develop and conduct survey and 
analyze and report results, developed survey content in consultation with major employee groups and 
administration and by drawing upon best practices from research."  They developed two versions, one for 
faculty and one for staff.  The slides contained the following information. 
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-- The human capital goal of the University is to "attract, retain, and develop top talent."  The 
objectives are to "offer a competitive total rewards package, create and sustain great work environments, 
ensure responsible conduct and accountability, recognize and reward excellence in results, demonstrate 
exemplary leadership," and "promote administrative ease and efficiency."  The reasons for the survey are 
to "monitor progress on our human capital objectives, apply [human resources] 'best practices' at the 
University, establish a baseline to benchmark our progress over time and against others in our industry," 
and "follow through on our commitment to employees  to monitor progress despite difficult 
circumstances." 
 
-- The highlights of the STAFF survey:  the most favorable results were in: 
  l  Overall job satisfaction 
  l  Satisfaction with the U as an employer 
  l  Satisfaction with coworkers 
  l  Satisfaction with supervisors 
  l  Intentions to remain at the University 
  l  General well-being outside of work 

The least favorable results were in: 
  l  Satisfaction with promotion 
  l  Satisfaction with pay 
  l  Supervisor support for career development 
  l  Perceptions of job security 
 
 With respect to the last item, Vice President Carrier noted that the University had just gone 
through a period when it laid off about 600 people. 
 
-- The highlights of the FACULY survey:  the most favorable results were in: 
  l  Overall job satisfaction 
  l  Satisfaction with the U as an employer 
  l  Satisfaction with coworkers 
  l  Satisfaction with supervisors 
  l  Intentions to remain at the University 
  l  General well-being outside of work 

The least favorable results were in: 
  l  Satisfaction with pay 
  l  Work/family conflict 
  l  Supervisor support 
 
 Faculty see much greater work/family conflict than do staff, Professor Glomb said.   
 
-- The overall job satisfaction (on a scale of 1-5) was about 4 for both faculty and staff, with staff 
expressing a slightly higher level of satisfaction.  Both groups registered a slightly higher level of a sense 
of overall well being.  There were only slight differences between the two groups in satisfaction with 
overall pay, pay level, pay raise, and pay structure/administration, but faculty expressed measurably 
greater satisfaction with benefits.   
 
-- In terms of the climate for people of color, whites see the climate as slightly more favorable than 
do the people of color.  Perceptions of climate for people with disabilities is about the same for faculty 
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(staff with disabilities are slightly less positive than are staff without disabilities).  Heterosexual faculty 
and staff both see the climate for the GLBT community more positively than do members of the GLBT 
community itself (3.5 versus 4.0 on a five-point scale).  Men—both faculty and staff—tend to see the 
climate for women as more positive than do the women; "not male" respondents see the climate for men 
as more favorable than do men. 
 
-- For faculty members, in the area of support for teaching and scholarship, the most highly-rated 
items were:  

– Telephone services/voicemail 
– Library resources 
– Support from my unit head 
– Access to information on funding opportunities 
– Office space 

 
The lowest rated were: 

– Internal funding for new research ideas 
– Travel funds 
– Internal funding for bridge support between external grants 
– Research funds available from unit 
– Assistance in preparing and editing new manuscripts 

 
The highest level of support appears to be for institutionally-provided items while there are lower 

ratings for individual support, Professor Glomb observed. 
 
-- Asked why they would leave the University, faculty identified these factors (rated highest to 
lowest) as a reason to leave: 
 

• Earn a higher salary 
• Join a unit where I would be more appreciated 
• Obtain a position of higher rank, responsibility, or visibility 
• Join a more prestigious unit or institution 
• Achieve a better balance between my work and personal life 
• Live in a different part of the country 
• Move to a more research-oriented institution 
• Work in a less-pressured environment 
• Enhance my spouse or partner's career opportunities 
• Live closer to family and friends 
• Reduce my teaching responsibilities 
• Other 
• Move to a more teaching-oriented institution 
• Live in a more cosmopolitan or urban setting 
• Pursue a career outside academia 

 
 
-- There were surprisingly few differences by rank for faculty, but there were a few trends.  Male 
assistant professors reported more work-family conflict than associate and full professors.  Female 
professors experience more work family conflict than male professors and it did not differ by rank.  
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Where there were differences in satisfaction scales, full professors were generally more satisfied than 
associate or assistant professors. 
 
 Professor Glomb explained how the results will be communicated and how they will be used:  
there will be a continued emphasis on competitive compensation, a continued emphasis on professional 
development and career mobility for staff, and continued emphasis on creating a positive  workplace. 
The power in the data will come in future years, Professor Glomb commented, as they see changes in the 
results. This is just a beginning; the team is very cognizant that the effort cannot stop with this survey—
they have to do something with it.  They can identify areas of challenge for the University and try to 
answer questions.  They hope to continue the survey in future years, although it may be a rolling random 
sample rather than distributed to everyone.  They may also focus on specific issues in future versions.  
 

Why are there no statistics, Professor McLoon asked?  This version is for the web, Professor 
Glomb said, and it was kept simple on purpose; there are no means and standard deviations reported.  In 
the future, they will communicate those data.  The labels on the survey scales, she added, have been 
psychometrically validated and they saw the usual distribution. 
 
 Professor Fossum said he thought interesting the responses with respect to support issues—it is 
difficult to divide them between research and teaching, but there appears to be more satisfaction with the 
infrastructure for teaching than for research.  To the extent there are problems in research, they are 
critical; he said he hoped the University would respond to them.  That is troubling, he said. 
 
 Why do this survey, Professor McLoon asked?  What will happen next week/month/year because 
of the survey?  Dr. Carrier said the response can take various directions.  In terms of compensation 
dissatisfaction (the survey confirms the need to recognize this as a big problem), it will help in the 
arguments with the legislature.  But there will be no magic bullets.  There was also a difference in the 
satisfaction with benefits and salary; people seem to recognize that the University's benefits are very 
competitive.  In other areas, it will take focus by the University's leadership.  It is evident that the 
University needs to provide support to faculty so they do not leave.  The results identify directions in 
which the University must go if it is going to retain people.   
 
 Professor Litman commented that the results of the survey are difficult to retrieve from the web. 
Professor Glomb offered to have links available on the website that would allow people to download the 
full report in pdf format.  [This has since been done.] 
 
 Professor Hendel asked for more comment on what plans will be for collegiate and support units.  
There is value in these results for the University, but for faculty and staff work life, some units work 
better than others.  It would be helpful to identify where things work better in order to help other units 
address problems.  Ms. Sweitzer agreed these were important things to look at and to try to identify why 
some units work better than others.  They will be able to go to the college level but the numbers will not 
be large enough to take results to the department level. 
 
 How do these results compare with other universities and with the private sector, Professor 
Kleiner inquired?  And how will be they be folded into expectations of faculty who evaluate department 
heads and deans?  What will they do about the anticipated expectations created by the survey; faculty now 
know the problems; what will be done to address them?  Dr. Carrier commented that much in the results 
is not a surprise (competitive salaries, the fact that some units are not working as effectively as they 



Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, February 2, 2005 
 
 

5

might), and they will explore new initiatives.  Would the results be used in reviews of administrators?  Dr. 
Carrier said she did not know why they would not be.  One can look at the results as a way to engage in 
continuous improvement.  Can they be folded into the evaluation of administrators, Professor Kleiner 
asked?  They are public data and can be used as an indicator of how well a unit is being managed, Dr. 
Carrier said. 
 
 In terms of comparability with other universities, there is almost nothing going on in terms of 
surveys like this at most universities so there are no good comparisons, Professor Glomb said.  Some of 
the results can be scaled to national norms; on job satisfaction, the University is just above 50%.  One 
caution about that is that organizations that conduct such surveys are most likely the organizations that are 
most considerate of employees.  Dr. Carrier said the University will suggest to Big Ten colleagues that 
they look at this survey and consider using it.  Ms. Risbey reported that she had presented data from the 
survey to Canadian universities, which were very interested in it and the fact that it was done on the web. 
 
 They did not do a great deal to encourage responses, Professor Glomb said; there were two email 
reminders.  Perhaps they use incentives in the future, she said; practice has shown that even a small 
incentive (a free cup of coffee) can have a significant effect on response rates.  Professor Fossum reported 
that the Carlson School, which knows its competitors, uses a survey that the other schools also use; it is 
effective at identifying problem areas, which deans traditionally have paid attention to.  That is worth 
looking at, Dr. Carrier commented. 
 
 Professor McLoon said it was necessary to recognize the expense of the survey.  It took him half 
an hour to complete.  Multiply that time by all faculty who completed it and it is a lot of time.  He said he 
receives several surveys per week and decided not to respond to any of them any more; they are just too 
much work.  The University must make sure that there is something it will be do before it goes to the 
expense and time of another survey.  Dr. Carrier agreed that this is a legitimate point.  They sent the 
survey to everyone the first time, but in the future they will do samples and focus on items that are 
thought worthy of deeper investigation.  They are committed to doing this on a regular basis, not once 
every 15 years, but she agreed that they need to be careful about demands on faculty time.  Professor 
Glomb commented that the University can't do anything about external requests but expressed the hope 
that the Pulse Survey can substitute for other on-campus surveys and thus reduce the internal numbers.  
Perhaps they could the results from some of the other surveys, such as those conducted by the AMA, 
Professor McLoon suggested.   
 
 The risk of these surveys is that now people know are unhappy about things, Professor Kleiner 
commented.  Dr. Carrier said the University must get the information; people can make their own 
judgments about the numbers, but it is important for the University to judge how well it is doing on 
important issues.   
 

Professor Kleiner thanked Dr. Carrier, Professor Glomb, and Ms. Sweitzer for the presentation; 
he told them they are doing important work.  Dr. Carrier said they would welcome thoughts and 
suggestions about the survey and will stay in touch with the Committee about how the results are used. 
 
2. Exit Surveys of Faculty and Staff 
 
 Vice President Carrier next distributed copies of a 2-page survey that is distributed to all faculty 
and staff who leave the University, for whatever reason (retirement, terminated, accepted another 
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position, etc.).  Not all respond, although many do.  This survey is the beginning of an attempt to identify 
the reasons that people leave.  Each individual is also offered the opportunity for a face-to-face session 
(only a small number avail themselves of it).   
 
 Ms. Sweitzer described the survey results.  The surveys have been distributed for about three 
years, in an attempt to get confirmation about the issues that cause people to leave—they have sense 
about these issues, but the surveys help provide data.  The returns are small, and lowest for faculty; of the 
236 responses for calendar 2004, only 14 were from faculty—and those responses were from all over the 
University.  It is thus difficult to draw conclusions.  (There are about 3000 faculty, Dr. Carrier observed, 
and the attrition rate is about 5% per year, for all reasons, and that rate has never changed significantly.) 
 
 For all responses, about 75% of the respondents indicated they would recommend the University 
for employment to friends and colleagues.  The majority would return to the University (a consideration 
that does not really apply to faculty).  Professor Goldstein commented that the responses would be very 
different for those who retire and those who leave for other reasons. 
 
 Ms. Sweitzer reviewed the major reasons for departure (mostly for job changes and career 
advancement); about 21% were due to retirement.  Areas of concern included salaries, performance 
evaluations, recognition of contributions and opportunities for advancement, and problem resolution.  The 
faculty had a slightly higher level of dissatisfaction with physical working conditions and connection to 
non-University communities. 
 
 The goal is to determine how to mix the exit interview (the survey form should be replaced) with 
the Pulse survey and experiences faculty and staff have that lead them to leave the University.  At present, 
however, this is not a precise measurement tool. 
 
 Dr. Carrier reported that she has heard people are not happy with the way to resolve conflicts.  A 
group has dealt with that issue that should lead to more positive outcomes (including more informal 
processes).  What is learned from these activities can, one hopes, be translated into better practices in 
some offices.  She said she has no idea if units are conducting their own exit interviews; they have a sense 
that most are not. 
 
 Professor Hendel said it is essential to know the conditions under which people left the 
University.  It that is not known, it is very difficult to interpret the data. 
 
 Professor McLoon said that for faculty, these are the most important data that can be collected.  
He said he believes EVERY faculty member who leaves should have an exit interview with the dean or 
someone higher in the hierarchy.  There should be five years of rolling data by college.  If faculty are 
leaving to take endowed chairs, for example, then the University is not doing a good job of identifying 
talent.  If people stay at the University, it is because it is "good enough"; if they are leaving, the 
University needs to know why.  This effort should be increased substantially and should include every 
faculty member who leaves. 
 
 Professor Kleiner agreed.  He recalled that the Faculty Consultative Committee recently had a 
discussion with Nobel Laureate Edward Prescott about why he left the University.  There is sufficient 
interest in faculty departures that FCC wanted his views.  He said he hoped another group could do this 
work.  Dr. Carrier reported that Penn State uses retired faculty (who typically do not interview anyone 
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who departed from their own college).  This seems like a good use of resources and some retired faculty 
might be willing to conduct such interviews. 
 
 The question could be one sentence, Professor McLoon suggested:  "why are you leaving?"  
There might also be a one-sentence answer.  Some people are very vocal while others give a politic and 
polite answer, Ms. Sweitzer reported, so sometimes it is necessary to go back and ask them later, when 
they are farther out from the events.  To get an honest answer can take more work. 
 
 The comment section of the survey should be used in the evaluation of administrators, Professor 
Kleiner said.  One objective of administrators is to keep high quality faculty, and that should be one 
criterion in their evaluation.  Vice President Carrier said they do send summaries for each college to the 
college.  This is a starting point, she said, and the effort can be beefed up.  They also need to ask colleges 
what they are doing. 
 
 People usually know why someone left, Professor McLoon said.  Professor Valls agreed and 
added that the reason is not publicized because it involves a dean or department head.  Professor 
Wiedmann said that for faculty in a small discipline, such as his, he would not embarrass his colleagues; 
he would never say anything that would be controversial.  He would not want to spend time on it; he 
would just leave.  If the University could get the answer to the survey question asking about the factors 
that affected someone's departure for all faculty who leave, by college and department, Professor McLoon 
said, it could be aggressive about retaining faculty and identifying problem areas. 
 
 What is key is that the departing faculty be interviewed by an impartial individual, Professor 
Kleiner said.  This is an important issue and he commended the administration for initiating it.  He 
repeated that the results should be used in decision-making.  Perhaps it would help if this Committee were 
to endorse the survey and that endorsement were conveyed to the departing faculty member, Professor 
Hendel suggested.  Dr. Carrier agreed that a letter of endorsement might help.   
 
3. Grievance Advisory Committee 
 
 Professor Kleiner next noted that the Committee has the responsibility of appointing one member 
of the Grievance Advisory Committee, the panel that oversees the functioning of the grievance process.  
Professor Fossum, the current designee of the Committee, said he did not wish to be reappointed.  The 
Committee agreed on the name of an individual that Professor Kleiner would ask to serve. 
 
4. Draft Policy on the Evaluation of Teaching 
 
 Professor Kleiner next welcomed Professor Emily Hoover, chair of the Senate Committee on 
Educational Policy (SCEP), to lead the discussion of the draft teaching evaluation policy.  He noted that 
there were a couple of issues in the draft policy that the Committee needed to resolve.  
 
 Professor Hoover reported that SCEP talked about the policy last week and would again this 
week.  There are two things SCEP focused on:  the low response rates for web-based student evaluations 
(which the Durfee subcommittee did not want to see used at all), and the need to decide whether 
instructors can opt out of the evaluation system and forego salary increases based on teaching.  SCEP also 
discussed at length who should see the comments that students may write on evaluation forms.  The 
current draft of the policy calls for them to go only to the instructor, who can decide whether to share 
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them.  SCEP had a rigorous debate on this issue, and it is clear there is a lot of variation across the 
University.  In some cases, the department heads read the comments without the knowledge of the faculty 
member; other departments are very clear about who sees them. 
 
 Professor Valls said that his department is serving as a guinea pig for the web-based evaluations.  
The participation rate is very low, whereas in-class surveys have a captive audience and students have to 
fill out the forms.  It is fine if one does not use the results but this policy would preclude using the data 
when response rates are low.  What they want to know is how many people were made unhappy in the 
course.  That is how the department uses the information; they look to see if a large number were 
unhappy, and if so, why.  If there are many, that is bad, but they do not really care if a lot of students say a 
course is OK.  They realize that without the captive audience, the many students who thought the course 
was OK will not respond, but that should not be a problem. 
 
 Professor Hendel said the small working group that drafted the policy discussed electronic 
evaluations and response rates.  The statement does not focus on web-based evaluations, it speaks to 
response rates in general and calls for at least a 60% response rate before the results can be used in 
personnel decisions.  That is a very low standard.  Professor Hoover reported that one SCEP member 
wanted to require an 80% response rate, which is what is generally needed for research that will be 
published, but SCEP concluded that 60% was acceptable.  The current rate for paper surveys, Professor 
Hendel said, is over 70%.  The web rate is under 30%, Professor Valls said. 
 
 Professor Bribitzer-Stull reported that they had discussed this issue at the School of Music and 
had two concerns about the web-based forms.  There is a selection bias (the students who are very 
disgruntled or very happy with a course will be most likely to fill out the forms); faculty who used the 
web-based forms saw markedly different results between the web and paper versions for evaluations from 
the same course.  They want a validity study of the web-based forms, because even though the numbers of 
participants is low, the results are used the same way in evaluating faculty.  Second, there is faculty 
access to the names of the students who filled out the form. 
 
 Professor Brorson said that there must be systems in place.  At UMC faculty cannot learn who 
filled out the evaluations even though they are done electronically (and all students have laptops).  
Security is an issue, however—how does one know it was a student in the course who filled out the form?  
Did each student only fill it out once?  But he said he believed the UMC campus has dealt with these 
issues.  With respect to providing department heads all the comments, students will never walk into an 
administrative office with positive comments but they will with negative ones.  They have had a very 
positive experience with web-based evaluations at UMC but the practice is not a perfect fit across the 
University.   
 
 Professor Wiedmann wondered if it would be possible to use the electronic evaluations before the 
end of the term, and if the response rate is less than 60%, the results would be discarded and the paper 
forms would have to be used in class. 
 
 Professor Kleiner observed that if the required response rate were not achieved, there would be no 
information, and it could be that teaching would be discounted if there are no usable evaluation results for 
personnel decisions.  If the electronic methods work, fine, Professor Wiedmann said, but if there is a 15% 
response rate, they should not be used. 
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How does one count a course that has one lecturer and five TA's, Professor Valls asked?  As a 
course with more than two instructors?  Professor Hoover said not; there would be one instructor, with 
separate evaluations for the lectures and for the labs.  One reason they get low response rates, Professor 
Valls responded, is that students do not want to fill out evaluations that many times.  Why not evaluate 
the course?  That would be a significant change in policy, in the way the data are used, Professor Hoover 
said; right now the results are used for individual salary and merit reviews.  They are also used to evaluate 
TA's, Professor Fossum added.  There is a contradiction in requiring high response rates and requiring 
evaluations in all courses, Professor Valls maintained.  That is not an issue with paper forms for labs, 
lectures, and recitations, Professor Hoover said, which have a 70+% response rate.  Evaluation is as 
important as the content delivered, she said.  Professor Valls said that he is responsible for the TA's and 
that students should evaluate the course, not the individual TA's.  There is nothing in the policy that 
prohibits a department or faculty member from evaluating the course, Professor Hoover pointed out.  That 
would mean another form for students to fill out, Professor Valls replied. 
  
 Why is it evil to make students fill out forms, Professor Wiedmann asked?  Why not make them 
do it?  It would seem that students want to give feedback, Ms. Risbey said, but in many cases they are 
rushed (for example, when the forms are distributed the last 10 minutes of class).  That practice is not 
conducive to reflective evaluation.  The web-based form allows more reflection, and perhaps filling out 
the form could be required before the grade is released.  It could be a seamless process.  Professor Hoover 
speculated that whatever else it would be, it would not be seamless.  She also said students would not 
believe the evaluations were anonymous if they are linked to release of grades. 
 

What do students get from filling out the evaluation forms, Professor McLoon asked?  They have 
access to the "student release" questions, Professor Hoover said.  She and Vice Provost Swan send a letter 
asking faculty to sign the release form, but the number of faculty who release the information is very low.  
If the University wants students to buy into the process, it must be clear about what they get out of it, 
Professor McLoon commented. 
 
 Anonymity is a systems issue, Professor Brorson commented, apropos Ms. Risbey's and Professor 
Hoover's earlier comments.  Students at UMC have never questioned it, even though the system checks 
off whether a student has completed the form.  There is no indication to the instructor who did and did not 
complete them.   
 
 Professor Kleiner drew the attention of Committee members to language in the draft policy that 
presents a question:  may an instructor opt out of the evaluation system and pass up any salary increase 
based on teaching?  The Committee concluded that no one should be able to decide not to participate in 
the evaluation process.  The tenure code, it was noted, requires evaluation of tenured and tenure-track 
faculty on the basis of teaching as well as research and service. 
 
 In the current budget situation, departments have an interest in the quality of instruction, 
Professor Fossum said, and they are entitled to receive some information.  Comments are anecdotal; if 
enough students are irritated with an instructor, a department will hear about it.  The comments should go 
to the instructor, not the department.  Ms. Risbey commented that if the University wants high response 
rates, there should not be variations in how the data will be treated.  To be able to opt out of the system 
goes against the intent of the policy.  If there is a problem, Professor Wiedmann commented, it will show 
up in the numbers—and the department head better get into the classroom to find out what's going on.  
Professor Fossum pointed to the language in the report identifying the original reason this entire subject 
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arose:  because some women faculty receive offensive comments on the evaluation forms, comments that 
should not go further.  Professor Bribitzer-Stull said the question is whether the comments should be used 
in the evaluations or only by the instructor to improve the course.  The are problems with using the 
comments as part of the evaluation.  Departments and instructors are all over the board on this, Professor 
Hoover said; she asks directed questions of students about her courses.  The draft policy says that 
comments are formative evaluation for the instructor to improve the course while the numbers are 
summative evaluations for promotion, tenure, and merit evaluations.  All agree the comments are 
valuable; the question is to whom they should go. 
 
 Professor Kleiner thanked Professor Hoover for joining the meeting and adjourned it at 4:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


