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Faculty Consultative Committee


April 2, 1992
Present:
Thomas Scott (chair), Mario Bognanno, Paul Holm, Norman Kerr, Stanford Lehmberg, Karen Seashore Louis, Burton Shapiro, James VanAlstine, Shirley Zimmerman

Guests:
Avner Ben-Ner (Committee on Faculty Affairs), Associate Dean Mark Brenner (Graduate School), Geoff Gorvin (Footnote), Virginia Gray, President Nils Hasselmo, Maureen Smith (Brief)

1.  
Discussion with Faculty Legislative Liaison Virginia Gray

Professor Scott convened the meeting at 10:10 and welcomed Professor Gray to report on the situation at the legislature; he asked that the meeting be closed because this is the most delicate phase of the legislative process.  The Committee discussed the process that will be followed to the end of the session, several bills of interest to the faculty, and the lobbying style and effectiveness of the University.


It was agreed that after the session was completed Professor Gray would rejoin the Committee for an assessment of the University's efforts at the legislature.

2.  
Nominating Committee, Committee on Committees

Professor Scott circulated a list of names of individuals who might serve on a nominating committee for the Committee on Committees (which does not name its own members); he stressed that this nominating committee had to be appointed at the meeting.

3.  
Report of the Chair

Professor Scott next reported on several items:


--
The Chair of the Board of Regents, Elton Kuderer, will join FCC at its next meeting to discuss the process for the review of the President and ways to improve the relationship between the Board and the faculty.


--
In the elections to the Committee, Professors Judith Garrard, Karen Seashore Louis, and Toni McNaron were elected to three-year terms.  It will quickly be time to nominate a vice-chair for the Senate and to elect a new FCC/SCC chair.


--
Professors Bognanno and VanAlstine will meet informally on May 21 with representatives from the Duluth faculty to determine if some means of representation on FCC/SCC can be worked out.

4.  
Discussion of Academic Compensation Structures

Professor Scott welcomed Professor Ben-Ner to the meeting to provide an update on the activities of the working group on academic salary structures.  He noted that there are two issues of interest to the administration:  salaries and workload.  Efforts are underway to deal with workload; salaries need to be cleaned up.  "We are not there yet; we don't where 'there' is."


Professor Ben-Ner began by recalling that the working group had been appointed in the Summer of 1990 by Provost Kuhi, Professor Ibele, and him and was given a very broad charge.  It met periodically, although the most recent meeting was last September, and FCC reviewed earlier the three options that it had developed.  They were:  One, retain the current practices with minor modifications concerning the sharing of information.  Two, go to a modified step system (with annual cost-of-living increases, a merit adjustment, and periodic reviews for special merit).  Three, adopt the University of California system, a full step system within ranks and a major review every five years equivalent to the promotion and tenure reviews.


The Faculty Affairs Committee, Professor Ben-Ner said, had had several questions about these three options, including the TIME required for the five-year reviews and the cost in terms of salary floors for each rank.


Since the time those options were proposed, a small subgroup of the working group produced a document which recommends retaining the current system with modifications, including use of the salary structure to encourage performance improvement and provision of information to all faculty in the unit about standards and emphasis on each for salary decisions.  Faculty would also be given the opportunity to discuss the emphases.  


Further, each year the salary funds would be divided into some mix of across-the-board and merit pools.  Each individual would receive a proportionate share of the across-the-board funds; merit increases would be decided by the units, according to their standards.  A lack of performance by a faculty member could be justification for withholding both the across-the-board and the merit funds; the very meritorious could be rewarded by a separate pool to be established.  Promotions in 1992-93 would be accompanied by a $2000 salary increase, and that $2000 would be increased in future years by the percentage increases in Social Security.


The Committee on Faculty Affairs discussed this proposal two weeks ago and had mixed reactions, so it has now been brought to FCC for comment.


Professor Scott then reported that he had met with Professor Kleiner (chair of the working group), Associate Vice President Carrier, and Professor Ben-Ner to talk about the problem that progress is slow and there is a need to bring these issues to closure.  It is to be hoped that between FCC and SCFA, some options can be eliminated and others emphasized, at least in principle.


For example, should the University try for a step system or should it drop the whole idea? He told the Committee that he, personally, would favor dropping the idea.  It is expensive, and despite whatever "magic" there might be in the California system, he doubted that their salary data would look very much different from that of Minnesota--because there are a lot of variances from the steps within the system.  The value of a step system is that it is based on two pools of funds, one for COL and one for merit; the problem is that there has not been enough money for such funds at Minnesota for years.  Recent increments have rarely been sufficient to meet COL increases.  


As for the proposal that the decision-making process be opened up, Professor Scott said, he would favor anything that opened it; doing so can improve morale and the acceptance of decisions.  


At present there are salary floors only for the ranks of instructor and assistant professor; the most recent proposal calls for floors for all four ranks.  Professor Ben-Ner reported that the cost of adopting such ranks, given floors (in thousands) of $30 for assistant professors, $35 for associates, and $45 for full professors, would be slightly over $3 million (in recurring funds)--or, as another Committee member observed, about 2/3 of 1% of salary increase funds, which is not a lot.


In terms of the division of salary funds between across-the-board and merit, that is something the University has done in the past.  The across-the-board amount could either be a flat PERCENT of salary or it could be a flat AMOUNT (which has a redistributive effect).  The wording of the document would also not preclude $0 for across-the-board and all of the funds for merit.  One nice change proposed is a salary increase at promotion; in the old days, one Committee member observed wryly, when money was short, one got a promotion instead of a salary increase.


Other questions posed included


--
The plan ignores the past practice of central administrative withholding for promotions and retention; would the central or college administration withhold funds?


--
Would central administration or the colleges differentiate among units in the distribution of merit funds?  Where would the redistributive process start?


--
Faculty in some units of the University are drastically underpaid while others may be overpaid; how will decisions about those inequalities be made?


Two principles are embedded in the proposal and need to be recognized, it was suggested. First, no institution can create a salary system which prevents inequities.  Second, there must be a process flexible enough to permit the institution to address inequities when it finds them.


Abandoning the step system appeared to be supported by most Committee members.  


The salary floors may be useful for their symbolic value, it was said, but in many departments one cannot recruit an assistant professor for anywhere near $30,000, and the floor is laughable.  Professor Ben-Ner said he did not know whence the salary floor numbers; they were drawn out of thin air to have something upon which to base calculations.  Another Committee member said that the floors would likely be below the market and most assistant professors would be $2000 to $4000 above it; who benefits?  In the case of a non-performing faculty member who is receiving no increase, the floor may catch up to him or her and thus benefit the non-performer.  


Opening up the decision-making system received vigorous support from those on the Committee with such experience.  Much time is spent on salary complaints when the process is closed, it was noted by one Committee member; when it is open, one has only one's colleagues to blame.  Nothing in a unit, another observed, is more jealously guarded than salary information--and there may thus be MORE misinformation about them than is warranted by the facts.  Those Committee members from units which have open decision-making for salaries declared that while few believe so, that system is the ONLY effective way to operate; one commented that he would never chair a department that did not have an open system.  


One situation the proposal does not address, it was said, is inter-college or inter-department inequities.  They are hard to define, may be good or bad, deserving or not, but they need to be looked at.  During the vice presidency of Ken Keller, a pool of funds was established for departments which suffered from structural inequities (salaries below the market of their peers); cases were then presented to the vice president and a committee.  After review and approval, funds were allocated for salary increases.  That is a process that worked well and should perhaps be repeated every decade.


The contract with the Duluth faculty provided some illuminating information.  For 1989-90 (the last time there was a raise), of the 6% increase, 2.75% of the increase was for aggregate base salary increases across the campus.  Half of the 2.75% was for across-the-board increases; half of the remainder was for an equal DOLLAR increase for everyone.  The other 3.25% of the 6% increase was for merit.  Professor Bognanno reported that the committee he is chairing to review the grievance system has talked at some length about the grievability of salary increases; under the Duluth contract, they are grievable up to the Chancellor (but not to arbitration).  For the remainder of the University, salary increases are NOT grievable--but the process, criteria, and openness of the decision are.  The grievance review committee, Professor Bognanno commented, appears to be inclined to leave that situation as is.


Professor Ben-Ner cautioned that the proposals in the document have no formal standing. He said he has concerns about the open decision-making system; while it may work in places like Political Science and Educational Policy, a fundamental problem is that one cannot have equal participation among unequals (faculty of different rank).  This rank difference could cause problems in some departments and not in others.  Another difficulty with the subgroup report is the call for annual reviews similar to the promotion and tenure reviews; there is NO WAY that departments can perform such reviews so frequently.  Professor Ben-Ner said he had no problem with participation by the faculty, which is desirable.  His concern about participation by unequals requires some evaluation by outside specialists--similar to the periodic Graduate School review or a mixture of annual and five-year reviews, the latter including outside letters.


Committee members argued in favor of comprehensive annual reviews.  What they do, it was said, is keep everyone involved in what the faculty are doing and what is going on; a collective memory builds up and adjustments can be made from year to year.  It keeps a department in tune both collectively and individually.  It is also difficult to make salary decisions in between intensive reviews; they could lead to even more inequities.  


As for openness, it was said, the objective should be to move TOWARD a more open decision-making system; the amount of openness in the system may vary with units.  Any SMART unit, however, will be as participatory as possible, but most will not go the whole way all at once.  Even the open departments are not perfect, it was pointed out, and changes have to made--and there are arguments about scarce resources.  But the openness solves many problems.


Another department, it was reported, has retained the annual review for merit increases but has also adopted a more intensive five-year review; funds are set aside for salary adjustments on the basis of this latter review.  The annual review is simple, with no outside evaluation; the five-year review does include external reviewers, and 20% of the faculty are so reviewed each year.  The annual reviews are awarded by a committee elected from within the department.


Equity is also an extremely important concern to the faculty at Morris, it was noted; their salaries are FAR behind those of their peers.


Professor Ben-Ner concluded by saying he believed he had the sense of the Committee and would carry these views to SCFA.

4.  
Policy on Academic Misconduct

Professor Scott then welcomed Associate Dean Brenner to the meeting to discuss yet another revision of the Policy on Academic Misconduct.  Dr. Brenner recalled for the Committee the points they had made at the previous meeting and informed them of the changes in the policy he has made as a result.


The second panel has been eliminated; there will be only one panel for inquiry and investigation.  If the senior administrator chooses to conduct the inquiry without benefit of a panel--which is permissible--then the panel would be appointed if an investigation is deemed warranted.  The inquiry and the investigation have clearly defined missions, which remain in the policy; the results of the inquiry are to be provided to the senior administrator, who them makes the decision on whether or not to proceed with an investigation--but it will be the same panel and the entire process should flow much more quickly.  Dr. Brenner agreed that language should be changed to make it very explicit that the conversion from inquiry to investigation is a continuation of the same process, not a de novo hearing.  Other small clarifications were also suggested.


Although review of the document has been a long process, Dean Brenner commented, it may be a model of how such a policy should evolve when it is important to both the faculty and the administration. He said he doubted he would encounter significant opposition from the administration or other campus groups; it is FCC which has had the most impact on the document all along.


One troubling development is a proposal from the Public Health Service which would provide that for those on PHS grants, either the complainant or the respondent may appeal to it for a de novo hearing in a case of misconduct--even if the institution's process is flawless.  The de novo hearing is precisely what the process has tried to avoid.  Dr. Brenner told the Committee he has had a sense that the attitude of some in the Office of Scientific Integrity is that they have seen the truth and have no trouble discerning it and that Big Brother can do a better job in this regard than can the institutions.  


Dr. Brenner told the Committee, in response to a question, that there have been about 

5 - 6 cases per year of misconduct; he said he expects that number to double.  One Committee member reported that in a study done five years ago, she had learned that research universities typically had only about one such case per year.  The reason the numbers have increased, Dr. Brenner said, is because awareness of the process has increased.  It was the case five years ago, the study learned, that the only institutions that had 5 - 6 cases per year were those that had procedures for dealing with misconduct.  Presumably, another Committee member noted, this doubling will soon cease, as behaviors change.


Asked about where the cases come from, Dr. Brenner said that they are not from the Health Sciences this year, contrary to the assumptions of most people; he declined to name the units where they have arisen because the point of the procedure is to keep the allegations restricted to as few people as possible until inquiries have been completed to protect the integrity of the faculty members involved.  


Some have inquired why the faculty need to be involved.  Dr. Brenner commented that he would be very upset if an administrator not expert in the area were to be expected to make the decision; a case must be developed, and that requires the participation of scholars to evaluate the facts.  The policy calls for involving as few people as possible, however, and makes it explicit that the proceedings are confidential.


This policy is to be commended, it was said, because it offers protection to the complainant but also makes it possible to deal rapidly and confidentially with frivolous complaints.  Dr. Brenner said that training for students, post-docs, and faculty is needed on what proper behavior is; it is the University's responsibility to provide it.  He has conducted seminars on good practices, he said, and more needs to be done.  It was suggested that such training should be on the agenda of the new Vice President for Research and that the Committee should speak with her about it.


It was agreed that after this redraft had been reviewed by the appropriate groups, it would be presented to the Senate at its meeting of May 14.


The Committee adjourned at 12:10.







-- Gary Engstrand

University of Minnesota




( These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of Regents.





