ATTACHMENT 4.

REPORT FROM THE FACULTY WELFARE COMMITTEE
Merit Pay
In its comprehensive report of October 23, 1989, "Salaries,
Budgets, and 2001," the Faculty Welfare Committee drew attention
to four questions affecting faculty salaries.
These were salary
compression, increasing discrepancies across disciplines, a
salary system lacking structure, and merit pay.
The first, salary compression, developed over many years and
will take many years to correct.
In order to effect an improvement, the Faculty Welfare Committee in cooperation with the
Faculty Budget Committee has recommended to the Provost that he
continue to diminish inequities in salaries.
Not all inequities
have been the result of salary compression, but if the issue is
addressed on a continuing steady basis, most problems associated
with inequities and salary compression eventually will be
resolved.
The Faculty Welfare Committee does not yet have suggestions
concerning the removal or diminution of discrepancies across
disciplines or for a better salary structure. Although both of
these aspects are intimately intertwined with merit pay, the
committee believes that it can discuss the issue of merit pay and
make recommendations concerning it even without resolving the
other two issues at this point.
Merit pay rests on the simple assumption that some faculty
members are more productive than others and that their
productivity ought to be rewarded.
There is also the thought
that the awareness of such a reward will act as an incentive for
others to increase their productivity.
The issue immediately becomes complicated, though, when the
question is asked what precisely constitutes productivity and how
it can be measured.
The answer is easy with the publication of a
book; it is less easy--but still measurable--with the publication
of an article, depending on the quality of the article or the
standing of the journal. The risk in making these judgments
enters when numerical values are attached to what are ultimately
subjective evaluations, either by a chair or a committee of
peers.
The evaluation becomes more difficult yet when the areas
to be evaluated concern teaching and service, as both of these
are extremely difficult to quantify.
The matter becomes even more complicated when it is realized
that an essentially unstable and unreliable annual legislative
funding process is superimposed on the activity of faculty
members.
Underlying the merit pay philosophy is the implicit
assumption that a person will be equally productive every year;
it does not allow for many years of research or writing, as only
the end result is quantifiable, not the process itself.
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Furthermore, the evaluation based on merit assumes a
reasonable amount of money to be available to reward outstanding
performance. This is rarely the case, however.
Far more
frequently there is the professor who for many years has labored
hard on a project, has finally finished it, and is then looking
for a merit reward in the very year when hardly any money is
available.
This is not conducive to continued efforts at
scholarship and enthusiasm for the institution; instead it
contributes to salary compression.
The evaluation of the performance of faculty members in a
department is part of a continuum, regardless of the evaluation
criterion employed.
On one end is the very productive faculty
member, on the other end is the one who everyone agrees is
unproductive. All others are somewhere between the two extremes.
Two other factors enter the picture and complicate it
further.
One is inflation, the second is the amount of money
available for pay increases; both are connected, of course. The
money allocated by the legislature for pay raises is . normally
closely tied to the rate of inflation.
If at all possible, the
legislature attempts to compensate for the erosion caused by
inflation, but rarely does it exceed that percentage. Thus,
although the absolute amount of a person's salary increases, it
at best maintains its purchasing power.
Still, such a solution
tends to assure the continued dedication, loyalty, and industry
of a state employee.
Faculty members are also state employees, but the university
treats them differently from all other state employees.
It
asserts that whereas a cost-of-living adjustment is suitable for
regular state employees, in the university setting all or most of
the money allocated for raises is to be distributed on the basis
of merit alone.
The second factor is the amount of money allocated by the
legislature for pay increases.
In recent years, the percentage
has been small, frequently not making up for the increase in the
cost of living. When this amount is distributed by the
university essentially on the basis of merit alone, the amounts
in question are not very large.
Yet when this process is
continued for a decade or two or three, clearly minuscule annual
merit raises assume a much larger significance with respect to
both the total amount of money earned over a lifetime and the
ultimate salary attained, as it in turn determines how well the
faculty member can live out his years after retiring from the
university.
The discrepancy thus created between a regular state
employee and a faculty member looms even larger when different
faculty members start with different market-conditioned salaries.
The professor in Business Administration, for example, who starts
with a salary of $65,000 and gets a certain percentage merit
raise for his excellent work is clearly going to be considerably
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better off ten years later than the professor in the Humanities
who starts at a salary of $30,000 and receives the same
percentage of merit pay for his equally excellent work.
Notwithstanding all of these complications, however, there
is agreement in this committee that faculty members who excel
ought be be rewarded with a larger increase in pay than those who
do not. Merit pay thus has its merits, and the committee would
incline to recommend its continued application unchanged were it
not for another most serious drawback, namely, the fact that
there is not enough money both to compensate for the erosion of
purchasing power and to reward merit.
When years of low budgets have succeeded in producing salary
levels which are below those in the southeast and have failed to
keep up with inflation, the use of merit pay alone means
increased incomes for some faculty members at the expense of
others.
It also means that people who perform well but are not
in the category of "excellence," automatically will suffer a
lower standard of living.
The state administration recognizes
the inherent danger in such a development and makes up for it by
giving across-the-board raises.
The university, on the other
hand, does not, and thereby actively contributes to the relative
impoverishment of those members among its faculty who are merely
performing satisfactorily.
Low morale because of regular low salaries is then
compounded when merit pay is applied as it has been in the past.
This is the more unpalatable as the only group in the university
''family" so affected is the professoriate. Classified employees
fall under the salary regulations of the state and receive the
approved across-the-board raises.
Equally unaffected by merit
considerations is the administrative personnel in the university.
The nature of administrative work is akin to "service'' performed
by the professoriate. We all know that "service" is not only
difficult to measure, it also ranks below the criteria of
scholarship and teaching.
Presumably the same degree of
difficulty of evaluation and measurement pertains to the work of
administrators.
The low amounts in question are another factor which tends
to be ignored in the debate. A few people will receive merit
increases far above those of others, but the majority will be
affected by small differentials of one or two percentum.
For a
professor with an annual salary of $30,000, this means a
difference of $300 or possibly $600.
There should be no illusion
that such piddling amounts produce anything but negative effects
on otherwise productive faculty members. Whatever the effect the
administration expects to achieve with merit pay alone, in the
view of this committee it is not worth the irritation,
disaffection, and lowered morale it causes.
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Caught thus on the horns of the dilemma between a merit-pay
policy that has more disadvantages than advantages and the need
to recognize productivity and excellence, the Faculty Welfare
Committee therefore recommends the following compromise policy:
1.

If the amount of money available for
raises exceeds the annual cost-of-living
increase, there be an across-the-board
raise equivalent to the rate of inflation.
Moneys above this level be distributed
according to merit considerations.

2.

If the amount of money avaiable for
raises is at or below the cost-ofliving increase, the Provost is to
retain 25% of the salary dollars.
The
Provost will distribute this amount to
faculty members who have truly excelled.
The remaining salary pool be distributed
in the form of an across-the-board raise
for all faculty members.
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