
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 393 389 HE 029 065

TITLE The Faculty Reward System in Public Universities.
INSTITUTION Ohio State Legislative Office of Education Oversight,

Columbus.
PUB DATE Jul 93
NOTE 22p.

PUB TYPE Information Analyses (070) Viewpoints
(Opinion/Position Papers, Essays, etc.) (120)

Reports Evaluative/Feasibility (142)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC01 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS *College Faculty; Employment Practices; *Faculty

Promotion; Faculty Publishing; Higher Education;
Nontenured Faculty; *Productivity; *Publish or Perish
Issue; *Rewards; State Schools; Teacher Evaluation;
*Tenure; Tenured Faculty; Time Management

IDENTIFIERS *Ohio

ABSTRACT
This study examined the faculty reward system in

public universities to ascertain how the current system affects
faculty use of time especially by faculty at Ohio's 13 public
universities. The study reviewed how university norms and incentives
regarding promotion and tenure influence a faculty member's decision
to focus on research over teaching and service. Findings suggest that
promotion and tenure decisions are most heavily based on research
productivity with three reasons noted for this unbalanced approach:
(1) national competition for university prestige; (2) lack of
clear-cut standards for judging teaching and service; and (3)
existence of a national, educational culture that stresses research
publication. The imbalance favoring research leads to three primary
consequences that should concern education: first, a negative impact
on undergraduate education resulting directly from from the lack of
emphasis on teaching; second, a lack of attention given to service so
faculty are less likely to share their knowledge outside of academic
circles; and third, a lack of collaboration among faculty, because
faculty are seldom rewarded for working within or across disciplines.
Appendixes include the faculty reward study interview questions and a
comment on the report by the Chancellor of the Ohio Board of Regents.
(Contains 22 references.) (NAV)

***********************************************************************

Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made
* from the original document.
***********************************************************************



TAME477 11 112 WAND

PLIELIKO WEVIMIES1111111 E0

U S DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Office ot Eoucai.onat lasearch and Improvement

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

0...As document has been reproduced as
received horn the person or organization
Originating it

0 Minor changes have been made to
improve reproduction quality

Points of vied, or opinions stated in this
document do not necessar.ty represent
ollicial OERI position or policy

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL

HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Legislative Office of
Education Oversight
State of Ohio

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

LEGISLATIVE OFFICE OF EDUCATION OVERSIGHT
COLUMBUS, OHIO

July 1993

2 Deeir ""Ent AtIAII A 1211 e

Ff.



LEGISLATIVE OFFICE OF EDUCATION OVERSIGHT

COLUMBUS, 01110

July 1993

LEGISLATIVE OFFICE OF EDUCATION OVERSIGHT

30 EAST BROAD STREET - 27TH FLOOR
COLUMBUS, OH 43266

Tr ltylione (614) 752-9686

REPRESENTATIVES

Daniel P. Troy, Chairman
Michael A. Fox
Randall Gardner
Ronald Gerberry
Wayne M. Jones

SENATORS

Linda Furney
Jan Michael Long
Scott Oe !stager
Richard Schafrath
H. Cooper Snyder

DIRECTOR

Paul Marshall

PROJECT MA1VAGER

Jennifer Priest

RESEARCH STAFF

M. Christy Tull

The Legislative Office of Education Oversight (L0E0) serves as

staff to the Legislative Committee on Education Oversight.

Created by the Ohio General Assembly in 1989, the Office conducts

studies of education-related activities funded wholly or in part by

the state of Ohio.

This is a report of the LOE0 to the Legislative Committee on

Education Oversight. This report of the LOE0 staff does not
necessarily reflect the views of the Committee or any of its

members.



P lun3ej Ausianiun Aq passaappe 
Alampajja aq lou Amu swanoad xaldwo3.1qnsai e sy sauudpsip SSOM 10 UNUM 

watuo qqm Suppom Joj pap:emu wows an AN; asne3aq 4Cqn 3ej Suowe uope1ogeno3 

jo 'pc! e s! watt; l(eum val3.43 alwapeav jo 'ammo allpalmou)! alatu netts oi 
Aim S'Sai a.TE Aurt Jej Os °O3fAJOS 01 uaimil uoDuaue jo vel e s! wag; 'puo3as luitpeai 

uo sisetidwa jo vel ato Aq papeduq AlanueSau aq Artu uope3npa alenpvillapun 

'pill .sa3uanbasuo3 Aretupd aaitli 01 spa! tpieasal 2uponej a3uvieqw! atm 

satusaan!un u! siaaie) alelt1 oi iapio u! 9ultislmnd ioj suuou oi aiagpe 
Isntu siossajold .suoue3liqnd tp.reasai sa2eano3ua tplqm a.mqn3 reuotieu e p ped 

an siaqtuaw Amu; 'mu. .33Imas JO ktumeal jo Amenb alp a2prif ol si q uetll siewnot 

3!tuape3e u! patisuqnd sapuie tp.reasai au luno3 ol Ja!sea sIll'senalnal uolioluold pue 
aintia) %tuna .a3was pue Etultpea) gu!Spn( Jo] spaepue)s 1n3nap ou axe way Vuopas 

agusaid sit!) AIR tpIllhi, queasai Auensn s! 4! pug 'a2usaid ioj salilslaniun Suolue 

uolmadwo3 reuolleu e s4 way' lsqg a3vtias pue 2u meal Imo tpieasai jo a3trereqtu! 

AD loj suoseal luetupd aaltp axe emu vuoispap uonowold pue ainual u! tp.reasal 

o) uanI2 Anensn si 1491aht Ism atn 'papiemal aq 0) axe krue; Limn% Ior-aaltuas 

pue lunpea) N3.reasalepani3 [Jams aanu ale wag; tignotme leg) punoj pan 
awpwd 

.ssaaold awes atu Omit!) uaaq Amite aneq otim Annaej 

painual jo Alanisnpxa ;some pasodwo3 are *tom s,a;epunte3 e 2wmaltia1 saamunu03 

ata lquamun aql p amino sanss! ol ascpadxa SuAdde pue saalqwwo3 Aqsaattrun 

uo guppom sapnpw aa!mas 10j uonepadxa atu .a3puas pue lultpeal 'tpleasal 

--epaqa auto o) Stqpio33e 3pom s,a)eplpue3 e mainai s3amtutuo3 Aquaniun ietualul 

JO sauas e Swim; samonul aanuai 2upqa3a1 JO palOtUOld Swag jo ssa3old atm 

.samsiamun u! spiemai wepulug!s aqi are 

Slue.' Ailr De) anti) *ON) palowold 2tqaq pue ainuNSwAla3au luamulodde Sulam 
Ire iaqwaw Alin 3ej at!) omit o) Aqs.taniun aqi Aq ;uatuqwwo3 e s! ainuai, .smalttal 

. Injssa33ns pue a3uapadxa jo mai( wianas ,za);e alma) 103 alq!Sqla aq !um AN! 2upeatu 
'suomsod veil-alnual. ow! paiN itensn an Allmej Alisiatt!un aumind 

puriol2vva 

aalmas pue 2u!-kpa) iatio tp.reasai uo sroo; 0) uo!spap sfialquiatu kuroe; e 

a3uarin utntpight sannuaaul pue suuou Avis latilun all) sumdxa tioda; sm .aurg iRt-1) 

puads liiirtaej AIN spajje tualsits sitp sAem au aql.osap o) sapisiattlun3Hqnd u! tuapAs 

Pirmal 41n3e) NI PalPnis (0301) lAsia^0 uope3np3 jo ODWO aMMSPal ata 

S31.1.1S113AINII Dr IfIna NI I01131SAS CII1VM311 Arinava 3111 

AIIVIIINfIS 

661 AInf 



July 1993

FACULTY REWARD SYSTEMS IN PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The Legish.:tive Office of Education Oversight (L0E0) serves as staff to the
Legislative Committee on Education Oversight. Created by the Ohio General Assembly

in 1989, the Office studies education-related activities funded wholly or in part by the

state of Ohio.

This is a report of the LOE0 to the Legislative Committee on Education

Oversight. Conclusions in this report are those of the LOE0 and do not necessarily

reflect the view of the Committee or any of its members.

Legislators have expressed an interest in faculty workload. This'report describes

the reward system which helps determine how faculty members spend their time.

LOE0 explains the university norms and incentives which can influence a faculty
member's decision to focus on research over teaching and service.

As described by Ernest 13oyer of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement

of Teaching:

At the very heart of the current debate the single

concern around which all others pivot - is the issue of faculty
time. What's really being called into question is the reward
system and the key issue is this: What activities of the
professoriate are most highly prized? After all, it's futile to
talk about improving the quality of teaching if, in the end,
faculty are not given recognition for the time they spend with
students.

BACKGROUND

Ohio's public institutions of higher education include 13 universities with 25

branch campuses, 13 technical colleges, 10 community colleges, and two free-standing

medical schools. This report focuses on how faculty are rewarded at Ohio's 13 public

universities, also referred to in this document as "four-year institutions." Many of the

policies and issues related to the reward system at four-year institutions also affect their

branch campuses.



REPORT ORGANIZATION

This report describes the issues surrounding the faculty reward system. Chapter

II explains how universities are organized and how faculty are rewarded within them.

Chapter III discusses the imbalance in research over teaching and service in faculty

reward decisions, and Chapter IV suggests future considerations for addressing faculty

reward issues. Appendix A provides a selected bibliography. The questions used to

interview faculty and administrators are in Appendix B.

6
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CHAPTER II
FACULTY POSITIONS AND REWARDS

The way faculty members are rewarded is a function of how universities are

organized and their expectations of those in faculty positions. To understand why

faculty members use their time as they do, it is important to understand the structure

and norms of the university.

Universities are organized into separate colleges and each college into separate

academic departments. Sometimes departments are further subdivided into program

areas. The typical organization for four-year institutions is shown in Exhibit 1. This

structure has a significant impact on the faculty reward system because faculty

committees within each department are instrumental in deciding who receives tenure

and promotion within the department.

FACULTY POSITIONS

Faculty members are hired into a particular program area or department. Their

responsibilities include teaching courses, advising students, conducting research,
developing curricula or course material, serving on faculty committees, and sharing their

expertise with the community beyond the university. Their responsibilities vary

depending on the department in which they work, because each department has its own

expectations and criteria for rewarding faculty.

Typically, the positions of college deans and department chairpersons are

occupied by individuals who were once full-time faculty. Chairpersons and deans

usually retain their membership in the faculty regardless of whethe: they continue to

teach.

Four-vear institutions employ part-time and full-time faculty. Part-time faculty

often include adjunct professors and instructors. Adjunct professors are typically

employed outside the university and are occasionally invited to teach a course in an area

related to t:,-;ir profession. Instructors may be full- or part-time. In addition, graduate

students may serve as teaching assistants on a part-time basis.

Full-time faculty are hired either into "tenure-track" or "nontenure-track" positions.

Tenure-track faculty are eligible for tenure status after several years of service and

successful reviews. Instructors are typically in nontenure-track positions.

The granting of tenure signifies a commitment by the university to give the

faculty member an ongoing appointment upon completion of stated criteria. This

-4-
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The practice of granting tenure stems from universities' desire to protect

academic freedom--the search for knowledge and its free presentation. When academic

freedom was first accepted as university policy in 1925, its purpose was to protect the

research and teaching of ideas which may have been unpopular at the time. Included

in the concept of academic freedom is the responsibility to present material and

viewpoints in a balanced way. The protection of academic freedom is considered

fundamental to the advancement of knowledge through teaching and research, and to

ensure the rights of teachers and students.

Across 12 of Ohio's 13 public universities, the proportion of tenured full-time

faculty ranges from 65 to 78 percent. These percentages are consistent with national

statistics. In Ohio's newest and smallest university, Shawnee State, 37 percent of full-

time faculty are tenured.

Ranks of tenure-track professors

Faculty at four-year institutions are usually hired into tenure-track positions as

assistant professors, and they advance to the ranks of associate professors and full

professors, as shown in Exhibit 2.

EXHIBIT 2

TYPES OF FACULTY POSITIONS

L

AssiTENURE-TRACK RANKS

stant Professor
(tenure derision made here)

Associate Professor

Full Professor

NON-TENURE-TRACK TITLES

Instructors or Adjunct Faculty

Tenure-track positions at four-year institutions usually begin as a series of one-

year renewable appointments. Some universities review assistant professors annually

during the five to seven years prior to the tenure decision. These reviews ensure

assistant professors are completing the amount and types of work which eventually will

earn them tenure.



EXHIBIT 3

TYPICAL STEPS IN THE FACULTY REVIEW PROCESS

1. Department level faculty committee reviews
portfolio and votes whether to recommend
candidate;

2. Department chairperson makes independent
decision;

3. College-level faculty committee reviews port-
folio and votes whether to recommend
candidate;

a
4. Dean of College makes independent decision;

5. Provost makes independent decision; and

6. Board of Tr istees gives final approval.

-8-



CHAPTER III

IMBALANCE OF RESEARCH OVER TEACHING AND SERVICE

From its review of the literature on this topic, LOE0 concludes that, nationally,

there is an imbalance in the faculty reward system which prizes research over other

faculty activities. Although universities state that three criteria--research, teaching, and

service--are considered in rewarding faculty, the most weight tends to be given to

research. This is true even at the institutions which report they are teaching-oriented.

Faculty tend to be promoted or granted tenure more readily as a result of their research

than for any other activity.

Focus on research

The research conducted at universities is often important to national, state, and

local interests. h-;earch is needed to expand basic knowledge as well as to apply new

findings to currei,, problems. Policy makers and reporters often turn to experts at

universities when they need immediate, impartial information on a topic new to the

public's attention. They rely on the fact that professors at universities have become

specialists on these topics through years of research. In addition, conducting research

may help faculty stay current in their disciplines, which can improve teaching.

However, it is the emphasis on research over other valuable faculty work which

concerns policy makers, students, parents, and the general public.

For example, according to a 1990 survey of university faculty conducted by the

National Endowment for the Humanities, 71 percent of faculty report their interests lean

toward or lay primarily in teaching. However, faculty report the "road to success--or

even survivalin the academic world is through publishing."

In his survey of professors of education at public universities, Roger Soder found

that 93 percent of those at flagship institutions and 73 percent of those at major

institutions described research as essential for tenure. Teaching, on the other hand, was

perceived as essential by 17 percent and 40 percent, respectively. However, more than

78 percent of these professors would prefer teaching to be essential for tenure. The

Higher Education Research Institute's 1991 study reported that 44 percent.of faculty at

public institutions felt that demands for research interfered with teaching.

A study conducted by Alene Bycer Russell for the State Higher Education

Executive Officers concluded that the research university has become the model

emulated by other four-year institutions. Yet this shift in mission may not be beneficial.



According to those interviewed, service contributions carry little to no weight in

tenure decisions and are only marginally more important during promotion decisions.

Service is described as being "tagged on" at the end of the tenure and promotion review

process by one university administrator. Respondents said that service never

compensates for less than adequate research or teaching when tenure decisions are

made. As a result, untenured faculty members are advised to focus on developing their

teaching and their research programs.

This finding supports a 1992 LOE0 study of Ohio's Urban University Program.

Although specifically funded by the state to bring university expertise to bear on urban

problems, faculty members engaged in Urban University Program activities generally

were not rewarded for such efforts, unless they were also able to publish this work in

academic journals.

However, two university sources said there are sometimes exceptions in terms of

promotions. A professor may be promoted based on good teachin& less than adequate

research, but outstanding service. To be promoted to a full professor, one university

administrator interviewed by LOEO expects quality performance in service in addition

to strong research and teaching.

FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO IMBALANCE

The imbalance of research over teaching and service in the faculty reward system

is due to a combination of three factors, and their effects on one another. These factors

are embedded in the process of granting promotions and tenure to faculty at four-year

institutions throughout the country. They include:

I. A national competition among universities for prestige, funds, faculty, and

students;

2. The perceived difficulty of assessing faculty work other than research; and

3. Tlw nationwide culture of universities.

National competition among universities

Universities compete nationally for prestige, and its accompanying funds, faculty,

and students. The colleges and departments within universities compete for recognition



researchers, and who can help win research grants from federal and state governments

and corporations.

Universities' competition for faculty members adds pressure to individual faculty

to do research and publish articles in prestigious academic journals. In addition to

enhancing the reputation of their institution, and increasing their own potential for

promotions or tenure, research helps individual careers. Since highly regarded

researchers are valued by universities, faculty members continue to research and publish

in order to increase their ability to seek employment at increasingly more prestigious

universities.

Competition for students. Public institutions of higher education receive state

funding based upon enrollment--another incentive to attract and retain students.

Therefore, universities also compete for students. Institutions with faculty members

known for their research, or institutions known for their exceptional departments or

colleges, attract more applicants, particularly at the graduate level. The ability to choose

among applicants increases the quality of students enrolled in a university, and this adds

to the overall prestige of the institution. The prestige of a university enables it to

maintain high student enrollment.

Overall, the competition for prestige affects universities' goals for themselves, and

their criteria for rewarding faculty. If research is the activity that brings in funds,

faculty, and students in the national marketplace, then it will overshadow the local

impact of teaching and service in the universities' mission and reward system.

Difficulty of assessing faculty work

Although all academic departments state they value a combination of research,

teaching, and service, they find it difficult to assess these criteria equally. To summarize

a number of writers on this topic, research activities which result in published articles

are the most straightforward assessment tool when considering a tenure or promotion

candidate's contributions. Two university personnel interviewed by L0E0 described

research as "the easiest to judge."

judging publications. A faculty member's research contribution is Usually

assessed by looking at articles published in what are called "refereed" academic journals.

These periodicals only publish articles after a rigorous "blind" review, during which

academicians in the same field critique the submitted article without knowing who

submitted the piece or with which university the author is associated.



in the eyes of colleagues in other disciplines. This creates a particularly ironic imbalance

of research over teaching in the vely discipline that focuses on education.

Faculty norms. Tenured faculty often are instrumental in granting rewards to

individuals and influencing campus policies pertaining to the reward system. As noted

in Exhibit 3, faculty serve on department- and college-level committees which award

tenure and promotions. They determine how research, teaching, and service are

weighed in these deliberations. Although faculty surveys report that they would prefer

to give more consideration for teaching and service, faculty members continue to value

research more when deciding who in their department will be promoted or tenured.

Faculty may be reluctant to change the university cunt', e because doing research

has become a criterion for entering the profession. In order to obtain a Ph.D., students

must demonstrate that they can conduct research. While working on their doctorates,

many students also serve as teaching assistants. However, they are encouraged by their

faculty mentors to focus on their research, rather than their teaching responsibilities.

Consequently, "professor as researcher" becomes the model passed on to the next

generation of faculty.

Once hired, untenured assistant professors are socialized to publish and attend

to graduate students, according to James Fairweather's study for the National Center on

Postsecondary Teaching, Learning, and Assessment. They must adopt the norms of

conducting and publishing their research in order to become tenured. However, there

are few incentives for new faculty to focus on their teaching.

Furthermore, faculty are discouraged from collaborating because tenure and

promotion review committees are unable to distinguish which faculty memberdid which

portion of the work. Recognition for research and published articles is more attainable

if one works independently.

There is also an incentive for faculty members to be somewhat secretive about

their research projects since refereed academic journals will only publish original

research. Faculty members do not want others to learn about their projects and perhaps

complete similar work publish similar results, and eliminate their chance of publishing.

An important aspect of the university culture is the fact that it is national

culture. Faculty members are socialized into a national, and even international, society

of peers in their academic disciplines. The national rn, ketplace for prestige, research

funds, faculty members, and students reinforces the same set of values across individual

-16- 13



At the same time, there are few incentives for faculty to participate in activities

related to improving teaching. Although universities grant Teacher of the Year awards,

even faculty with heavy teaching loads are not required to formally review their

teaching effectiveness.

A further consequence of the research emphasis is the lack of attention given to

service, especially service to those outside of the university. With the service function

"tagged on" in the tenure and promotion review process, and community service

activities devalued, there is little incentive for faculty members to bring their academic

expertise to bear on the problems faced by cities, schools, or policy makers.

Finally, the existing reward structure provides little encouragement for faculty to

collaborate, either within or across disciplines. Even though some research topics,

particularly complex public policy problems, require an inter-disciplinary perspective,

it is difficult for faculty to be rewarded with tenure or promotion for such efforts.

Consequently, these topics remain unaddressed by faculty members in universities, who

may be in the best position to consider them.

I 4
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CHAPTER IV
FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS

Research is a valuable enterprise at universities. However, faculty reward policies

which overemphasize research have an impact onOhio students, parents, policy makers,

and the general public.

Although many university faculty and administrators recognize the imbalance of

research over teaching and service in the faculty reward system, they feel constrained

by university norms when addressing this issue. Efforts to change the reward system

must recognize that universities are a part of a national marketplace, with similar

structures and norms at most four-year institutions. A change in how one institution or

one state rewards its faculty may make that university less competitive in the existing

system. In addition, universities generally resist external attempts to influence their

internal policies.

In order to balance the criteria for rewarding faculty, universities may need

pressure and incentives from both inside and outside the institution. A study by the

State Higher Education Executive Officers concluded that state governing and

coordinating boards, as well as state legislatures, are now more inclined to become

involved in university policies related to faculty members.

Currently, the Pew Charitable Trust is supporting a study to determine how five

states (Colorado, Maine, New Jersey, Vermont, and Washington) might revise both their

state and university policies in order to create incentives for change within the

universities. The project is paying particular attention to how undergraduate teaching

is rewarded at institutions of higher education in those states.

For example, in 1991 the New Jersey legislature considered encouraging

universities to reward undergraduate teaching. Proposed legislation suggested that

"equal consideration shall be given to effective teaching, scholarly achievement, and

contributions to the college and community" when tenure decisions are considered.

Although this proposal never became law, it did bring considerable attention to the

faculty reward issue.

An example of a national effort to address the faculty reward issue is evident in

two consortia of colleges of education. Both the Holmes Group and the National

Network for Educational Renewal are attempting to combine the faculty roles of

research, teaching, and service as they work more closely with elementary and secondary



In conclusion, what may be needed is a national concerted effort by those inside

and outside universities to de-emphasize the prestige that research brings, and focus on

the fact that undergraduate students and local communities also need the attention of

university faculty.

State legislatures, higher education governing and coordinating boards, as well

as the national organizations to which faculty members in each discipline belong, could

be a part of this effort. According to the studies reviewed for this report, many faculty

members, university administrators, parents, and students would welcome a change in

the current system.

1 6
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March 10, 1993

APPENDIX B

FACULTY REWARD STUDY
INTERVIEW OUESTIONS

Structure

1. Please describe the general structure of your institution with

attention to how it is organized into, ior example, colleges,

departments, and program areas.

2. what percentage of your faculty are tenured or in tenure-track

positions?

a. Of those in tenure-track positions, what percent are

tenured?

3. Please describe the typical steps in a tenure or promotion

review process.

Issues

4. Please briefly describe your institution's mission, and what

faculty hired into tenure-track positions are told about the

university's expectations of them.

a. What are these faculty members told about the colleges'

expectations of them?

b. the department's
expectations of them?

c. Please provide LOE0 with any documentation ot what work

faculty in tenure-track positions are told to focus upon

and document for their tenure and promotion reviews.

5. a. What are the criteria considered during tenure and

promotion reviews? Please describe them separately.

1. Research

2. Teaching

3. Service

b. What is the relative weight assigned to these criteria?

c. Could you describe how this varies from college to

college?

d. From department to department?

e. Does the way in which criteria are weighted create any

problems for your institution?

6. a. Do you know of cases in which faculty members were

promoted or granted tenure on the basis of high quality

research, with less than adequate performance in

teaching?
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OHIO
BOARD
OF
REGENIS

30 EiSt Broad Strut
36rb flax
Columbus. Ohio 43266.0117

Adatinistra6ort: (614) 466-6000

FAX: (614) 466-31166

July 23, 1993

Paul Marshall, Director

Legislative Office of Education Oversight

Rhodes Office Tower
27th Floor
Columbus, Ohio

Dear Paul:

Thank you for sharing your report on faculty reward systems. We

are in general agreement with the basic points of your report, and

our Securing the Future efforts are designed to achieve many of the

recommendations of the report.

We aro moving forward in the implementation of the Securing the

Future recommendations with regard to faculty 'workload. These

recommendations, and the supporting budgetary language, provide us

with an important strategic plan for enhancing undergraduate

instruction. Ws are looking forward to the results of these

efforts and will be sharing them broadly with our colleagues in

education and government.

And, as a significant point, despite the increased emphasis on

enhancing research during the past few decades, Ohio continues to

lag significantly
behind the rest of the country in attracting

federal research funds critical to strengthening the state's

economic base through the development of new initiatives. We are

strongly committed to ensuring that campuses achieve an appropriate

balance between teaching and research such that these kinds of

efforts may continue even as we strengthen undergraduate teaching.

There are significant connections between teaching and research

that need to be preserved.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to respond.

2erely,

Elaine H. Hairston
Chancellor
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