dents: A=41.13%,B=42.73%.C=11.82%,D=3.64%,and
F = 0.68%. Data from other courses show similar results for
completion rates, failure rates, GPA’s, and grade distribu-
tions.

Since 1986, 90 students have completed the 20 semesier
hours from the Food Science course list necessary for USDA
Food Technologist certification. Many students arc still
working to complete the requirements for certification.

In general, adult students, especially USDA employces,
are motivatcd and mature individuals who participate in this
program because it gives them the opportunity for profes-
sional advancement. The GPA’S are high, indicating the
students’ motivation and ability to learn from the video-
taped course, and their interest in the field and the future of
food quality control.

Recognizing Kansas State University’s cfforts, the Na-
tional University Continuing Education Association pre-
sented the KSU Division of Cont. Ed. with the Region V New
Credit Program Award. The KSU “*USDA Food Technolo-
gist Certificate Program’’ received this award in 1987 and
1988.

In conclusion, food industry employees nced more train-
ing and education to meet increasing pressurc on the food
industry to provide a safe and wholcsome food supply. The
video-taped and guided independent study program at KSU
is helping food companies and employees meet this need
without sacrificing work hours or company time. Past suc-
cess of using vidco-taped courscs shows a willingness by
individual students and Kansas State Univcrsity to invest in
the education of food industry personnel. Besides meeting
USDA-FSIS requircments for meat and poultry inspectors,
other food science personnel such as quality control pcople,
dicticians, institutional food handling cmployces, and public
health employees arc benefitting from the courses.
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Dissection of
An Academic Merit
Pay System

Tony Seykora and Janet Donlin

Abstract

Thirty faculty and administrators ar the University of
Minnesota, Waseca were surveyed in regard to the merit pay
system. Of the twenty-one criteria presented for a merit
system, all were rated as being important. Criteria that were
deemed most important were that the system be non-dis-
criminatory, judged by competent, unbiased evaluators, that
the process not demoralize faculty and encourage coopera-
tion among faculty. The merit system currently being used
was not rated well on many of the criteria. Faculty and
administrators were optimistic that a merit system could be
developed that would be beneficial to both the faculty and the
University.

Introduction

Merit pay is a method for recognizing and rewarding
excellence (Burrill, 1989). Idealistically, the outcome of a
merit system would be 1o eliminate the mediocre and in-
creasc the incidence of excellent teaching. Unfortunately,
merit pay systems cfiecn have not delivered the promised
outcome but instcad caused fragmentation of faculty, adver-
sarial rclationships between faculty and administration, and
demoralization of many (Burnside, 1989).

A structured merit system has been used at the University
of Minnesota, Waseca (UMW) for eight years. It was origi-
nated by a committec of faculty and administrators. A merit
evaluation form was developed that is complcted by the
faculty member for annual review. The completed forms are
objcctively cvaluated and assigned points by a three member
committee of administrators based on the following criteria:
Teaching, 60 pts.; Scholarly Activity, 20 pts.; Service, 15
pts.; and Professional Growth, 5 pts. and merit pay is awarded
from the pool of merit moncy based upon points assigned.
Faculty members are basically ranked from top to bottom. If
onc faculty member gets a high meril raise, there is lcss
moncy available for the rest of the faculty. Merit pay
accounts for about one-half of the total salary increases given
cach ycar. The system has undergonc several revisions and
refincments throughout the years but has not gained popular
support from the faculty. In fact, the level of acceptance by
facully has decreasced dramatically over the years.

The objectives of this study were to:

1. Have UMW faculty prioritize possible criteria of merit/

salary adjustment systems.

2. Have UMW faculty judge the present merit system

NACTA Journal -- June 1991

Seykora is an associate professor and Donlin is an assistant professor at
the University of Minnesota, Waseca, 1000 University Drive SW,
Waseca, MN 56093,

19



relative to how well it meets different criteria.
3. Survey the UMW faculty regarding their general per-
ceptions on how well the merit system has worked.

Materials and Methods

Alistof twenty-one possible criteria of merit pay systems
was compiled from gleaning the literature (Brown, 1984;
Burrill, 1989; Douglas, 1984: Evangelkauf, 1984: and
Magnusen, 1987.) Using a confidential survey instrument,
thirty faculty and administrators were asked to rate the
criteria using a scale of 1109 (1: not important, 3: somewhat
important, 5: important, 7: very important, 9: extremely
important). In a second column, they were asked to indicate
how well they felt the present merit system met the criteria
using a scale of 1 109 (1: not at all, 3: somewhalt. 5: well, 7:
very well, 9: extremely well). In addition, ten questions were
compiled to address general attitudes toward a merit system.
These ten questions were answered using a scale of 1
(disagree) to 9 (agree). Background data was asked relative
to gender, rank, years of service and current salary.

Results and Discussion

Receiving a rating of 8.2, ‘*standards of performance are
free of discrimination’” was ranked highest of the 21 criteria
presented in the survey (Table 1). There was a slight differ-
ence based on gender. Female faculty/administrators gave it
a rating of 8.9, while male faculty/administrators rated it at
8.0. Ranked second with an average rating of 8.1 was
*‘Judged by competent, unbiased evaluators’”. Ranked third
and fourth (rating 8.0) were *‘Merit review process does not
demoralize faculty’” and ‘*Encourages cooperation among
colleagues’’. ‘‘Equitable 1o all faculty regardless of term of
appointment’’ was ranked 5th. Of the twenty-one criteria
listed, even those ranked last were rated as being important
by faculty. The lowest ranking criteria received an average
rating of 5.5 which puts it in the “important’” range on the
scale used. This would indicate that all criteria were deemed
important and should be considered when devising and
implementing a merit system.

The general dissatisfaction with the current merit system
is reflected in the overall low scores it received for meeting
the various criteria (second column in Table 1). The current
merit system was rated highest on confidentiality (criteria
#15 in Table 1), free from discrimination (#1) and consis-
tency of the process (#17). The system scored lowest in
preventing demoralization of faculty (#3), encouraging
cooperation (#4) and giving assistance to facully receiving
low ratings (#11). The average rating of the current merit
system for the 21 criteria was only 3.2 on the 1 10 9 scale.
Failure to meet criteria deemed important by the faculty and
administrators probably accounts for its poor acceptance by
the faculty.

The faculty and administration’s general perceptions on
the merit system are presented in Table 2. The average score
on many of theitems fell into the neutral range. However, the
respondees did feel rather strongly that the present merit
system does not work well (item #10), It received an average
score of only 2.7. Not surprisingly, the faculty who said that
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they typically fell into the bottom one-third on merit scored
the statement *‘Our present merit system has worked well”’,
the lowest (1.3 on a 1 to 9 scale). Even so, the faculty who
stated that they ranked in the top onc-third on merit only

Table 1. Criteria of Merit Systems Ranked by UMW Faculty

Avg. Rating Criteria Met by
of Importance*Present System**

82 43 1. Standards of performance are free of
discrimination (gender, age, marital
status, etc.).

8.1 29 2. Judged by competent, unbiased
evaluators.

8.0 1.9 3. Merit review process does not demor-
alize faculty.

8.0 2.0 4. Encourages cooperation among col-
leagues.

7.7 34 5. Equitable to all faculty regardless of
term of appointment (12 month vs. 9
menth appointments).

7.7 34 6. There is mutual agreement (between

the director and individual) on the
criteria that will be used for the evalu-
ation process.

7.5 34 7. Encourages excellence by rewarding
meritorious performance.

7.4 33 8. Docs a good job of evaluating und
rewarding diverse attributes and ac-
tivities.

7.4 31 9. Safeguards against exaggerations or
misrepresentations on merit review
forms.

73 23 10. Prevents adversarial relationships
between faculty and administration.

73 2.0 11. Faculty receiving low ratings should
be given developmental assistance.

73 3.8 12. A process that is simple and easy to
understand.

7.2 32 13. An adequate appeals process in place

to provide opportunity to challenge
merit rating decision.

72 35 14. Results of the review returned in a
timely fashion.

6.9 4.7 15. Confidentiality is maintained at all
times.

6.5 2.7 16. Annual review of performance with

supervisor separate from merit/sal-
ary adjustment review.

6.4 4.1 17. Consistency of the process (forms,
standards don’t change year to year).

6.1 3.7 18. A minimum amount of time is neces-
sary to complete the forms.

6.0 3.2 19. Consistency in amount of merit or
salary adjustment monies that are
avajlable one year to the next.

5.8 3.5 20. Merit rating established by peers.

55 2.6 21. Recognizes past salary inequities.

* Criteria rated on scale of 1 (not important) to 9 (extremely
important).

** Present systems ability to meet criteria from 1 (not at all) to 9
(extremely well).
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Table 2. General Perceptions on the Merit System.

Avg. Score*

3.6 1. Overall faculty performance would decline with-
out a merit system in place.

2.4 2. Overall, our present merit system has been bene-
ficial to both the facuity and UMW,

6.0 3. T believe a merit/evaluation system could be
developed that would be beneficial to both the
faculty and UMW.

53 4. Merit raises should be 2 one time bonus, rather
than added to the base salary.

5.6 5. An annual merit review process segments a fac-
ulty member’s carcer unnaturally - alonger time
span(2-3 years) should be utilized toget a clcarer
picture of performance.

3.9 6. A person’s base salary should be taken into ac-
count when deciding if that person deserves a
raise or ‘‘merit’".

6.0 7. Qur present system undervalues the importance
of *‘years of experience” (teaching, industry,
etc.) when making rating decisions.

34 8. Faculty of higher rank should be financially
rewarded more than they presently are com-
pared to faculty of lower rank.

55 9. There should be an automatic salary adjustment
for faculty earning advanced degrees while at
UMW,

27 10. Our present merit system has worked well.

* Scored on 1 to 9 scale with I being *‘disagree’’, 5 “*neutral’’, and 9
‘tagree’’.

scored the statement an average of 3.1 indicating general
dissatisfaction throughout the faculty.

The respondees felt the merit system has not been bene-
ficial (#2 scored 2.4), that overall faculty performance would
not decline without a merit system in place (#1 scorcd 3.6).
Even though there was dissatisfaction with the present merit
system, faculty and administrators remaincd somewhalt opti-
mistic that a merit system could be developed that would be
beneficial to both the faculty and the University (item #3
received an average scorc of 6.0).

Conclusions

The present merit sysiem in use has demoralized faculty,
ranking many low without resourccs available for develop-
mental assistance. The competitive nature of the system has
discouraged cooperation among faculty and lead to an ad ver-
sarial relationship with the administration.

Discussion is currently underway to devclop a new merit
system at UMW. Hopefully, by considering the 21 criteria
listed in this survey in the development of the plan, a useful
system can be developed that will truly help motivate and
encourage cxcellence in teaching.
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SURVEY

Retention of Poultry Faculty
And Poultry Departments

Joe Berry, Richard Reynells, Mike Hewlett,
Tony Pescatore and Don Bell

The number of poultry faculty positions has gone down in
many universitics across the United States. This loss of
positions has not come without warning (Reynells, 1988). A
decline of teaching positions can probably be linked with a
reduction in student numbers (Pescatore, 1988). To improve
student numbers an active recruiting program may be needed,
or at lcast efforts may need to be directed toward prospective
students to acquaint them with industry needs. To improve
success in recruiting efforts it may be appropriate that
members of particular youth groups be targeted. Bradley
(1988) suggested that a majority of students majoring in
poultry science have a farm, 4-H, or Fuwure Farmers of
America background. University teaching programs are usually
reviewed in reference to declining student numbers, how-
ever, since research is also a vital university function it must
be considered a factor in the loss of poultry positions (Cook,
1988). Another university function, extension education,
should also be addressed in reference 10 meeting industry
needs and determining what the employment needs of the
industry are and may be in the future. Smith (1988) suggested
that extcnsion may need to move away from production
oriented programs and provide more focus on the arca of
public policy.

In an effort to gain some insight into the cause and
determine what might be donc to continue to provide well-
trained students to the poultry industry, a university and
industry survey was conducted. The industry survey was
conducted among pouliry companics to determine the back-
ground of current employces and their future needs in order
10 assist universitics in doing a better job of training students
to meet industry needs. The university survey was conducted

Berry is with the Oklahoma State University, Stillwater, Oklahoma;
Reynells is with the USDA, Extension Service, Washington; Hewlett is at
Virginia PolyTech Institute, Blacksburg, Virginia; Pescatore is at the
University of Kentucky, Lexington, Kentucky; and Bell is with the
University of California, Riverside, California.

Burrill, D.A. (1989). Merit Pay in Higher Education:
Counterpoint. AACJC Journal. March 1989.

Douglas, J.M. (1984). Salary and Compensation Method-
ology in Acadcmy Collective Bargaining. Journal of the
College University Personnel Association. 35: 1-6.

Evangelkauf, J. (1984). Setting Pay Raises for Faculty
Members. Chronicle of Higher Education. 28: 17-20.

Magnusen, K.O. (1987). Faculty Evaluation, Perform-
ance, and Pay. Journal of lligher Education. 58: 516-29.

21





