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9.

Dr. Michel Boudart, Professor of Chemistry,, Stanford University
(cosponsored with Sigma Xi).
"Forty Years of Active Centers"
March 29, 1965«
Lecture-Recital •-

75

10.

Mr. John Jacob Niles, Folk Musician.
April 5, I.965 .

600

11.

The Honorable Lee Metcalf, U. S. Senator from Montana.
from Washington" - April 23, 1965 °

12.

The Honorable Margaret Scherf, Representative from Flathead
County, Montana Legislative Assembly (cosponsored with Friends
of the library). "A Lady in a Men's Club" - April 28 , 1965 .

100

13.

Mr, Melvin D. Thom, President, National Indian Youth Council.
"The American Indians' Significance in Contemporary American
Life" - May 5, 1965.

150

ll+.

Mr. Horst Pelckmann, Consul, Federal Republic of Germany.
"Germany's Past on Trial" - May 26, 1965 .

150

"Report

100

During the winter and spring quarters a sub-committee under the chairman
ship of Dr. Robert Hoffmamimdertook a study of the efforts of the Public
Exercises Committee to see if their effectiveness could be increased. In their
report, they recommended that the functions of the Public Exercises and Visiting
Lecturers Committee in bringing lecturers to the campus be amalgamated with the
Special. Events Committee of ASMSU and the work of the Student Union Committee
so that one committee would be responsible for bringing all outside events to
the campus. This would include musical events, both popular and classical,
drama events, art exhibits as well as lecturers. These functions would have
the advantage of increased financial support from those special events for
which admission is charged and the profit from popular events would help to
support those in which a loss was expected. The report of this committee was
taken to Central Board and found considerable support there.
A difficulty arose in the make-up of the committee. In order for the
President to commit appropriated funds for the support of the Public Exercises
Committee, Dr, Johns stated that it would be necessary for at least half of
the committee to be faculty members in the same manner as the present Public
Exercises and Visiting Lecturers Committee is formulated. Central Board
followed the thought that since the major support for such a combined program
would come from the students, they should have only student members on the
committee.

O

In the final action by Central Board the Visiting Lecturers Committee and
their funds from ASMSU were absorbed in the new Public Affairs Committee of
ASMSU and the Public Exercises Committee of the University was not included.
The student Public Affairs Committee has asked the chairman of the faculty
Public Exercises Committee to be an advisory member of the Public Affairs
Committee, but not as a voting member.
The chairman has attended the meetings
of this committee and advised in the preparation of the program of public
affairs for the next academic year.
It is the opinion of the chairman that in a year or so we can overcome the
difficulty of faculty membership on the committee and work out an acceptable
solution. At present the only non-student member of the Public Affairs Com
mittee is Mr. Ray Chapman, Program Director and Assistant Manager, Student Union.
By cooperation with the student committee, the Public Exercises Committee can
bring lecturers to the campus, within the extent of their budget, and fit these
lecturers in with the overall program.
The E. A. Atkinson Memorial Lecture was not given during the academic
year since the speaker desired by the Psychology Department was not available
until next October.
The Public Exercises Committee has obligated a sum of
seven hundred dollars for this lecture and this sum has been withheld from the
funds of the Visiting Lecturers Committee to cover this obligation. In regard
to the E. A. Atkinson Memorial Lecture, it is recommended that this lecture not
be solely for the Psychology Department but speakers should be drawn from the
many other facets of the University in which Professor Atkinson was interested.
The chairman wishes to express his sincere thanks to Dr. Darrell Inabnit
for his help as Secretary and Treasurer of the Public Exercises Committee.
The volume of correspondence required is large and the details of bringing
speakers to the campus are many.
The -contributions made by the faculty and students serving on the Com
mittee during this past year is noteworthy.
They served with enthusiasm,
donating their talents to the furtherance of formulating a program that would
add to the campus intellectual climate.

RADIATION HAZARDS COMMITTEE
Professor L. H. Harvey,Chairman

The Committee except as indicated below processed routine requests
to use radiation sources. The exception was a request to use a moisture
determination gauge containing a 100 millecurie neutron source. This was
denied because the applicant did not have any training in using radiation
sources.
Many research projects on canrpus would benefit from use of radiation
sources but few researchers have the necessary training in their safe
handling.
This training requires about the equivalent of a 5 cr quarter
course.
It might be worthwhile to find how many of the staff could use
this training and how it could be accomplished on this campus.
The activities carried on by the University under the AEC license
were inspected by the AEC Division of Compliance. Discrepancies noted
were mainly those of bookkeeping except for a required "wipe test" not
performed. All have been corrected.
The committee is very concerned because of water leakage in the
isotope bunker, HS20. This creates dangerous conditions in the stored
isotopes and wastes.
It also considers that it would be very desirable to
install shelves there and in HS^-10 to make it possible to protect materials
and equipment stored there.
Part of the materials and equipment which should be here are at the
Biological Station. They were bought on funds granted by the AEC to con
duct a Radiation Biology Institute at the Station. We feel that these
special supplies and equipment should be brought to the campus where they
could be used for this kind of work.
If left at the Station they will
be used for unsuitable purposes.
This is particularly true because many
are very expensive and will be used where much cheaper material is
satisfactory.

salary and proi oticms coih-iiit e e

Annual Report —

1964-65

Professor Robert W, Fields, Chairman

The Salary and Promotions Committee, throughout the 1964-65 academic year,
continued to emphasize the major problems that it had identified in previous
years. Prime among these were the apparent differences of philosophy between
faculty viewpoint and that of the Administration in terms of; what policies
should govern, how the faculty should be evaluated, who should evaluate the
faculty, and what kind of salary and promotion pattern is best for this Univer
sity?
The following report is a summary of the activities of the Salary and Pro
motions Committee during the 1964-65 academic year. Throughout its content
problems are reported, sore of which are now solved, others that are partially
solved, and still others that remain unsolved. The Salary and Promotions Com
mittee feels that much ground has been gained toward attaining a level of sta
bility and Faculty-Administration cooperation that has been hoped for but never
yet attained on this campus. Further and continuing efforts in that direction
must be made if the staff of this University is to efficiently fulfill its ob
ligations as teachers, scholars, researchers and administrators charged with
the task of educating those who choose to come to Montana State University.
The 1964-65 Salary and Promotions Carmittee consisted of the following
members: representing the Arts, Dr. F. L. Brissey and Dr. Robert Turner;
representing the Sciences, Dr. R. W. Fields (Chairman of the Committee), and
Dr. M. J. Nakamura; representing the Schools, Dr. L. Oakland and Mr. A. Stone.
Mr. Stone resigned in December 1964 and Mr. E. Briggs was elected as his re
placement.
Autumn 1964
The report for the Autumn quarter covers the period from June 6, 1964 to
December 10, 1964. In the period from June 6 to July 2 a series of five meet
ings was held with the Board of Academic Deans, plus three meetings of the
Committee, and one meeting of tire Committee with President Johns. The latter
meeting was on June 15. Each of these meetings was held in relation to the
President's request that the Board of Academic Deans in consultation with the
Salary and Promotions Committee construct a system of policies and procedures
for use in the 1965-66 appraisal process.
/
At the beginning of the Fall quarter another series of five meetings was
held with the Board of Academic Deans, with an additional fifteen meetings of
the Committee, two meetings of the Salary and Promotions Carmittee with tire

-2Budget and Policy Committee, and one additional meeting with the Board of
Academic Deans and President Johns, this last meeting on October 14. This
amounts to a total of thirty-two meetings since June 6.
The meeting with President Johns and the Board of Academic Deans followed
the Salary and Promotions Corrmittee's report to the President on October 6 .
That report is repeated here?
"MEMO TO:

FROM:
SUBJECT:

President Robert Johns
Salary and Prom otions Corrmittee
Statement of the Salary and Promotions Committee's
Position in the Evaluation Procedures.

The Salary and Promotions Committee, as a faculty-elected body
with prescribed duties and responsibilities to the faculty, has and
will continue to make every effort to assist and advise the admin
istration in making sound and just personnel policy for the faculty.
In this function the Ccnmittee has followed as closely as possible
the principles it feels represent the will of the majority of the
faculty and has attempted to exercise sound and prudent judgment in
following those principles.
In the Committee1s extended deliberations with the Board of
Academic Deans it has maintained its belief that the category of
'Advanced Progression1 as operated for 1964-65 and previous years
is unworkable, without foundation, and is quite unpopular with
both those who get it and those who do not.
Despite this basic difference in opinion between the two groups,
an attempt was made to work out a procedure for faculty evaluation.
The result is the document accompanying this report and the one
submitted by the Board of Academic Deans. It is to be noted that a
number of changes and improvements have been made over the procedure
used last year. However, the Salary and Promotions Ccranittee feels
that it must persist in its position that prior to accepting any
procedure for 'Advanced Progression' a set of ground rules must be
established. Attention is invited to page 7, item 8, of the Annual
Report of the Salary and Promotions Committee, 1963-64. The con
tained statement was taken from a series of points brought to the
attention of the Board of Academic Deans on May 29, 1964, as a . . .
'list of factors that it (the S & P Committee) feels must be clar
ified before furtiier implementation of a system for 1965-66 can be
agreed upon.'
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That statement reads:
'If various categories are to be established for differ
ential salary increments, the criteria for placing a
person in each category should be identified and stan
dardized, and these principles should remain inviolate.1
To date such criteria have not been worked out.
To more clearly emphasize the point, the inclusion of an 'Advanced
Progression' category as presently conceived presumes
1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

6)

that certain members of our faculty are somehow more worthy
than their colleagues and should be rewarded;
that faculty members are to a significant degree motivated
by an extra monetary incentive;
that the University will improve its quality by emphasizing
individual monetary rewards;
that criteria can be stated and used that will discriminate
among colleagues, and presumably criteria in which the
faculty will have confidence;
that the various contributions of individual faculty members
can or should be measured and differentiated one from the
other;
that the award should be in dollar amounts.

Intellectual and artistic contributions are intangible in their
value: it is with great difficulty, therefore, that such values be
accurately measured, or that persons may be differentiated in their
value. Any attempt to so differentiate requires the application of
values and judgments which are lacking in specific and concrete ter
minology and consequently lead to misunderstandings, and to suspicions
that the evaluations are based upon uncertainties, objectionable in
fluences , personal biases, and the encouragement of ingratiation.
For these reasons the Salary and Promotions Conmittee recommended,
at our joint meeting of October 2, 1964, that a one year moratorium be
placed on the 'Advanced Progression' category. The corrmittee felt that
if a full year of study was spent on this problem a workable system
might be found, one that is acceptable to the faculty. The categories
of Normal Progression, Promotion, Tenure, Alignment Adjustment and Area
Market Differential contain problems, but in most of them there is
basis for their continuance, either in state law, long-standing and
understood practice, or in factual information. The problems involved
in the latter five categories may be resolved by reasonable compromise
as we proceed. The recommendation for a moratorium on the 'Advanced
Progression' category was not met with favor by the Board of Academic
Deans. It is nevertheless needed and is hereby strongly recommended
again.

zroo
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Although the Salary and Promotions Ccmnittee agreed to forward to
the President's office the Procedure statements and the suggested
'Nominations system' outline, it was with the understanding that what
ever procedures are favored by the administration they will be put to
a vote of the Faculty Senate for approval, as had been agreed to by
President Johns at his meeting with the Salary and Promotions Com
mittee on June 15, 1964."
Following the joint meeting of October 14, President Johns sent a message
to the Faculty Senate (meeting of October 15). After the Senate meeting of
October 15 the Salary and Promotions Committee went back and met several times
more with the Board of Academic Deans without coming to any major agreements.
At the last of these meetings (November 12) the Salary and Promotions Committee
presented the Board of Academic Deans with a summary statement. That statement
is repeated in fulls
"Statement of Salary and Promotions Committee
Position on Personnel Procedures
I.

Recent discussions with the Board of Deans regarding personnel
policy and related problems have led the Salary and Promotions
Committee to review carefully the policy and procedure statements
that have been proposed thus far. The Committee strongly sup
ports the following points as they have been proposed;
A.

B.

C.

II.

Evaluations of individual faculty members by those most
closely associated with the individual concerned. The committee
feels that this is a fundamental'requirement for sound per
sonnel policy.
Similarly, we feel that the provisions for keeping the faculty
member fully informed of the judgments made about him is
essential to effective personnel procedure.
We further feel that the policy which provides the faculty
member with an opportunity for a meaningful review of his
status is a mandatory feature of the personnel program.

It is the Committee's impression that the last two joint meetings
established the following;
A.

B.

C.

Formulation of personnel policy is a managerial function for
which management must assume the dominant initiative and
responsibility.
Specification of standards for evaluating faculty is logically
prior to assessing the desirability of the concepts and pro
cedures that have been proposed for study by the President.
However, the Board of Academic Deans has indicated that the
specification of standards must yield to a process of judgment
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rendered by those acquainted v;ith the individual and the
academic area involved, and further a system of differential
monetary treatment will be employed for 1965-66 without
further evaluation of the desirability of the system.
III. With respect to the proposed categories in terms of which specific
recommendations are to be made, the Ccmmittee wishes to submit the
following observations;
A.

B.

C.

D.

IV.

There is a need to specify the intent of the 'limited pro
gression' category. In his meeting with the deans and the
Salary and Promotions Committee, the President made it quite
clear that for non-tenured faculty he favored a probationary
period without penalty in salary increase. Presumably, a
similar probationary concept would apply to tenured faculty
for at least one year prior to a salary penalty. The Ccm
mittee supports this view and recommends that this matter be
specifically formulated as policy.
With respect to both the normal progression and advanced pro
gression proposals, the Committee wishes to advise the deans
and the President that there is an urgent and continuing need
to formulate policy pertaining to both of these categories.
We further advise that the proposed system of evaluation based
on judgment of colleagues, chairmen and deans, which are to be
made only with respect to the proposed 'check list' will quite
probably engender marked faculty disapproval, and serve only
to strengthen present faculty distrust of the evaluation pro
cedures. In our opinion, the detrimental effect of this process
on faculty morale will quite probably outweigh any advantages
that might accrue to the University through the use of a dif
ferential 'reward' or 'incentive' system based on judgments
made without benefit of meaningful standards. The Committee
is of the opinion that the proposed 'check list' does not pro
vide such standards.
It should be noted also that the foregoing comments apply with
equal force to the alignment adjustment category, promotion,
and tenure.
In view of these problems the Ccmmittee strongly recommends that
an appropriate group be designated to study the question of per
sonnel policy in depth, and that the individuals involved be
provided with sufficient time and freedom from other responsi
bilities to undertake this study.

In view of the Committee's endorsement of the policy statement which
emphasizes the importance of evaluative judgments being formulated
by those roost closely associated with the individual concerned, the
Carmittee must abstain frcm participating evaluatively in the pro
cedures as proposed.

S o 3-
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A.
B.

C.

This will require some modifications in the proposed procedure.
The Senate's description of ccimdttee duties is construed by
the Committee to be consistent with abstinence from evaluative
participation.
The Committee's position with respect to non-evaluation is
more nearly consistent with its proposed role as an appeal or
review group.

V.

The Committee proposes to participate in matters affecting salary
and promotion in accordance with the following:
A. Review salaries by rank with respect to alignment needs as
reflected in deviations from average salaries by professional
qualification and years of professional experience.
B. Advise in the objective determination of the factor of area
market differential.
C. Review of the faculty with respect to eligibility for promotion
in terms of professional qualifications, time in present rank,
and total years of professional service.
D. Serve as a review committee to assure that a faculty member
requesting review has Iris case completely and fairly presented.

VI.

The Salary and Promotions Committee stands read/ to continue in its
advisory role to the deans and/or the President with respect to
the development of personnel policy and related procedures."

On November 17, 1964 Professor Wren, President of the Faculty Senate, and
Professor Fields, Chairman of the Salary and Promotions Carmittee, met with
President Johns relative to Salary and Promotion procedures for 1965-66 and about
setting up a "Study Committee". (See correspondence Johns to Wren and Fields,
November 17, 1964.) On November 18, 1964, Chairman Fields reported to the
Faculty Senate on the appraisal and policy situation to date. Dr. Fields read
from the "Statement of the Salary and Promotions Committee Position on Personnel
Procedures" (Faculty Senate Minutes November 18 — dated December 1, 1964). A
report was also made concerning the establishment of a ’’Study Committee” on per
sonnel policy (Faculty Senate Minutes November 18 — dated December 1, 1964).
On November 23, 1964, the evaluation forms were issued fran the President's
office to the deans. Seme days after that they were released to the general
faculty with the understanding that each faculty member was to be given a copy
of the Procedure Statement and appraisal form by his dean or department chairman.
On December 1 the Salary and Promotions Committee issued to the general faculty
a statement clarifying its position in relation to the Policy and Procedure
statement. That statement is repeated here:
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FEGM;
SUBJECT;

All Members of the Faculty
Salary and Promotions Carmittee
Salary and Promotions Carmittee position in relation to
the statement of 'Policy and procedures Governing
Faculty Salary and Promotion Pecarmendations' dated
November 23, 1964.

The Salary and Promotions Committee wishes to bring to the attention
of the Faculty the following information. In the course of the Salary
and Promotions Carmittee report to the Faculty Senate on November 18,
1964, a series of statements was presented that pertain to the state
ment of "Policy and Procedures Governing Faculty Salary and Promotion
Recanrendations' released from the President's Office on November 23,
1964.
The Salary and Promotions Carmittee report stated that the committee
endorses the policy which emphasizes the importance of evaluative judg
ments being formulated by those most closely associated with the indi
vidual concerned and that for this reason the committee must abstain
from participating evaluatively in the procedures. The carmittee does
not feel that it should be placed in the position of making evaluations.
It is not qualified to make such judgments. The Senate's description
of Carmittee duties (Minutes, Faculty Senate, December 13, 1962) is con
strued by the carmittee to be consistent with abstinence from evaluative
participation. This position with respect to non-evaluation is more
nearly consistent with its role as an appeal or review group.
The corrmittee proposes to participate in matters affecting salary
and promotion in accordance with the following quotation from the Salary
and Promotions Committee Report of November 18, 1964;
'A.

Review salaries by rank with respect to alignment needs
as reflected in deviations from average salaries by pro
fessional qualification and years cf professional ex
perience .

B.

Advise in the objective determination of the factor of
area market differential.

C.

Review of the faculty with respect to eligibility for
promotion in terms of professional qualifications,
time in present rank, and total years of professional
service.'

These are areas in which factual information is available and where
subjective judgments are not required.

-8The committee further proposed in that report to:
'D.

Serve as a review committee to assure that a faculty
member requesting review has his case completely and
fairly presented.’

The quoted points are especially pertinent in reference to page 2,
paragraph d of the statement, of 'Policies and Procedures Governing
Faculty Salary anci Promotion Peccmmendations', dated November 23, 1964,
specifically where references are made to 'Advanced progression'. The
carmittee maintains the position that in the absence of a specific
policv explaining how and why a faculty member merits 'advanced progres
sion'* the selection will be based on individual subjective judgment, and
thus this is a category in which the Salary and Promotions Committee
cannot"participate. It does not comply with any of the proposed areas
of participation quoted above.
The Salary and Promotions Carmittee report emphasized that;
'....the greatest and continuing problem is that there has
not been and there is not now a comprehensive personnel
policy statement trpon which procedures might be based.'
The committee reported to the Faculty Senate that a meeting between
President Johns, Dr. Wren, President of the Senate, and Dr. Fields,
Chairman of the Salary and Promotions Committee, had taken place on
November 17, 1964, to discuss this entire problem. In that discussion
President Johns suggested, and again we quote from the Salary and Pro
motions Committee report:
'... .that a study group be named to make an analysis of
our needs for Personnel Policy and Procedures. As pro
posed, this group would consist of 3 tenured full pro
fessors named by the Budget and Policy Committee, Vice
President Abbott and Dr. Inabnit, the President's Admin
istrative Assistant, plus a consultant from off of this
campus — this man to be picked by the five members from
our campus. Presumably this person would be an academic
man with experience in personnel policy matters, possibly
a retired professor-dean. President Johns offered to
budget $1,000.00 to cover this person's expenses while
here. Dr. Johns also suggested May 1, 1965, for a final
report from the study group. It is to be understood that
the advice of this group would be utilized a year frcm
new — not for this year.'
President Johns also suggested that for this year the faculty eval
uation procedure operate essentially as it did last year. He further
stated that in the case of the advanced progression he would administer
and take full responsibility for the category.
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The Salary and Promotions Carmittee reported that this was not con
trary to its present position and that in this procedure the carmittee
would retain its role as a review body as outlined earlier (points A,
B, C, D).
As the Salary and Promotions Committee sees this, it would be brought
into the review role directly with the President, but prior to the making
of final decisions by the President and M s staff.”
In the remaining weeks of Autumn quarter the Salary and Promotions Committee
occupied itself with compiling those statistical and factual data it deemed
necessary to carry out its proposed participation in alignment adjustment needs,
eligibility for promotion in terms of professional qualifications, time in rank,
and total years of professional service. A quarterly report was given to the
Faculty Senate on December 10, 1964.

Winter 1965
Hie Carmittee met a total of eleven times during the Winter quarter (the
period covered is from December 10 to March 11, 1965). Four of these meetings
were with President Johns and members of the Administrative Staff. In the course
of the quarter a great deal of additional time was spent by members of the Com
mittee in drawing together information for a scatter chart, including all members
of the teaching faculty, (the 1964-65 salaries were adjusted to 10-month contract
equivalents), and the establishment of a best-fitted curve to salary averages by
years in service. Following establishment of the curve the names of those
faculty persons identified as in need of salary alignment adjustment were compiled.
Further work included the drawing together of information from last year's
appraisal procedures and incorporating such information into that of this year's
appraisal procedures. The evaluation forms completed by Chairmen and Deans were
forwarded to the Salary and Promotions Committee from the President's office in
early January. These forms were summarized and lists by identifiable categories
were assembled for Promotion and Adjustment. It is to be noted that the category
of Advanced Progression was not dealt with by this Committee (see Minutes of the
meeting of December 10, 1964, for the reason).
On February 19, 1965, the completed lists and a statement of the Salary and
Promotions Carmittee actions concerning salary recorrmendations and policy problem
were forwarded to the President's office. Within that statement a number of
problems and Salary and Promotions Carmittee decisions were included. It was on
the basis of these identifications of problems and determinations of Carmittee
actions that the various lists were composed. Included here are the following
statements from that February 19 document.
"The Salary and Promotions Committee adopted the following prin
ciples and assumptions as a basis for acting on promotions;

m i
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The Committee accepts the 'policy1 set by the Dean of the College
of Arts and Sciences requiring the Ph.D. degree for eligibility
for any promotion, but is willing to recognize exceptions to this
policy and has assumed that when the Chairman and Dean agree in
such recommendation, a suitable case for the exception has been
made.

Bo

We have treated the action of the Dean and the Chairman as 'con
curring' only when both have recommended unqualifiedly. So, a
'second priority' rating by the Dean, with an unqualified recom
mendation by the Chairman, does not amount to 'concurrence', and
forms a basis for raising questions.

C.

If a teacher is eligible for promotion but neither the Chairman
nor the Dean recommends, we shall ask 'Why not?'

D.

In every case where the Chairman recommends promotion and is not
concurred in by the Dean, the Carmittee will raise the question
of why the non-concurrence.

These assumptions form the background for the various Promotion
lists in the College of Arts and Sciences ana School of Fine Arts, and
with modification, the Promotion Lists in the Professional Schools.
The Salary and Promotions Committee adopted the following basis for
questioning salary adjustments;
A.

For every member of the faculty who is down or has a 'negative dis
crepancy' in his salary alignment, and who is academically fully
qualified, and who is either recommended for an adjustment by the
Chairman without concurrence by tire Dean, in the College of Arts
and Sciences and the School of Fine Arts, or is not recommended by
his Dean, in a School, the Committee will ask for an explanation.

B.

The Committee also will ask for an explanation for all cases in
which an adjustment has been recommended by the Chairman and/or Dean,
if the faculty member's salary is not deficient."

Outlined below is the basis for tire list groupings concerning Adjustments.
1.

For College of Arts and Sciences, and the School of Fine Arts;
Adjustment List #1; Persons recommended by Chairman (or Dean, in
case of Department Chairman), concurred in by Dean, and on US & P
Committee Need List".
Adjustment List #2; Persons recommended by Chairman and not concurred'"in by Dean, but on "S & P Carmittee Need list".
(Dean's II priority, and "no" are interpreted by the S & P
Corrmittee to mean non-concurrence.)

So 7
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curred in by Dean, but not on !SS & P Committee Need List".
Adjustment List #4; Persons recommended by Chairman but not
concurred in by Dean, and not on "S & P Committee Need List'1.
Adjustment List #5; Persons not recommended by Chairman or Dean,
who are on "S & P Committee Need List”.
2. For Professional Schools
Adjustment List #1; Persons recommended by Dean and on "S & P
Committee Need List".
Adjustment List #2; Not applicable.
Adjustment List #3; Persons recommended byDean but
"S & P Committee Need List".
Adjustment List

# 4 ;

Not

not on

applicable.

Adjustment List #5: Persons not recommended by Dean who are
on "S & P Committee Need List".
A similar list of categories was prepared for Promotions:
1. Persons recommended by Chairman (or Dean in the case of Depart
ment Chairmen), concurred in by Dean and on S & P Committee
Eligibility List (in terms of years in rank and/or service).
2.

Persons recommended by Chairman and not concurred in by Dean
but on S & P Carmittee Eligibility List (in terras of years in
rank-and/or service).

3. Persons recorraended by Chairman, not concurred in by Dean, and
not on S & P Carmittee Eligibility List (in terms of years in
rank and/or service).
4.

Persons not recorraended by Chairman (or Dean in case of Depart
ment Chairmen), who are on S & P Carmittee Eligibility List
(in terras of years in rank and/or service).

5.

Persons up for Promotion contingent upon canpletion of terminal
degree. S & P Committee makes no comment.

6.

Persons for whan special conditions exist and for whan special
questions must be asked.
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Committee, President Johns, Vice President Abbott, and
the items of concern contained in the memo of February
that the Salary and Promotions Carmittee's position is
mittee Minutes of February 24, 1965.)

office (present: S & P
Dr. Inabnit), we discussed
19, 1965. It was agreed
as follows: (S & P Com

"S & P will not take part in the actual decision involving a par
ticular faculty member.
A.

Our (S & P Carmittee) function is to ask questions — as, why
a particular person is not promoted or appears to receive a
below normal salary when he formally qualifies in terms of
degrees, service and competency.
1.

2.

We also will impress on the Administration the extreme
importance of providing full disclosure to the faculty
member and of keeping him fully informed as to his prospects.
We also receive written protests from individual facility
members, which also may provide the basis for asking further
questions."

On February 25, 1965 the Chairman made an interim report to the Faculty Senate
outlining what had transpired since the Committee's last report (see Faculty Senate
Minutes, February 25, 1965).
On February 27 and March 3, 1965, the Salary and Promotions Committee met with
President Johns, Vice President Abbott, and Dr. Inabnit and individual deans, to
review the actions that had been taken by the chairmen or by the deans in relation
to individual faculty members. The Salary and Promotion Committee did not make
judgments concerning any given inaivictual. The intent of the Carmittee was to
question and make sure that full information was available to President Johns when
he made iris final decisions concerning the evaluations made about individual
faculty members.
In the course of these several meetings a number of major personnel policy
problems were brought cut, discussed and noted by Dr. Inabnit for consideration
by the Faculty Personnel Policy Corrmittee (see -- Inabnit, S & P Joint Meeting
with President Johns and deans, February 25, 1965).
In the meeting of March 3, 1965, President Johns raised the question of what
criteria should be used for promoting faculty members. He suggested the following
eight factors: (S & P Carmittee Minutes, March 3, 1965.)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Years of service
Possession or lack of terminal degree
Teaching ability to be weighted twice as much as any other factor
Research and/or scholarsliip
Other writing and publication
Public service
University service
Replacement value

So 9
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President Johns suggested that a qualitative judgment, based on these eight
factors, could result in the following evaluation groupings: (a) Eelcw average;
(b) Average; (c) Above average; (d) "world beater".
In the course of the quarter the Salary and Promotions Carmittee received a
number of requests for review from faculty members who did not feel that their
records had been properly appraised. The Carmittee also received a number of in
quiries from faculty who felt that they were not informed properly about the
course of events in the evaluation procedure. These letters were held in abeyance
until initial administrative decisions had been made. This was not accomplished
by the close of Winter quarter.

Spring 1965
The Carmittee met five times during the Spring quarter (the period covered
is from March 11 to June 1 , 1965). One of those meetings was with the "Faculty
Personnel Policy Committee", and one was with President Johns.
On March 15 the Carmittee met with the Faculty Personnel Carmittee (Mason,
Chairman; Heliker, Taber, Abbott, and Inabnit) to discuss the progress of that
Committee in attacking the problem assigned. The Faculty Personnel Committee
wished to consult with the Salary and Promotions Committee to take benefit from
its close association with the personnel problem and its active drive to establish
a study carmittee on personnel policy. In that meeting a statement of "The recent
history of faculty personnel procedures", prepared by Dr. Brissey, was given to
the new carmittee, at its request. That review is included here;
"TO:

Prof. David Mason

FROM:

Prof. F. L. Brissey

BE:

The recent history of faculty personnel procedures.

Prior to the administration of Dr. Harry K. Newburn, decisions re
garding faculty salary and promotion were guided by a 'point system'
which was initially devised by Prof. Archie Merril who was then senior
academic dean. This system provided for an award of points and fractions
of points for such factors as possession of terminal qualifications,
years of experience, publications, etc. The faculty member's position
in the rank and salary structure then existing at the university was
evaluated in terms of the total number of points creedted to him, and
a determination of salary level was,presumably, made accordingly.
This appeared to be largely an administrative determination, but with
the consultation and advice of the faculty Salary and Promotions Com
mittee. At that time the Salary and Promotions Committee endeavored
to maintain complete files of relevant material for each member of the
faculty. Recommendations were initiated by departmental chairmen and
deans.
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For the years 1961-62 and 1962-63 a rating scale approach was employed
which was intended to evaluate the faculty member on the dimensions of
scholarship, teaching and research. However, the use of the scales
did not result in any appreciable improvement over the 'point' system,
either as an effort to objectify salary and rank decisions, or in
faculty satisfaction with the procedures. During this period there
was a graving awareness of the need for a meaningful statement of
personnel policy that might go well beyond question of rank and salary
for a given year. In 1962-63 the Salary and Promotions Committee
worked with the Budget and Policy Committee and the administration to
secure a formulation of policy that would preserve the following:
a.
b.
c.

Procedures for initiating and processing recommendations
for salary and promotion.
Procedures for providing the faculty member with meaningful
information regarding the recommendation submitted for him.
Procedures for allowing a faculty member to secure a review
of his situation if he felt that the recommendation sub
mitted was not satisfactory.

The details of this effort to formulate policy are contained in the
policy statement wiuch was distributed to the members of the faculty
dated 'Newbum Statement 1961'. At the same time the Salary and Pro
motions Committee initiated a study of faculty salaries as a function of
formal qualification and years of professional service, which led to
what is now referred to as the 'normal progression' concept. This study
was motivated, in part, by a desire to formulate a plan by which the
faculty could be screened with reasonable objectivity relative to 'ad
justment needs'. In connection with tliis effort, the committee took the
position that any effort on the part of the carmittee to engage in an
independent assessment of faculty merit was unrealistic. In recommen
dations to the administration, the committee concentrated its efforts
on policy needs and tine questions of normal progression and adjustment.
The annual report of the Salary and Promotions Committee for 1962-63
provides a summary of these activities and an indication of additional
policy needs.
With President Johns' appointment to the presidency in 1963 the
entire question of policy was again open for consideration. Additionally
the Faculty Senate adopted a net/ carmittee structure which included a
newly defined composition and role for the Salary and Promotions Com
mittee. President Johns agreed to continue essentially the same proce
dures for 1963-64 as had been employed the preceding year. His state
ment of policy and procedure issued in December 1963 is attached. In
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recognition of a number of unresolved policy and procedural questions,
President Johns requested the Salary and Promotions Committee to work
with the Board of Deans in formulation of procedures for 1964-65. It
was again recognized that the need for policy was logically prior to
specification of procedure. This was particularly apparent in connection
with the question of stating the criteria that might be employed in
selecting the members of the faculty that might qualify for an unusually
large salary increase and/or early promotion. Serious problems en
countered in this area remained largely unresolved and led to a recom
mendation from the Salary and Promotions Committee that a one year
moratorium be effected regarding the "advanced progression" concept and
that a special policy committee be formulated to study the matter in
depth. Although the moratorium recommendation was not favorably re
garded by the administration, the corrmittee in question was appointed.
The annual report of the Salary and Promotions Carmittee reviews devel
opments and problems in the area of policy and procedure as they were
encountered in 1963-64."
Dr. Mason indicated that the Faculty Personnel Policy Carmittee was making progress
and that they expected to make a report by July 1, 1965.
On March 19, President Johns forwarded to the chairman of the Salary and Pro
motions Carmittee a series of lists of persons praroted by the Administration.
These lists contained the following; To Assistant Professor in the College - 10,
with 6 contingent; in tire Schools - 4, with 3 contingent. To Associate Professor
in the College - 8; in the Schools - 3. To Full Professor in the College 7; in
the Schools - 4.
On March 24 President Johns forwarded a list of persons given preferential
awards. He called these "performance awards". On March 25 the chairman of the
Salary and Promotions Carmittee met with President Johns for a run-down of what
was being done in terms of adjustment. President Johns outlined the entire salary
schedules. He established bases on each rank. The 1965-66 base for Instructor
will be $5,800; for Assistant Professor $7,200; for Associate Professor $9,200; and
for Full Professor $11,800. In each case this betters the minimums for the AADP
B scale. There were, however, 8 full Professors who were so low that a single
raise could not be justified to the Board, e.g., these raises would have to be in
the neighborhood of $3,000. These several professors were given raises of $800,
plus an additional $500; this would be this year's raise and the President indi
cated that these same people would be given further consideration next year. A
ninth full Professor had been previously notified that his 1964-65 salary would
remain unchanged until retirement.
The President also outlined what the normal increment raises would be, plus
the promotion increments that would be given. The following are the examples;
The normal increment raise for Instructor will be $200; for Assistant Professor,
$400; for Associate Professor, $600; and for full Professor $800. The promotion
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increments to Assistant Professor $500; to Associate Professor $700; and to full
Professor $1,000. In addition to this the people in Pharmacy and in Law were given
other special increments, $400 and $200 respectively, that were justified in terms
of market value. In an overall view the meaning of this entire program is some
thing like the following. No individual adjustments were given; however, many
people were automatically adjusted because of the establishment of the bases. Same,
however, were not taken care of in terms of years of service versus compensation.
The Presi&ent indicated that he fully understood this and that his reason for doing
it this way was to bring the institution into a competitive pattern with other
larger institutions in the Pacific Coast and Rocky Mountain regions. The President
indicated that next year he will have to take another careful look at these other
people who will possibly be given higher than minimum compensations because of this
base having been established. He also indicated that approximately 40 percent of
the biennial salary budget was used for this ccming year; next year, theoretically
then, 60 percent is to be available. It is to be remembered, hcv/ever, that this
60 percent is based on this year’s salary — not ccmputated as of next year's
salary.
On March 29 the Salary and Promotions Carmittee met with the President to dis
cuss the requests that had been made by individual faculty members for review. The
Carmittee did not recommend promotion or non-promotion for any individual. The
Committee's view was to review all available information and we recotroended that
further review by the President be given in those cases where it was deemed valid
in terms of our previously assigned way of looking at the whole situation. Seven
reviews had been requested. As a result of the review process two further pro
motions were made.
President Johns also indicated that he had decided to add approximately 3
percent to the "normal" salary of each chairman in consideration of their additional
duties. This was discussed by the Carmittee in the meeting of April 7. It was
pointed out that without the 3 percent addition a number of chairmen would not have
met the "B scale" floor for Full Professors. Chairman Fields reported that Pres
ident Johns had sent letters to each person who had requested review of his/her
non-promotion.
On April 8 Chairman Fields made an interim report to the Faculty Senate. Much
of the material reviewed above was included in that report. The Chairman empha
sized that; "the change in procedure leaves no point in requests for review for
individual adjustment, as might be indicated from the previous discussion concern
ing adjustment".
On April 9 the Salary and Promotions Carmittee sent memos to the people who
had requested review and had been sent letters by President Johns. The content of
that letter is as follows.
"In the recent note that was forwarded to you from President
Johns on March 30, 1965, he stated; 'Recently you appealed the
decision relative to your promotion to the Salary and Promotions
Committee. This appeal has been brought to this office by that
Carmittee without recommendation.'
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The Salary and Promotions Committee would at this time like to
correct the exact meaning of the latter statement. We did not, as
has been our policy over this last year, make a recommendation that
you not be prcmotea or that you be promoted. However, the Committee
did recommend to the President that he review your case. This was
the procedure that we felt we must follow in line with the rest of
our operation over the past faro years.
In regard to the second paragraph of President John's letter to
you, he stated that you should feel free to visit with him at your
convenience concerning the decision that had been made on your case.
The Salary and Promotions Committee would like to recommend to you
that you take advantage of this invitation. It may be of benefit
both to you and to the President, to know you somewhat better, and
to be able to discuss your personal situation with him.”
At the Faculty Senate meeting of April 22, 1965, election of new members of
the Salary and Promotions Carmittee was conducted. Old members with expiring
terms were: Brissey, Briggs, and Fields. New members elected for two-year terms
were: Briggs, Payne, V. Wilson.
At the reorganization meeting of April 29, 1965, Dr. Robert Turner was elected
Chairman of the Ccnmittee. The composition of the new Salary and Promotions Com
mittee is as follows:
Representing the Arts:
Robert Turner (1966), Chairman
Thcmas Payne (1967)
Representing the Sciences:
Mitsuru Nakamura (1966)
Vincent Wilson (1967)
Representing the Schools:
Edwin Briggs (1967)
Lloyd Oakland (1966)

SCHOLARSHIPS AND STUDENT LOANS
Dr. Gardner Cromwell, Chairman

Members:

Cromwell, Chairman; Ballard, Doty, Heliker, Lory; Dean of*
Graduate School (ex officio); Deans Clow and Cogswell,
advisory without vote; Jerome Murphy, Student Loan Super
visor, attended all meetings at the invitation of the chairman.

Meetings: October 22, 196A and March k, 1965.
This Committee, newly named for the academic year 196^-65, succeeded to
the duties of the Scholarships and Grants-in-Aid Committee, and in addition
assumed responsibility for "NDEA loans, the policy on all other loans, and
probably the job corps." (Quotation from memorandum from President Johns
to the Chairman, September 22, 196^.)
At the first meeting, members of the Committee discussed the new areas
of responsibility, especially that relating to NDEA loans. It was decided
that the Committee would make broad policy determinations when the occasion
arose, but world not function as an administrative body. Mr. Jerome Murphy
agreed that his office could function well with that understanding. The
Chairman informed him that he should feel free to call when necessary.
There was, too, extensive discussion of proposed changes in the Worthy
Scholar program and Dean Cogswell's suggestions. The matter arose again,
in another guise, prior to the Spring meeting.
Meeting in March, members of the Committee approved the lists of
athletic financial aids presented by Professor Lory. He also reported
that there were four applications for four-year Danforth graduate fellow
ships. Of them, Jerry McGahon, Livingston (Zoology) was interviewed in
Seattle. Finally, Professor Lory reported that two local industries are
considering fee-waiver scholarships. Arrangements were made for awarding
the Watkins, Cobb, and Elks scholarships when nominees are received.
The Committee then considered at length the request of the President
for so-called full-ride scholarships. Members compared the merits of such
a program and the existing Worthy Scholar program. They arrived at a
tentative consensus that scholarship amounts ought to be increased, but
not to amounts of $1,000 immediately. The Committee had before it Dean
Cogswell's memorandum to the President dated February 17, 1965• The
Chairman appointed Professor Lory, Deans Clow and Cogswell, and himself to
constitute the committee to select scholarship finalists.
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From that committee's selections, Dean Cogswell later announced
awards of seven $500 Hammond Scholarships, four $250 Hammond Scholarships,
eight $500 Haynes Scholarships, seven $250 Haynes Scholarships, and ten
University $195 Scholarships. In addition, six Gordon S. and Anna D.
Watlcins $250 Scholarships were awarded on the recommendations of faculty
members in the disciplines named hy the donors. The $500 Continental Oil
Company Scholarship was awarded on the "basis of recommendations from
department chairmen in the physical sciences.
As has "been true in the past, Dean Cogswell performs the major
portion of the workload in this area. If hopes materialize, he and the
Chairman will work this summer on a plan to gather information on scholar
ships and loans, to centralize it, and make it available to all inquirers.

SCIEHCE FAIR COMMITTEE

Professor Reuben A. Diettert, Chairman
The tenth annual Montana Science Fair was held in the University Field House
on April 2 and 3, 19&5 with 150 exhibits, approximately the same number as last
year (146).
Many of the observers - judges, teachers, parents, and visitors - stated
that this was the best fair we have had, This is as it should be and it is
gratifying to note that the quality continues to improve each year. Actually
seme of the 7th and 8th grade exhibits were much better than most of the exhibits
in the 10th, 11th and 12th grades of the earlier fairs.
The annual awards luncheon held in the Yellowstone room in the Lodge on Satur
day, April 3 was attended by 200 persons.
A total of nearly 2800 students have had exhibits at the ten annual fairs
that have been held here. This represents less than 10 percent of the number that
have participated in the program throughout the state, in local, district and
regional fairs. Throughout the country over one million participated in the
science fair program this year. Of that vast number 1*25 reached the National fair.
The two grand award winners in our 1965 fair were Miss Holly Wilson of
Stevensville, and Mr. Glenn Roberts of Kalispell. I accompanied them to the
National Fair in St. Louis on May h-8. Mr, Roberts won a Uth place award in the
chemistry division of the National Fair.
In addition to the two grand awards mentioned above numerous other awards
were made to the exhibitors at our fair. I will refer to only a few of the major
ones here.
Tom Browder of Missoula received the Navy Cruise award.
The Montana Heart Association awards of $50, $30, and $20 were granted
respectively to Miss Holly Wilson of Stevensville, Mr. Patrick Juneau of Browning,
and Mr. Jerry Mulhauser of Missoula.
The Missoula Exchange Club Scholarships of $300 each went to:
Judy Ann Cook of Choteau and R. L, Erion of Missoula.
Again, as in other years, a considerable number of staff members from the
various science departments served as judges at the state fair and at local and
district fairs.
This report would not be complete without giving a great deal of credit to
the Missoula Exchange Club for the continued success of the Science Fair Program.
For the past six years this group has underwritten the operational expenses of
our fair including all expenses to the National fairs, and in addition they have
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has averaged about $2500 a year. For the six year period this amounts to a
total expenditure of around $1 5 ,0 0 0 .
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