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SUMMARY OF MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS
April 21, 2000

Major Recommendations

Related Recommendations

⇒ Maintain the new Research Incentive Fund policies
of no cap and a fixed rate (currently 25 percent) to
the originating unit, and set a goal to increase the
rate to 35 percent, including a portion to the
dean’s office of the originating school.

#1–5, pp. 5 & 6

⇒ Increase funding for all internal competitive
programs including the PRIME fund, summer
research fellowships and Research Council grants.

#6–13, pp. 8 & 9

⇒ Improve research infrastructure, including new
equipment and enhanced laboratory, library,
and computer/network infrastructure.

#14–19, p.10

⇒ Provide full funding for six months sabbatical,
and 50 percent funding for twelve months.

#20–23, p. 12

⇒ Maintain expectations of the highest standards
of research, scholarship and academic

#24–28, p. 14

accountability for all leaders and faculty.
⇒ Place a high priority on reversing the decline of
research productivity at the Health Sciences Center.
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REPORT OF THE RESEARCH INCENTIVES COMMITTEE
I. BACKGROUND
The MU Campus Strategic Plan calls for convening a committee of scholars to identify:
§
§

incentives for research that should be implemented, and
disincentives that may exist and may need to be eliminated.

Provost Brady Deaton asked us to serve on the Research Incentives Committee in December
1998 to carry out this charge. As committee members, we interpreted our mission and scope of
work broadly. We chose to examine many aspects of the MU environment that have the potential
to enhance or detract from research and scholarship. We adopted the purpose statement and
work scope below to guide our deliberations:
Purpose Statement
The Research Incentives Committee (RI Committee) will recommend strategies to the Provost for
maximizing the growth of research and scholarship at the University of Missouri-Columbia with
an emphasis on increasing external sources of funding.
Work Scope
A.
Evaluate and consider policy recommendations for:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

B.

Priorities for leadership and vision
Institutional policies regarding hiring, tenure and promotion
UM Research Board
Flexibility in staffing and workload distribution for faculty
Facilities and Administration (F&A) or indirect dollars
PRIME Fund
Sabbatical, leave and development programs
MU Research Council
Master Plan as it may affect incentives and disincentives
Other current incentives and disincentives
Potential new incentives
Methods of communicating a clear and consistent message regarding
maintaining the priority on research productivity.

Recommend tools, mechanisms and strategies for program implementation, evaluation and
accountability at the central administration, school, department, and individual faculty
levels as part of each policy recommendation.
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II. METHODS
We examined available policies, budgets, prior reports, and performance indicators in each of the
areas within our scope of work. We gathered feedback from many individuals on the MU
campus. We examined selected policies, programs and research funding trends at other Carnegie
Research I public universities for comparison purposes.
The committee as a whole met for a half day every other week during the winter semester of
1999. Nine subcommittees met separately to examine particular issues in depth. These
subcommittee members led discussions with the entire committee on their designated issues and
met with interested faculty members and administrators throughout the MU campus to identify
problems, successes and suggestions.
We used several systematic approaches to elicit input from the MU faculty and administration
(deans and chairs). We published an announcement of our work in the Mizzou Weekly on
February 4, 1999 (See Attachment A). We sent announcements by e-mail to all 1,669 faculty on
January 27, 1999, and a two-item survey to the nine deans and 90 chairs at MU (Attachment A).
The suggestions and feedback we received was extremely helpful in the final preparation of this
report (see Attachment B). The RI Committee chair and several members met with a subgroup of
the MU Resource Advisory Council (RAC) to review our preliminary recommendations and to
obtain feedback from a budget planning impact perspective. An RAC representative also attended
the majority of the Research Incentive Committee meetings during the summer and fall of 1999.
A member of the Faculty Council served on the Committee as a liaison.
We completed a preliminary report and set of recommendations in May 1999. We
distributed this report to all department chairs and deans at MU and asked for feedback via e-mail,
in writing or during two separate meetings held for this purpose. We received a large volume of
feedback. In addition, both of the two-hour meetings on May 12 and May 19, 1999 were well
attended and included lively discussions.
The subcommittees and the committee as a whole reconvened periodically in the summer
and fall of 1999 to discuss the extensive feedback that we received from faculty, chairs and deans
in response to the May 1999 preliminary report. We then prepared the current document by a
consensus process as our final report to Provost Deaton.

III.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

III.A. Overview
Dr. Hugh Stephenson, President of the UM Board of Curators, was recently quoted saying
that the University of Missouri is a priceless treasure. We concur with that characterization, and
believe it is particularly apt for the University of Missouri-Columbia campus (MU). As the
flagship campus and a Carnegie Research I public land grant institution, MU provides the
environment and opportunities for faculty to engage in outstanding scholarship and intellectual
pursuits. The Committee found evidence of the leadership, infrastructure and support required
for this mission to thrive as we enter the next millennium.
According to the Summary of Grants and Contracts published annually by the Office of Research,
4

Final Report of the Research Incentives Committee

April 21, 2000

MU received $108 million in newly awarded external research project awards for the year 1999.
This amount is more than double the $47 million awarded in 1994. Although the quantity of
external dollars for research is not a precise measure of excellent scholarship, it is a measure of
competitiveness that can be linked to quality.
There are several essential characteristics of the MU environment that have enabled this growth.
Faculty and administrative leadership that exemplifies and promotes vigorous intellectual
standards is a key element, if not the key element, in maintaining and enhancing research and
scholarship at MU. Institutional policies, standards for hiring new faculty, accountability
processes for promotion and tenure, and expectations of continued scholarly work at the senior
faculty and chair levels are fundamental to the research enterprise. The MU infrastructure
supports scholarly work through our laboratories, offices, clinical facilities, library resources, and
computer/information systems. The internal funding programs administered by the Office of
Research are an important source of support. These include Research Council Grants, the
PRIME Fund, and the Research Incentive Fund. The Research Board, administered at the UM
system level, is another important program that provides incentives for research and scholarship.
Despite evidence of growth and impressive strengths, we found evidence of fundamental problems
(or “disincentives” to use the language of our charge) that impede scholarship and research at
MU. Notably, MU ranks near the bottom of nearly every measure of research and scholarship
when compared to other public Research I institutions. This low ranking is especially marked
when MU is compared with other institutions that have medical schools on their campuses, as is
the case at MU. We describe these disincentives in detail in this report, along with
recommendations that are intended to address these disincentives.
MU is indeed a priceless treasure. While the research mission is no greater in importance than our
service or teaching missions, it is our charge to generate new knowledge that distinguishes us as a
university community. The synergy created by a community engaged in the scholarship of
discovery, integration, application, and teaching linked with a strong service component is what
ultimately makes MU priceless. But MU is lagging behind in research. For that reason we
report our findings and offer recommendations to augment the important research enhancement
initiatives already underway.
III.B. Facilities and Administration Funds (F&A)
III.B.1. Background and Strengths–F&A
Facilities & Administration (F&A) funds help maintain infrastructure, support research
administration and stimulate research and scholarship. The F&A funds currently generated are
approximately $15 million per year. The wise investment of these funds is of considerable
importance to the future of research and scholarship at the University of Missouri-Columbia.
F&A funds at MU are distributed to cover the institutional costs of research and scholarship
(general operating budget) and to the departments or units of the investigators who generated the
funds (this portion of the F&A is referred to as Research Incentive Fund or RIF). The committee
agreed that the distribution of a share of F&A funds to originating units (RIF) has been an
5
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important incentive and a productive investment for enhancing the growth of external funding.
This was especially true in the early years of the program when RIF was 50 percent of the F&A.
As F&A has risen from 26 to 46 percent of the direct costs, the RIF rate has declined from 50
percent to a projected 22 percent for the current year. With the advice and support of this
Committee, a new RIF rate was set at 25 percent in 1999.
The Office of Research has served an increasingly important role in recent years as an advocate
and facilitator of research and scholarship. Increased investment of F&A funds in this Office has
enhanced the level of external research funds and facilitated the processes of research and
scholarship on the campus.
The Committee identified several significant disincentives, issues or problems with the current
distribution of F&A funds. We describe these disincentives, then follow with recommendations
which we believe might stimulate additional growth in research and externally funded activity.
III.B.2. Issues and Problems–F&A Funds
III.B.2.a. From the early 1990s until late in 1999, the amount of RIF funds was capped at
$3,261,689; as a consequence, although external funding to MU more than doubled during this
time, the percentage of F&A funds returned to originating units eroded steadily. This was a
disincentive and a source of frustration among the most productive units that routinely exceeded
the cap.
III.B.2.b. Currently, too few faculty and administrators are aware of RIF policies or are able to
respond to new opportunities and make investment in areas with the greatest potential for return.
Decisions regarding allocation of F&A funds, including RIF, are best made at different levels
(campus, school/college, department or individual investigator) depending on many
circumstances. The best investment of this money depends on and should be responsive to
opportunities in the external environment; the particular discipline involved; and the facilities and
administrative needs of specific departments, research centers or schools. These monies may be
needed at various times for supplementing external funds; providing additional support for
successful principal investigators; building laboratory, library or other infrastructure; to investing
in new faculty seeking external funding.
III.B.2.c. Over the past few years a balance of $4-5 million have remained in unencumbered RIF
accounts in individual departments. While the Committee understands the rationale and need for
some carry-over funds, from an investment perspective, this represents unproductive use of a
significant amount of F&A funds.
III.B.2.d. The Committee believes that dean’s offices in the colleges/schools have insufficient
resources and lack input into decision-making to stimulate and/or support innovative programs to
increase external funding. This creates a disincentive for research at a critical leadership level of
the institution. RIF is one possible source for providing discretionary funds to deans for this
purpose.
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III.B.2.e. The lack of systems for accountability regarding the use of F&A funds leaves the MU
community with no way of knowing how the investment of F&A performs with respect to
maintaining facilities, administrative programs and leading to the growth of research and
scholarship.
III.B.3. Recommendations–F&A Funds
Recommendation #1: Continue to distribute a set rate of F&A Funds (RIF) to the units (centers,
departments and colleges) which generate these funds. This policy is a critically important
incentive to research and scholarship at MU. The Committee recognizes that in some highly
productive Research I universities, no F&A funds accrue to the investigator or department. We
believe that this is a matter of developmental stage of capacity. A well-established organization
has an adequate critical mass of senior faculty, mid-career faculty, junior faculty and trainees
working with adequate space, equipment and staff. Designation of authority for spending F&A or
salary savings within their own units is not as critical as in units that are in an earlier
developmental stage. Such well-established units already have the infrastructure and capacity to
carry out their mission. That is not the case for many (if any) units at MU. We conclude that for
most schools and departments at MU, additional development and investment decisions by the
most productive faculty and units are essential if we are to catch up with our counterparts
nationally and reach a stage of sustainable productivity.
Recommendation #2: Set a goal to increase the total RIF rate to 35 percent, including a portion
to deans to provide resources and decision-making ability related to enhancing research and
scholarship in their colleges/schools. This provision would align incentives at multiple levels of
resource allocation and is consistent with the strong feedback we have received regarding the
desirability of a higher RIF rate.
Recommendation #3: Encourage greater accountability and faculty participation in the
development and annual review of departmental RIF policies. We do not believe that one
formula necessarily fits all. For this reason we recommend that department faculty, with the
leadership of the department chair, should determine the policy for distribution of departmental
RIF and review that policy annually. A written policy signed by the dean, department chair or
unit leader should be expected. Recipients of RIF funds should, on an annual basis, submit brief
summary reports to the Office of Research indicating how F&A funds were used. These should
be publicly available to stimulate faculty and administrators to most effectively utilize these
resources.
Recommendation #4: Designate a portion of F&A funds to support PRIME, Research Council
and other competitive initiatives administered by the Office of Research. The Research Council,
PRIME fund and other competitive initiatives require additional funds to enable increased
scholarship. We urge that at least 15 percent of F&A funds be available for administration of
programs such as PRIME and Research Council by the Office of Research.
Recommendation #5: Create a central administration banking system to utilize, on a loan basis,
RIF funds held over by departments. F&A funds that are held over from one fiscal year to the
next in anticipation of needing bridge funding between projects or accumulating a larger amount,
should be available under a revolving banking system. This system will make several million
7
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dollars available that would otherwise sit dormant. Appropriate systems, accountability and an
understanding of the terms of the loan would be essential to guarantee confidence in the
availability of money when needed by the investigators.
III.C. Research Council
III.C.1. Background and Strengths-Research Council
The Research Council administers programs for grants, summer fellowships, research leaves and
international travel. These programs are vital sources of support for research and scholarship
across the MU campus, especially in the humanities and arts.
Research Council Grants are awarded to support research and scholarship conducted by
individual tenured and tenure-track faculty members. Special applications for Research Council
funds are available for non-regular faculty. Funds are commonly provided to assist initiation of
new projects and, in disciplines for which securing funds from other sources is particularly
difficult, to cover costs associated with continuing research projects. These awards were made
for up to $3,500 until the fall of 1999 when this amount was raised to $5,000. The Research
Council Small Grants program is similar to the regular grant program, except that the maximum
award is $1,000.
Annual Research Council funding has ranged between $106,000 and $146,000 per year over the
past five years. In 1997-98, the Research Council received 84 applications and made 55 awards,
for a total amount of $123,415. In 1998-1999, 50 awards were given out of 75 applications for a
total amount of $108,451.
The Summer Research Fellowships are intended to permit faculty to devote at least eight
continuous weeks during the summer to research or scholarship. For applicants whose proposals
are judged to be of similar merit, preference is given to untenured professors. The stipend is
$3,500 to $7,000 (for one to two months’ support). These awards are particularly valuable for
individuals on nine-month appointments who wish to pursue research over the summer months.
The Faculty International Travel Awards assist with airfare to attend major international meetings
and conferences, give performances, or hold exhibitions. The maximum award is $1,500 and the
applicant's department or the meeting sponsor is expected to split the travel costs.
The Research Leave program provides faculty members the opportunity to devote six to twelve
months to collaboration, research, scholarship and creative activity with scholars at other
institutions and in other parts of the world.
III.C.2. Issues and Problems–Research Council
III.C.2.a. The Research Council funding level is inadequate for a faculty of our size. There are
approximately 1,200 tenure-track or tenured faculty on the MU campus; an average of about
$100 per faculty member per year is available for support through Research Council programs.
For example, in 1996-1997, only 16 of 40 applications for a Summer Research Fellowship were
approved; in 1997-1998, only 12 of 48 applications were approved.
8
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III.C.2.b. The maximum amount of funding for the individual Summer Research Fellowship is too
low ($7000) and should be raised to that of the current level of funding by the UM Research
Board for fellowships ($10,000).
III.C.2.c. It appears that senior faculty in the humanities and arts (and in some other disciplines
where external funding is scarce) currently have the least incentive for seeking external funding.
While external funding amounts are low when compared to the sciences, the financial needs of
these faculty also tend to be small by comparison. However, there is very little external funding in
the areas where there is need (i.e. salary-compensation for time off, summer salaries and travel
funds). There is a need for internal incentives for seeking external funding. There is a need to reevaluate priorities/target groups for internal research funding.
III.C.3. Recommendations—Research Council
Recommendation #6: The Research Council budget should be increased threefold at a
minimum from the 1997-1998 levels. In order to stimulate both scholarship and the search for
outside funding, the MU campus must commit more resources than it has in the past few years.
Recommendation #7: The maximum for individual Research Council Grants should be raised to
$ 6,000. Current funding is too low to give sufficient assistance to new projects and provide
support for disciplines where funding from other sources is meager.
Recommendation #8: The stipend for Summer Fellowships should the same as that allowed by
the Research Board. The Research Board Fellowship stipends allow 2/9 of the applicant’s ninemonth salary up to a limit of $10,000.
Recommendation #9: Research Council awards should focus on three faculty groups: nontenured, tenure-track faculty; tenured faculty making career changes; and tenured faculty in
disciplines for which securing funds from other sources is particularly difficult. Investment in
these three faculty groups is strategically important to increase research productivity on this
campus.
Recommendation #10: High priority should be given to Summer Fellowship applicants who
receive major external fellowships that do not cover summer salaries. Examples of such funding
sources include individual fellowships from the National Endowment for the Humanities, the
National Endowment for the Arts, the Ford Foundation, Guggenheim and others that do not
provide faculty salary support. Faculty receiving these highly competitive and prestigious awards
should have a high likelihood of receiving Summer Fellowship support.
Recommendation #11: The Research Council should double the number of Summer Fellowships
it awards each year. Summer is a crucial time for faculty to concentrate on research without the
competing demands of teaching and other responsibilities of the academic year.
Recommendation #12: The Research Council should consider prorating two separate pools of
money, one designated specifically for non-tenured, tenure-track faculty development and a
second for tenured faculty development. Generally, non-tenured, tenure-track faculty proposals
9
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are less competitive than those of tenured faculty who have existing lines of research, yet it is
strategically important to assist non-tenured, tenure-track faculty to get started.
III.D. PRIME Fund
III.D.1. Background and Strengths–PRIME Fund
The PRIME Fund is administered by the Office of Research and provides cost-match support for
original scholarship and research at MU, including both a General Fund for Research and an
Instructional Fund for research and scholarship related to instruction. PRIME Fund awards are
intended to provide cost match for any expenses on new external grants that require cost
matching. As a general rule, the PRIME Funds are awarded for up to 25 percent of the total
amount requested, and another 25 percent must be matched by the department or division. The
total amount available was expanded in 1999 to $1 million. Requests for cost sharing on any
expense was also allowed for the first time in 1999.
In fiscal year 1999, the total of PRIME Funds awarded (contingent on external agency funding
success) was $785,641 for 15 proposals from 14 departments. These proposals could not have
been submitted without the PRIME Fund, and many past proposals have been successful because
of it.
We believe that the PRIME Fund has been a highly successful program and that the changes
enacted in 1999, prior to the time when our Committee reviewed the program, were positive
changes.
III.D.2.

Issues and Problems–PRIME Fund

Sufficient resources need to continue to be committed to the PRIME Fund so that there are no
constraints on the ability of faculty to apply for external grants requiring matching funds.
III.D.3.

Recommendation–PRIME Fund

Recommendation #13: Provide incremental annual increases in the PRIME Fund budget as
needed to insure that adequate funds continue to be available. As costs per award increase, as
new faculty members are hired through Mission Enhancement and other means, and as faculty
utilize this resource more frequently, more funds will be needed. Careful attention should be
given to insuring that lack of funds is not a rate-limiting factor in this highly successful program.
III.E. Research Board
The Research Board was evaluated by an external panel in the fall of 1998. During the time
period that our Committee reviewed the Research Board early in 1999, policy changes were under
active consideration, and the Committee sent a letter with our recommendations to Provost
Deaton on March 1, 1999. A copy of this letter is included in this report as Attachment C.
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III.F. Infrastructure
III.F.1. Background and Strengths–Infrastructure
Universities provide the unique infrastructure and environment necessary to foster
research and scholarly work. Particularly important are office space, laboratory space, library and
computing resources, equipment, and administrative support for both trainees and faculty.
III.F.2. Issues and Problems–Infrastructure
III.F.2.a. Evidence abounds of significant infrastructure deficiencies at MU that are major
disincentives, and must be corrected to retain current faculty and to successfully recruit new
faculty. High quality research space is essential to sustain the research mission of the University.
Critical needs are present for renovation of existing space and for new construction, both for
present faculty and for new faculty hired through the Mission Enhancement initiative.
III.F.2.b. Research and scholarship also require major equipment, computing and library
resources–the tools of research. The University administration must ensure their availability to
the community, concomitant with plans to enhance the research mission of the University.
III.F.2.c. Research and scholarship of the highest caliber also require a constant replenishing of
intellectual capital. The University must ensure that the graduate students, postgraduate fellows,
and junior and non-regular research faculty have opportunities and benefits equivalent to those at
other Research 1 AAU universities.
III.F.3. Recommendations–Infrastructure
Recommendation #14: Establish a non-instructional facilities fund to enable continuing
renovation of space and strengthen communication between the research community and the
Capital Review and Space Planning Committees. Much of the present research space is
seriously out of date and in need of upgrading. Better communication could ensure that the
renovation, repair and replacement of space address high-priority research needs.
Recommendation #15: Establish a Major Research Equipment Fund to enable the purchase of
equipment costing more than $0.5 million for which external funding is difficult to obtain.
Recommendation #16: Identify funding for the MU libraries sufficient to ensure the collections,
subscriptions and services adequately serve the research needs of the faculty. This need is
particularly pressing for disciplines that depend on collections of primary source materials, such as
history.
Recommendation #17: Establish an advisory committee on the University computing
infrastructure that represents the research community. The purpose of this recommendation is
to ensure that the University computing infrastructure receives sufficient funding to serve the
research community. This committee should be charged with formulating a vision and strategic
plan for using computing technology at MU to enhance research and scholarship.
11
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Recommendation #18: Offer affordable health care plans for graduate students. This benefit is
essential to enable MU to recruit the highest caliber graduate students.
Recommendation #19: Use Mission Enhancement funds to ensure the areas targeted for
enhancement are adequately served. Many of the recommendations on infrastructure will be
quite costly. However, the ultimate success of the Mission Enhancement initiative will depend in
part on having adequate infrastructure to support current areas targeted for enhancement, to
attract the best new faculty and to retain productive scholars. We strongly support the recent
decisions to use Mission Enhancement dollars in the short run for infrastructure needs such as
space, research tools and support of intellectual capital. We believe that faculty retention and
recruitment will be greatly enhanced in the long run by addressing these infrastructure needs.
III.G. Sabbatical, Development and Research Leave Policies
III.G.1. Background and Strengths–Sabbatical, Development and Research and Leave Policies
The University has several mechanisms for faculty to enrich their scholarship and engage
in intellectual renewal. These include Sabbatical Leaves, Development Leaves, and Research
Leaves. In addition, some departments arrange "modified assignments" for faculty members to
free them from campus obligations for a period of time. We believe that these mechanisms are
essential to the intellectual life of a university. Academic leaves and sabbaticals provide a means
of professional development; opportunities to develop and nurture collaborative relationships; and
opportunities to develop and disseminate new ideas, theories, concepts, and methods.
III.G.2. Issues and Problems–Sabbatical, Development and Research and Leave Policies
For a campus the size of MU, the total number of Sabbatical, Development, and Research Leaves
taken in a given academic year is markedly low in both absolute and relative terms. The number
of faculty on leave ranged from 10 to 14 per year between 1989 and 1998. The low amount of
funding made available through the Research Council also suggests a very low rate of leave. The
number of annual sabbaticals ranged from 7 to 15 per year between 1989 and 1998. MU has
1,200 regular faculty. In a fully subscribed sabbatical system, the University should expect at least
50 to 100 faculty on sabbatical at any given time, in addition to leaves for research and
development.
III.G.3.

Recommendations–Sabbatical, Development and Research and Leave Policies

Recommendation #20: Facilitate academic sabbaticals and leaves. Academic leaders should
make faculty aware of leave and sabbatical opportunities on an annual basis and work with faculty
members to facilitate academic leaves/sabbaticals.
Recommendation #21: Change the sabbatical policy to increase the likelihood that faculty
members will use this leave mechanism. At present, sabbatical leaves provide only 50 percent
salary support, regardless of whether a one-semester or two-semester leave is requested. We
believe that the 50% salary support is a major disincentive to taking a Sabbatical Leave.
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Tenured faculty members on general operating rate dollars who have demonstrated meritorious
performance and productivity should be eligible for Sabbatical Leaves. Sabbatical Leaves should
be one-semester at full pay or two semesters at 1/2 pay after six years (12 semesters).
Alternatively, after three years of full-time service (6 semesters), faculty members should be
eligible to take a one-semester leave at 1/2 pay. Salary support from external grants should be
allowed to supplement the University's support to bring total support up to 100 percent.
Semesters spent on Leaves should not count toward semesters accrued toward Sabbatical Leaves.
Each time a sabbatical leave is taken (whether after 6-11 semesters or after 12 or more
semesters), the semesters-toward-the-next-Sabbatical count is set to zero. Unlike Research Leave
and Development Leave applications, Sabbatical Leaves should not go through competitive peer
review but should be reviewed administratively.
A faculty member should present a specific plan of scholarly and/or creative objectives for the
Sabbatical Leave that is deemed acceptable to his/her chair and dean. A final report describing
how Sabbatical objectives were met would be required upon the completion of the Sabbatical.
Recommendation #22: Develop Sabbatical and/or Leave policies for faculty on direct service
support. Recommendation #22 is relevant only to those faculty on rate dollars. It is recognized
that for some schools, colleges, and units, faculty members derive much of their salary from direct
service. Also, in some cases, extensive service is a part of a faculty position supported by rate
dollars. At present, units with these types of faculty positions have difficulty funding even a parttime Sabbatical for deserving faculty members. The Committee recommends that deans, chairs,
and directors work with each other and their faculty members to develop leave policies beyond
the Research Leave and Development Leave in order to optimize the scholarly and creative
accomplishments of department members. Concretely, this can involve semester-long or year-long
modified assignments, setting aside funds to assist in funding a Sabbatical, etc.
Recommendation #23: Provide adequate funds for Research and Development Leaves. As with
Sabbatical Leaves, one of the most important purpose of Research and Development Leaves
should be to refresh and renew the intellectual vigor of the faculty. A review of these programs
should be conducted to ensure this goal is being achieved. Furthermore, the Committee
recommends that adequate funds for Research and Development Leaves be available so that all
meritorious leaves can be funded.
III.H. Academic Leadership–Setting High Standards
III.H.1. Background and Strengths–Academic Leadership
The scholarly literature that examines the relationships between organizational factors and
research activity identifies many essential elements that characterize productive research
environments. However, none are as important as academic leaders who set high standards, serve
as role models, demand accountability and provide appropriate rewards for success.
MU has many highly productive faculty scholars and is in the midst of hiring additional faculty
through the Mission Enhancement initiative. These faculty have high potential for research
productivity. The organizational structure and faculty tenure and promotion policies at MU
provide a means for deans, chairs and research unit directors to both provide opportunities and set
13
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high standards for research productivity through hiring and firing authority, the promotion and
tenure process, and flexibility in workload distribution. Academic leaders can also allocate
resources according to potential or actual research productivity. The faculty evaluation system in
place provides a mechanism for ensuring that the research and scholarship contribution to school
and department goals remains central to enhancing the quality and quantity of scholarly pursuits at
MU.
The new budget allocation model that attempts to distribute institutional funds to the various
schools according to productivity and a commitment to mission-based budgeting are both
potential means of encouraging excellence in research and scholarship. These systems also
provide opportunities for academic leaders at MU to expect excellence in research and
scholarship.
III.H.2.

Issues and Problems–Academic Leadership

III.H.2.a. Although most of these systems are in place, and in many instances academic leaders at
MU do a superb job of using these systems to attract, retain and support outstanding research
faculty, we found concerning evidence of a lack of consistency in the exercise of leadership in
these arenas. Examples include:
§
§
§
§
§
§
§

junior faculty who do not receive adequate resources;
lack of start-up support for new faculty;
lack of mentoring by senior investigators or scholars;
failure to expend resources based on research potential and actual productivity;
lack of accountability for research productivity, particularly at the time of the third year;
review, at the time of tenure review, and post-tenure;
policies that create disincentives by not providing salary savings from external awards to
cover teaching and service activities; and
a need for additional high-visibility recognition for outstanding researchers.

III.H.2.b. In some instances, we noted the placement of individuals who lack a strong scholarly
track record in leadership role or who, once in leadership roles, abandoned efforts to maintain any
substantive scholarly activities. This lack of scholarly orientation may lead these leaders to be less
aware of or diligent about expecting a high level of scholarship among the faculty that report to
them.
III.H.2.c. A significant workload issue is raised when the salary savings produced by external
research funding is not available to support teaching or service activities by the faculty whose
effort will be shifted to the funded research project. Faculty time devoted to external grants can
decrease the resources and expertise necessary to maintain quality academic programs, especially
in small departments. It is critical that salary cost-savings are appropriated to support these
programs, otherwise the increased workload or loss of effort for teaching or service activities
creates a potential disincentive to obtain external research grants.
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II.H.3. Recommendations–Academic Leadership
Recommendation #24: Ensure high standards and accountability for research and scholarship
among academic leaders. All academic leaders should embody high standards of scholarship.
Only individuals with records of high achievement in scholarship, research, or other creative
activity should be selected for academic leadership positions. Leaders who have been socialized
and have established their credibility as scholars serve as good role models, can demand a high
level of performance, and can hold faculty accountable. Academic leaders–especially department
chairs–should maintain some scholarship or research activities and serve as role models for their
faculty. We recognize that some academic leadership roles on campus require special skills in
leadership, service experience or management expertise and that such exceptions to this
recommendation may be appropriate. For example, extension activities have a strong service and
community orientation.
Recommendation #25: Ensure high standards and accountability for research and scholarship at
the department level. Departments/units and colleges/divisions should re-evaluate tenure and
promotion expectations to ensure that research productivity has a prominent place. Specific
goals for research productivity should be linked with resource allocation decisions (mission-based
budgeting). Heightened opportunities should be created to buy out tenured faculty with
performance inconsistent with division goals. Each chair should be required on a tri-annual basis
to file a report to the dean on the measurable achievements by the department with respect to
scholarship and research. The need for exceptions in heavily service-oriented units applies here as
well.
Recommendation #26: Ensure resources, high standards and accountability for research and
scholarship among all faculty. Job descriptions of all faculty should include specific
expectations regarding research and scholarship; faculty appointments that do not include research
and scholarship expectations should be the exception, and must be justified. Written
documentation should be provided to assure appropriate start-up funds to support the research,
scholarship and creative activities of new faculty. Written annual evaluations of probationary and
tenured faculty should include research expectations, with increased emphasis on research
progress at third-year reviews. The Office of Research, deans, center directors and chairs should
encourage and facilitate mentoring of graduate students, post-doctoral fellows and junior faculty
by senior faculty. Again, there are legitimate exceptions to this recommendation in which
research, scholarship or creative activities are a small part of the mission of a particular unit.
Recommendation #27: Provide additional high-visibility recognition for outstanding individuals
as researchers and scholars. The Provost should develop an additional, highly visible monetary
award that recognizes outstanding researcher/scholars, similar to the Kemper awards for teaching
excellence.
Recommendation #28: Encourage deans to return and/or invest salary cost savings within the
department of the investigator generating these funds. Salary cost savings generated by external
grants or contracts that cover investigator salary can be used to maintain academic programs and
enhance the work of the faculty in the department. Getting an external award can be a negative
experience if they are not and essential teaching and service activities are not covered by the
salary savings from the external award.
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III.I. Research at the Health Sciences Center
III.I.1. Background and Strengths–Research at the Health Sciences Center
The MU Health Sciences Center boasts a medical school; a nursing school; a health-related
professions school; a university hospital; a cancer hospital; several community hospitals; and
affiliations with a rehabilitation hospital, a veteran’s hospital and a large network of outpatient
practices in every specialty throughout the central Missouri region. Departments in the medical
school are routinely among the top ten on the MU campus as ranked by external research funding.
The School of Nursing has increased research productivity considerably over the past decade.
Faculty in the medical school, nursing school and health-related professions collaborate in many
interdisciplinary projects across the campus and with other institutions in the nation. Our Health
Sciences Center provides access to human subjects and investigators in both basic and clinical
sciences for interdisciplinary research.
Organizational relationships, geographic proximity and an abundance of external funding sources
provide tremendous potential for both basic medical science, clinical research and populationbased research at MU. Medical and life sciences are generally the leading sources of external
funding at public universities such as MU, especially when the medical school is located on the
main campus. For example, between 1994 and 1997, research funding at public medical schools
located on the main campus averaged 24 million more external research dollars per year from the
National Institutes of Health (NIH) when compared with public medical schools not located on
the main campus. These differences are likely due to access to human subjects for research and
the ability to establish interdisciplinary collaborative relationships to pursue NIH funding.
External funding available for health and medical research at the present time is at an all-time
high. The budget of the National Institutes of Health, the largest and most successful medical
research agency in the world, is over $15 billion and grows each year. Other Department of
Health and Human Services agencies, such as the Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality,
the Centers for Disease Control, the Health Resources and Services Administration, also have
increasing budgets for extramural research. Private foundations that fund medical research such as
the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation have also grown enormously due to the boom in the U.S.
economy over the past decade.
III.I.2. Issues and Problems–Research at the Health Sciences Center
Although many of the recommendations in this report are relevant to the Health Sciences Center,
some are not. This particularly true of the School of Medicine. We received considerable
feedback regarding disincentives from both chairs and research faculty at the medical school and
from units on campus that collaborate or would like to collaborate with investigators in the
medical school. We felt that conducting a special review of the Health Sciences Center was
beyond our scope of work since we were charged as a campus-wide committee. But because of
the tremendous potential for interdisciplinary research with a health sciences center on our
campus, the magnitude of decline in research at our medical school, and the volume of feedback
we received on this issue, we concluded that special attention needed to be drawn to this problem.
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In 1997, thirteen public universities had medical schools located on the main campus; the MU
School of Medicine ranked last in NIH funding among these medical schools. (Comparison
figures for other sources of funding such as foundations and industry were not available.) Not
only was MU ranked last, but the total NIH funding ($6 million) was nearly five times lower than
the next lowest ranked school (University of Florida at $29 million) and was less than five percent
of the highest ranked school (University of Washington at $131 million).
A review of the number of NIH awards to the School of Medicine from 1970 to 1999 revealed
that there was a steady increase from around 40 awards per year in the early 1970s, to a peak of
62 awards in 1993. Since 1993, the number of awards dropped precipitously to 34 in 1998, and
37 in 1999. There are presently fewer NIH awards at the School of Medicine than there were 25
years ago.
A commonly cited reason for the general decline of research at the medical school has been
enormous upheaval in the healthcare system in the nation since 1993. The MU Hospitals and
Clinics, which are staffed by medical school faculty, have focused intensely on clinical survival in
the 1990s. This effort has been largely successful, but at the expense of the research mission. It
is worth noting that during this same interval St. Louis University School of Medicine increased
their number of NIH awards from 64 awards in 1993, to 80 awards in 1999. Washington
University School of Medicine went from 376 awards in 1993, to 553 awards in 1999.
There are clearly factors other than changes in the healthcare system at work in the capacities for
these medical schools to thrive while MU declined. Specifically, both of these schools have large
endowments that appear to have buffered them adequately from financial stresses such that
research has continued to thrive. In contrast, the low levels of state support for the indigent care
burden for teaching and for research at the MU School of Medicine left the leadership and faculty
vulnerable to the external pressures in the healthcare system to cut costs and increase
competitiveness for patients. In 1998-1999, total medical school revenue ($133 million) was at
the 25th percentile for all state schools–about $20 million less than schools with similar numbers of
students.
Another dominant explanatory factor has been that the number of tenure-track junior faculty at
the medical school has declined each year since 1993 from around 50 to approximately 30. At
the same time, the number of non-regular, “clinical track” faculty increased from around 80 to
approximately 140. Clinical track faculty are not expected to do research and typically spend all
or most of their effort in direct patient care activities and teaching. This expansion has been
positive for the clinical and teaching enterprises, but research productivity has fallen substantially
and will continue to do so without a significant increase in entry-level tenure-track faculty.
Another major explanatory factor is that our medical school faculty is relatively small in
comparison to other medical schools. The total number of full-time faculty is about one-third less
than would be expected at other state medical schools of comparable student body size. One
hundred additional faculty would be required to reach the 30th percentile.
In addition to these quantitative measures, we received considerable feedback from administration
and faculty at the School of Medicine that reflected numerous disincentives for research,
particularly among the clinical faculty. We know from the literature that leadership committed to
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research, adequate time and support, and a culture that rewards research are correlated with
research productivity. Each of these elements appear to have been relatively lacking in recent
years at the medical school.
III.I.3. Recommendations–Research at the Health Sciences Center
Recommendation #29: The Vice Chancellor for Health Sciences and the Dean of Medicine
should address the revival of research, especially clinical research, as a high priority. The
recommendations in this report should be reviewed for applicability to the Health Sciences Center,
especially the School of Medicine. We expect that some will be applicable; other problems are
unique to the School and will require unique solutions. However, the major underlying factor in
the decline of research has been competing demands in a time of great challenge, a small faculty, a
low level of funding and a large shift from tenure-track to clinical faculty. A major effort should
be undertaken to add research-oriented tenure-track faculty to redress the imbalance that has
occurred in the last decade. This will require a significant infusion of financial resources.
Attracting and retaining research faculty will also require a strong and consistent message from
the leadership by example and behavior that research will again be valued equally with clinical
service and teaching.
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V. ATTACHMENTS
V.A. Attachment A– Announcements, E-mail Survey Items
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V.B. Attachment B–Excerpts of Survey Responses and Written Feedback
Following are quotes extracted from written feedback we received on the May, 1999 Preliminary
Report and from written comments we received in response to announcements regarding the
Committee’s formation and purpose.
“. . . this rather mean-spirited document into a more user-friendly, collegial document that
shares ideas instead of barking orders at the stoop labor.
“Yet more red tape and demands for more reports won’t improve the performance of
department chairs. Accountability is vital, but accountability is there now. Trying to micromanage our work all the way down to the department level is just impossible.
“We need to let each college set its own policy. The ‘one size fits all’ approach to policy
will not work.
“ . . . if you want a first-class college, you gather together around you some good folks
with good minds who like ideas and then get out of their way . . .
“We see almost nothing coming that nourishes the real core of this place–teaching young
people to think and read and decide for themselves. We’ve succumbed to the place where the
dollar rules and where campus life is described in terms of business and marketing and
customers/consumers.
“I also suggest that you identify a group of senior faculty who have been here a long time
and who have served as department chairs to review the draft. Ask them individually and
specifically for their comments.
“This report’s overall tone carries big science on a silver tray but it inadvertently or
surreptitiously devalues teaching and hurts A&S, the most important college on the campus.
“In terms of my department, this report/proposal helps nothing.”
–Department Chairman
“Although I am extremely pleased that the dollar cap will be removed from RIF, I am
sorry to see that level has been put at 25 percent. This is too low. I would encourage you to
raise this to at least 35-40 percent so that it can really do some good at getting research done.
The more of this money that gets back to the investigators who have generated it the better.
These are the people who have proven creativity and drive to make the best use of the RIF
money.
“ . . . I do not think that tenure or sabbaticals are an incentive to scholarly productivity.
“I am convinced that the money that the Division of Biological Sciences receives each year
in RIF makes my colleagues and I able to compete effectively with labs from the top tier of
research universities. I am equally convinced that without it, we would have no chance to
compete and would long ago have become a third-rate department with essentially no meaningful
research programs and no grant support. Our competitiveness can be increased even further if
more of the RIF money is returned to the departments. I urge the committee to consider the
above comments and adopt a policy to return as much money as possible directly to the
departments that are responsible for generating the indirect costs.”
–Professor
“Include a separate statement about sabbaticals for clinical faculty. Eligibility may be once
every six years. Include an abbreviated sabbatical for 3-4 months at full pay. The Provost of Med
School needs to have a pool of funds designed for such sabbaticals.
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“In place of a researching chair, each department should have an assistant chair for
research.
“ . . . general feeling of the physicians was that the interests of the med center were not
included in the document.”
–Professor
“In discussions with administrators and professorial colleagues at MU and other
institutions, no one seems to be able (or at least willing) to elaborate how such funds are utilized,
with the exception of one institution.
“At MU there is always a negotiation for set-up funds that seems to take forever and I feel
certain this fact works to the detriment of our campus recruiting efforts.
“The RIF monies in individual accounts is accumulated for bridging of lost grant support
or to buy a costly piece of equipment.
“Were it not for the RIF within the past year, a project in my lab would have had to be
discontinued.
“Many of the problems described in your report, such as the build-up of individual RIF
accounts, could be alleviated by directing the vast majority of the F&A distribution back to the
department, because then individual faculty would feel more secure and at the same time the
money could be put to use, because there would be less reason to build a nest egg.
“I do however doubt that a 15 percent cut going to the Office of Research is needed to
cover the administration of the grant proposal operation.
“ . . . the Office of Research can not write proposals for faculty to increase their grant
funding, but they can increase the number of patents and procure licensing.
–Professor
“I think that if this committee will have done a good job if we can produce three things:
a) a few very productive policy recommendations that are responsive to their desires and needs,
that have broad faculty, central administrative support AND are implementable financially
b) a few boldly articulated principles that will help set the tone for reaching to the next rung
c) language and the tone that celebrates the greatness of our research and scholarship, nails the
key barriers and articulates the hope and promise for the brighter future that is coming.
“Now, having said all this, I have no question that some deans, chairs, and faculty will still
grouse, but our goal is not to please everyone, it is to come up with the policies that will make the
best possible use of our resources.”
–Research Center Director
“While I would take exception to a number of statements in the report (especially the
section that deals with the role of the department chair–a very heterogeneous group of folks as
was pointed out . . .
“Does our system of grant submission and post-award management provide disincentives?
Can we reduce the hassle factor? Can we give successful PIs more help with grant management?
“ . . . in the current round of rate budget reductions there were differentiations made by
divisions. However, the criteria used to make those differentiations were based SOLELY on
teaching performance (enrollment, SCH’s generated etc). A division which had seen their grants
go way up received no credit.
“ . . . encourage the submission of grants or modifying the curriculum to attract more
students.
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“ . . . I fear that more often than not research ends up being unrecognized in the
institutional incentive systems.
“ . . . I can see no evidence that increasing our grant activity 3X over the past 7-8 years
has done anything at all for my unit.”
–Professor
“It is our challenge to try and overcome this [lack of confidence] with some positive
recommendations that this administration can react to. I believe that RICOM is doing just that!”
–Vice Provost
“Extending sabbaticals should be based around merit and time of service, and surely
should be for associate and above, but if we continue to punish non-regular faculty, they will lose
their desire to participate. I can think of no valid reason to exclude non-regular faculty. I oppose
this clause.
“The med school is only about 6 percent GO dollars overall. Most salaries are derived
from clinical dollars, even in regular faculty. This will further restrict sabbaticals in the med
school, unless sub-item I is supplemented from some other dollar source.
“Why limit this to regular faculty? Hold the non-regular faculty accountable as well.”
–Professor
“ . . . on a regular basis since December.
“Should you include the mission statement in the document?
“Is this banking system a loan only? Repayment needs spelled out. Could it be a gift with
no repayment required? -Unclear“Cap was raised to $5,000. Since budget increase will be minor next year, did not raise
SRF.”
–Professor
“I would note that in your first paragraph, you might say that RICOM was actually called
into creation by the campus Strategic Plan rather than the Research Master Plan. The Master
Plan simply reported this recommendation.”
–Vice Provost
“The Medical School has a record of discouraging successful research.
“The faculty has only a small number of highly successful investigators to serve as
research role models. Some successful investigators have been recruited but than left for other
institutions; others have failed to prosper at the University of Missouri.”
“A history of inefficient distribution of institutional support, meaning:
§ Support (funds & space) often distributed on the basis of political concerns rather than
strategic concerns.
§ Support often distributed to ‘cover all bases’ rather than build on areas of strength.
Deterioration of the research infrastructure and shortage of laboratory space . . . lack of effective
institutional support, history of institutional and professional infighting, a history of poor
administrative support, overload of research faculty with clinical and administrative duties, failure
of academic leadership to engage in strategic development of resources and lack of a vision for
institutional research development.”
–Professor
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“ . . . that some portion of the indirect cost from grants needs to be dedicated to enhancing
the research computing infrastructure of the University of Missouri-Columbia.
“Various items that would be useful to be covered here would include: (1) basic data
network and Internet 2 research network, (2) computing resources for storage or computational
needs, (3) specific software that would benefit a group of researchers (perhaps the GCG software
for molecular biology research would fit here or the campus-wide site license for SAS or SPSS
software), and (4) support staff to keep the infrastructure operational.
“ . . . research results that are promised as a ‘deliverable’ on grants and contracts or other
research vehicles. These same infrastructure needs are essential for keeping our Research I status
and collaborating with colleagues around the world.”
–Associate Dean
“ . . . there is scholarship ON interdisciplinary research that, at least in the long run, should not
escape our individual and collective attention. I do not claim expertise or extensive experience in
interdisciplinary research . . .”
–Professor
“ This is a note to strongly endorse the goal to restore research as a full partner in MU’s
mission of research, teaching, and service. I think research has been in the back sear of MU’s
priorities for too long, if we want to be a first-class university.
“Without the enthusiasm for a subject generated by research, without the expertise and
dedication to take students to the frontier of charted territory, teaching runs the risk of becoming
mechanical, uninspiring, and a regurgitation of what is in the textbook that others have written.
“Teaching and research should not be perceived as antagonism, as many tend to view
them, but as a powerful synergism.”
–Professor
“I don’t think we will move ahead in research in the medical school if we can’t change the
perception that research should be done only in the research departments.
“I am particularly concerned about the prevailing opinion that any money made by clinical
departments should go into incentive for clinical faculty and that putting any money into research
is taking money out of the pockets of the clinical faculty.
“The Basic Science Research Division of the Department of Ophthalmology . . . no longer
has the space to run its unit, and is being forced to find additional space across town. I would
suggest that the facility needs for this unit should be a high priority if this unit is to flourish and
not decline.
“The failure of medical school clinical departments to provide adequate support for faculty
on tenure track is a critical issue. Many clinical departments operate as if serious research can be
undertaken without adjusting the clinical, teaching, and administrative responsibilities.
“I suggest a medical school-wide clinical-researcher compact. This would guarantee a
secretary and stipulated research start-up funds to anyone of associate and full professor status,
and would encourage this provision for assistant professors, with one-and-a-half to two days per
week dedicated and protected research time to be guaranteed. A salary adjustment to be provided
for the first three years of appointment, when research funding would be anticipated.
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“The present system with research responsibilities but an absence of tangible support for
faculty with medical school tenure-track appointments must be changed. It is grossly inefficient
and not very responsible.”
–Associate Professor
“Space is consistently a problem.
“There is insufficient biostatistical help and one of the biostatisticians is leaving (received a
better job). Initial word from Biostats is that they don’t have the money to pay recruits to come
interview! Biostatistics should be moved out of ITS and put under the SoM Office of Research.
“There is no policy regarding the disbursement of RIF at the department level . . . On the
other hand, the current ‘off-campus facilities and administration funds’ rates are relatively low and
help researchers accomplish more per dollar than researchers from institutions with higher rates.
The ‘on campus’ rate is too high.
“ . . . the push for clinical revenue generation is significant. We have a long history of
having to do more clinical work than would be ‘allowed’ if grant salary support were considered.
Young faculty have a tough time completing research because of clinical demands.”
–Associate Professor
“Access to scholarly journals is essential to our research mission, yet we are seeing
continued calls to eliminate journals from our library shelves. We have already eliminated, or
never took, numerous journals which are considered required reading in major fields of science. If
we are to enhance our research mission we must change this trend. Online services and
interlibrary loans are not a substitute for ownership of journals.”
–Associate Professor
“As a scholar in the humanities, . . . the lack of external grants and the restrictions that
some of them entail impose severe limitations. I would like to see MU develop incentives
designed to remedy the situation . . . or remove . . . the International Travel Grant blocks a
potential candidate from reapplying if he/she received an International Travel Grant in the last two
years from the date of the application, requires an extensive and, in my view, useless description
of how reading a paper at a conference will enhance someone’s career, and restricts the number of
applicants by establishing deadlines whose time frame is often difficult to reconcile with the actual
travel dates. It would be splendid if your committee could do something to eliminate some of
these obstacles, or better yet, create new ways to enhance travel to professional meetings. If one
of the categories by which we are evaluated at the end of the year is the number and the quality of
papers presented at conferences, the University should do everything in its power to provide the
means.”
–Associate Professor
“ Research quality is the track-record of the given scholar in getting grants. In the
humanities and fine arts, however, that is far from the case.”
“ . . . one, and only one, incentive for faculty in the humanities and fine arts to seek
outside funding: release time.”
–Professor
“The UC system has a scale of promotion both at the associate and the full professor
levels, which monitors progress beyond tenure, and enables the individual to move up towards, or
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beyond, the full professor level in a way which encourages the faculty to be productive until
retirement. Maybe MU could look into that.
“I think the Provost’s Office could do much more . . . to study and implement more
spousal accommodation for candidates here, whether on the economy or within the academy; We
do lose good faculty whose spouses just can’t get anything here. The University needs a policy
and candidates need to see we have one. The Ag school, (okay, it’s awash in money, but this is
just one idea) for instance, wanted a candidate from UC Davis so bad that they offered to pay his
spouse’s salary as an instructor in our department until she got tenure. She got it. Everyone
happy.
“There should be regular sabbaticals at full pay. Say, one semester every four-five years,
and teaching could be doubled up or whatever, so that the department doesn’t lose and courses
are covered.”
–Associate Professor
“ . . . by far the largest incentive to increased funding is a larger RIF return. The
connection is so direct.
“First, I will admit that the 25 percent level is probably commensurate with the amount
returned at many other Research I institutions; however, there is a vitally important reason that
MU’s return should be much higher. The idea of adopting a RIF policy originated from
discussions in the Research Council in the late 1970’s, under the leadership of Ron Barr,
Associate Dean of the Graduate School. We were appalled at the low level of external funding.
Through his data, we became convinced that one reason for the success at University of Illinois
Champaign-Urbana was the build-up of infrastructure by means of a liberal RIF policy that had
been in place for 50 years.
“For this institution, over the next decade or more, should have a RIF rate of at least 50
percent. These funds should be returned to its departmental faculty, or some combination of
faculty and college dean.
“Adequate start-up funds for new faculty. Adequate funds help in attracting the best
faculty. The quality of new faculty is an absolutely critical factor in future funding and
scholarship.
“Our highest departmental needs for increasing the amount of externally funded research
in our department over the next several years are an increased number of faculty lines.
“Our small size has limited the scope of our departmental programs; we must focus on
maintaining our basic instruction and research programs. As a practical matter, we have
insufficient time to engage in other activities that could be quite productive, such as the
development of group proposals to garner external funding.
“Adequate matching funds are necessary.”
–Professor and Chair
“ . . . we need to make Research at this institution a POSSIBILITY for more than a
handful of already-established investigators. The only way I can imagine this occurring is to
institute Mission-based Budgeting or whatever other label is placed on a mechanism to pay faculty
for the time they spend on teaching students and doing research in the College of Medicine.”
“ . . . the MU Animal Care and Use Committee . . . found a discrepancy between the care
of a few, 6 or 8 mice, and the care described in the ACUC-approved protocol and contacted the
PI. The PI . . . sacrificed the mice . . . and gave away the uninvolved portion of the colony,
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rescinded an order for reagents, and vowed to abandon the project entirely. This person was
devastated.
“ . . . this relatively new faculty member was given a small amount of research support
funds upon arrival to MU to start a research program, but NO TIME was allotted for this
research . . . because of an excellent clinical acumen and manner with patients, as well as ability
and willingness to teach, this person has perhaps the largest patient burden and/or spends
proportionately more time w/ the patients and house staff than others in the division.
“If Research is to flourish in this College, the deans, department chairs and division chiefs
must ensure that faculty have the Physical (Time and Money) and Moral (if not Mentoring, at
least not Obstructionism) Support to be creative and do fundable research.
“Whatever the Research Incentives Committee can accomplish to help our alreadyinspired, but overburdened colleagues such as this one, will be a giant step ahead. No amount of
Incentive will start a creditable research effort if the Inspiration is not there already. Research
equipment, space, and supplies are for naught if there is no time for thought and inspiration to
make creative use of them.”
–Professor
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