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Report of Faculty Senate Assessment Task Force  
 
 
Task Force Mission:  To “identify and provide supporting evidence concerning:  

(1) Experiences of the various academic units of the university stemming from policies, 
actions, or inactions implemented by the President or the [former] Vice President for 
Academic Affairs; 
(2) Issues related to management of the University’s fiscal resources; and 
(3) Additional experiences of the faculty and examples of management of the University.” 
 

Methods.  The purpose of this report is to fulfill the mission given to the task force by the 
Faculty Senate.  The methods used to collect evidence reflect this purpose.  The scope of the 
report is limited to topics and issues that fall within the task force’s charge.  It does not include a 
general assessment of the University.   
 
The report is based on interviews with Assessment Task Force members in every school and 
college, with faculty and staff in several schools and in Madrid, and with current and former 
executive staff.  In addition, we reviewed news reports and earlier reports and surveys from the 
Faculty Evidence Committee.  We requested legal, financial, and accreditation documents from 
the Administration, but the Administration did not respond to our request.  Most of our findings 
relate to recent events, although some people interviewed recalled incidents that go back to 2007.  
 
Because our report describes an institutional culture, it draws on both qualitative and quantitative 
sources of evidence, as is common in analyzing culture.  Surveys allow researchers to take an 
empirical snapshot of a larger population.  In this report, the survey data we report come from a 
sample of all SLU faculty to assess, for example, whether faculty think it is time for SLU to 
choose a new president, and samples of Arts and Sciences faculty and all SLU staff and to assess 
whether people fear retaliation against individuals or academic units for actions deemed 
oppositional by the President.  These survey data support the claims that most faculty think it is 
time for a new president and that there is widespread fear of retaliation.   
 
Interviews, by contrast, provide specific examples of the kind of retaliation faculty fear or are 
motivated to avoid—whether that is loss of employment, denial of a sabbatical leave request, 
denial of resources, or appointment of a dean or chair without faculty input.  These examples of 
how faculty respond to intimidation reflect the fact that there is differential distribution of power 
and knowledge across the University.  Depending upon the unit in which they work, their tenure 
or non-tenured status, the nature of their duties to the University and other factors, faculty 
experience fear of retaliation in different ways.  Interview data provide a more nuanced picture 
of these experiences than survey data can.  Moreover, they give voice to those who may not 
otherwise have it, which is particularly important for assessing the organizational culture of a 
Jesuit university that emphasizes the dignity of individuals and the importance of educating the 
whole person.   
 
Both interview and survey data are empirical; they provide complementary sets of 
evidence.  They are statements of fact, the kind of fact upon which news reporters, historians, 
and qualitative social scientists rely to piece together the meaning of events. 
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Preamble:  In earlier years of his tenure as president, Fr. Biondi built a legacy that we all want 
to preserve.  Enrollments increased, the endowment increased tenfold,1 and the university’s 
reputation grew.  A green well-kept campus emerged to link once disconnected buildings.  The 
University invested in midtown St. Louis to the benefit of the city and the region.  According to 
the St. Louis Business Journal (August 10, 2012), “Few people have had the impact on St. Louis 
over the last 25 years that Father Lawrence Biondi has as president of Saint Louis University. 
Few have enhanced the reputation of an organization or changed the city’s landscape as much.”   
 
Now, however, times have changed, and a focus on brick-and-mortar will not help SLU 
negotiate the hyper-competitive academic environment we face.  Increasing student debt, a 
decline in research funding, the need to develop new technologies suited to the information age, 
and the need to attract and retain talented faculty and students require a different type of leader.  
The “my way or the highway” management style to which Fr. Biondi admits may have been 
useful for bringing together a campus that was physically fractured, although it was never 
without cost to the shared governance valued by faculty.  In the current environment, however, 
that management style—which is criticized in management circles as Theory X, a 
counterproductive top-down perspective that assumes that employees cannot be trusted to 
provide meaningful input to the organization--is eroding the academic mission and the Jesuit 
character of the integrated university Fr. Biondi built, in ways described by this report.    
 
This report begins with the understanding that Fr. Biondi has made important contributions to 
SLU, that he has dedicated his career to the university, and that he has strong supporters inside 
and outside the university community.  However, to understand why a change in leadership is 
needed, it is necessary to draw out critical examples that address the ongoing consequences of Fr. 
Biondi’s personal management style, at both individual and institutional levels. 
 
 

                                                
1 Not adjusted for inflation 
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Executive Summary: 
 
In his 25-year presidency, Father Lawrence Biondi has made significant contributions to Saint 
Louis University, to the city of St. Louis, and to the revitalization of mid-town. Many of his 
accomplishments will long outlast his quarter-century at SLU’s helm: a beautiful campus, 
increased enrollments, and an impressive endowment. He has been a formidable presence in this 
city and on this campus, and there is no doubt he has left a permanent stamp on Saint Louis 
University. 
 
There is also no doubt that Fr. Biondi is centrally responsible for the current culture and climate 
of SLU. And while his administration could once be characterized as successful, that success has 
unfortunately given way to failure. Simply put, SLU is mismanaged. Indeed, SLU’s central 
administration is now characterized by repeated failure in a number of different areas.  
 

• Failure to make SLU more affordable for students and their families. 
While SLU’s national ranking has decreased, its cost to the student has increased. SLU’s 
net price makes it more expensive than universities such as Georgetown, Boston College, 
and Notre Dame, all of which rank higher than SLU. Once ranked in the top 50 “best 
value” colleges in the US, SLU now plans to decrease financial aid.2   
 

• Failure to prevent precipitous slides in national rankings.  
In 2012, SLU stands at 92 in the US News and World Report rankings. Less than 10 years 
ago, it stood at 77. Meanwhile, the Medical School, Law School, and School of Public 
Health have also declined.  Consumer Reports ranked SLU Hospital, now owned by 
Tenet, among the ten worst teaching hospitals in the U.S. for patient safety. The President 
once helped build SLU’s national reputation, but now that reputation is slipping away.  
 

• Failure to plan for the future. 
Saint Louis University will reach its bicentennial in 2018, a perfect opportunity for a 
fundraising campaign that would secure SLU’s next century of achievement. But the 
central administration has admitted that it currently has no plans to mark this historic 
occasion.  Such planning is crucial for re-establishing SLU as a top-tier Jesuit school and 
growing the endowment back to its pre-2008 levels.  
 

• Failure to maintain a stable, healthy administrative or academic culture.  
The last nine years have seen tremendous instability across the university. Three schools 
have seen 5 deans in the last nine years; others have seen 4. In 2007, several faculty in the 
School of Public Health departed for Washington University, taking several millions 
dollars in grant money with them.  This year the law school is losing 6 tenure-track or 
tenured faculty.  One department of 15 is losing 3 tenure-track and newly tenured faculty 
because of administration policies.  Meanwhile, a dozen endowed chairs--positions 
crucial for raising the university’s profile--remain unfilled. In short, the President is 
failing both to attract new talent and to keep the talent he already has.  

         

                                                
2 Standard and Poor profile for SLU, November 20, 2012, p. 5. 
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• Failure to maintain and promote the Jesuit and Catholic mission with the university. 
SLU justifiably prides itself on its commitment to its Catholic and Jesuit heritage, a 
heritage that enjoins collaboration, honesty, and respect for all persons, regardless of their 
rank or position. Unfortunately, Fr. Biondi does not live out these values in dealing with 
his vice presidents, deans, and faculty. He has created a culture of intimidation that 
destroys morale, undermines collegiality, and breeds a system characterized by distrust.  
Most importantly, his management style and its systemic effects threaten the reputation 
of SLU as a top quality, Catholic, Jesuit institution. 

 
These systemic failures, described in the following report, led to an overwhelming vote of No 
Confidence by the Faculty Senate, which--as the Faculty Manual states--is “the principal organ 
and voice of the faculty in matters of University-wide concern.” The vote was 51-4 (with 2 
abstentions). No one denies that a great university needs strong leadership. But strong leadership 
is different than arbitrary, autocratic, and even vindictive leadership. As the full report below 
demonstrates, many of the problems currently facing the SLU community have their root in what 
is often dubbed a “culture of fear,” a phrase that refers to an organizational pattern of 
intimidation under which faculty and staff continually fear workplace retribution for expressing 
their professional judgments.  
 
The penalties for dissent take many forms: raises denied, laboratory resources restricted, highly-
regarded deans and department chairs fired or forced to resign, lawsuits filed or threatened 
against individual faculty. Others fear retribution against their academic departments, programs, 
or schools through budget cuts, frozen hiring, or  appointment of an unqualified dean over the 
objections of faculty.  This systemic dysfunction hinders the ability of faculty and academic units 
to further the University’s academic mission.  Indisputably, such a culture of intimidation is 
incompatible with the principle of academic freedom, the bedrock of all other academic values. It 
is also morally and intellectually incompatible with our identity as a Catholic, Jesuit University. 
Under the current system, constructive, critical voices are silenced even though such voices are 
crucial if the University is to avoid unwise decisions.  Deans and department chairs, meanwhile, 
are encouraged to guess at and cater to passing whims of the upper administration, rather than 
employing their own professional judgment and developing academic initiatives in concert with 
faculty experts.  Faculty are excluded from their proper role in shared governance.3  These 
organizational practices lead to hasty decisions and haphazard priorities that waste scarce faculty 
time while squandering financial resources.  
 
No attempt to comprehend the recent campus turmoil can grasp the nature of the problem 
without taking into account the President’s central role in creating and maintaining SLU’s 
counterproductive organizational culture. The President has touted his “my way or the highway” 
style. What is at issue, though, is more than style. As the following report shows, the 
organizational system created by the President endangers the university’s mission of teaching, 
research, and service. Indeed, “my way or the highway” is incompatible not only with the 
leadership of a university, but with leadership in any context.4  
                                                
3 This problem has been developing for over a decade.  See Faculty Senate Report on Shared 
Governance, March 26, 2002, 
http://www.slu.edu/colleges/AS/faccouncil/minutes/approved/FacSen.SharedGovRpt.html. 
4 For example, see C. Denham, “The 3 Ts of Leadership Engagement: Truth, Trust, and 
Teamwork,” Journal of Patient Safety (September 2006): 162-169. 
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• Good leaders cultivate the people with whom they work.  

They have hired those people for their expertise and talent, so they rely on that expertise 
and talent. This is especially important at a university, where faculty play the central role 
in monitoring themselves through rigorous and regular peer-review. It makes little sense 
to hire faculty or administrators and then interfere with their attempts to do their jobs. 
Such micromanagement undermines efficiency, increases bureaucracy, and hinders the 
academic pursuits which are the heart of the University,  
 

• Good leaders articulate a vision for the institution.  
They offer a vision for the institution's future, based on reasons and evidence. They 
develop that vision and the plans that accompany it through the process and practice of 
shared governance and the Catholic, Jesuit principle of subsidiarity.  The vision and plan 
for the institution develop from the bottom up, are open to public deliberation and debate, 
and are supported by a system that fosters engaged collaboration. 
 

• Good leaders do not see disagreement as a threat.  
They are not afraid of differing opinions or viewpoints. Rather, they are confident enough 
in their vision that they welcome dissent on the assumption that good ideas can withstand 
open and honest argument. They know that it is always a strategic mistake to assume that 
they are always right. Moreover, it is difficult for an institution to succeed when experts 
cannot express their opinions without fear of retribution. That fear leads to stagnation and 
obsolescence. Saint Louis University requires leadership and structure which will let the 
dynamism of this university flourish.  
 

• Good leaders respect the procedures of their institution.  
They do not violate agreements and reverse their commitments arbitrarily. They honor 
the obligations they have made with their workforce. It is impossible to work in an 
atmosphere where violations of the Faculty Manual are routine. Most importantly, they 
recognize the unique character of their institution: a university in which all perspectives 
are welcomed in a common search for wisdom, prudence, and truth.  
 

For these and many other reasons detailed in the report, the Faculty of Saint Louis University 
have lost all confidence in Fr. Lawrence Biondi’s ability to lead the University into its third 
century.  We make this claim mindful of the President’s many past accomplishments. But we 
cannot preserve Fr. Biondi’s legacy without new leadership.    
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Detailed Report 
 
In the following pages, our findings are presented and discussed in greater detail, supported by 
evidence from survey data and from interviews (as noted above), from U.S. News and World 
Report and the Department of Education Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 
(IPEDS), and from news reports.  A note about presentation:  When examples are given, they are 
often framed in general terms because faculty and staff who provided them do not wish to be 
identified for fear of retaliation against individuals or academic units. 
 
Findings   

 
Fr. Biondi’s 25-year presidency was once successful by a number of measures—an integrated 
green campus, increased enrollments, and impressive growth in endowment.  But this is no 
longer true.  In the last decade, Fr. Biondi has extended his “my way or the highway” approach 
to the bricks-and-mortar phase into the micromanagement—and ultimately, mismanagement--of 
academic affairs.  Applied to bricks and mortar, this approach worked relatively efficiently and 
aroused relatively little opposition.  Applied to academic affairs, however, this approach means 
that Fr. Biondi excludes faculty expertise from academic decisions, overlooks the role prescribed 
for faculty in the Faculty Manual, and undermines the academic mission of the university.  
Faculty, chairs, and deans who point this out have experienced threats and retribution.  As a 
result, faculty have lost confidence in the President.  A recent survey of all SLU faculty shows 
that 73.3% of respondents (603) say that it is time for SLU to choose a new president, and only 
7.6% of respondents (63) say that it is not time.5   
 
In the last decade, increased centralization, arbitrariness, inefficiency and intimidation have had 
corrosive effects on the university’s academic mission and its stature as a Jesuit university, as the 
evidence below indicates.  The President’s “my way or the highway” approach to managing the 
university has led in recent years to an organizational culture of management by intimidation--
described as a “culture of fear” in earlier reports and surveys--that is visible in every college and 
school on the north campus, the south campus, and the Madrid campus.  This report explains 
how management by intimidation, uninformed by faculty expertise, is the underlying cause of 
SLU’s decline in so many areas.   
  
1.   An organizational culture of intimidation 
 
In this report, the term “culture of intimidation” refers to a management system that is rooted in 
the President’s management style.  It covers a range of perceptions and institutional practices. It 
includes fear of retaliation against individuals and academic units and the consequences of that 
fear.  It incorporates the institutional effects of systemic management by intimidation on 
decisions, actions, and routine practices at multiple levels and locations of the University, and in 

                                                
5 The remaining respondents did not express an opinion. Over 90% of respondents who 
expressed an opinion say that it is time for SLU to choose a new president. The survey, 
conducted by the SLU chapter of the AAUP, included all faculty on the north campus, the south 
campus and the Madrid campus.  Survey results are available at 
https://sites.google.com/a/slu.edu/aaup-slu-interim/home/current-issues/responses-to-slu-aaup-
supplemental-survey. 
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both administrative and academic units.  The primary impact on faculty is that the use of 
intimidation and retribution (including the prospect of retaliation against entire units in some 
instances) discourages faculty input into decision-making, resulting in a series of haphazard 
decisions that has destabilized the institution by wasting faculty and financial resources and 
sapping the morale of every constituency.    
 
2.   How SLU’s management by intimidation looks at the top  

We find evidence across the university that this system of management includes intimidation, 
disrespect, and acts of retribution by the President and that these behaviors are the root of our 
University’s culture and poor morale.   

• Retaliation against deans, department chairs, individual faculty, and academic units for 
speaking out against Administration actions and policy decisions.  Examples include: 

o Firing or forced resignation of highly regarded deans and department chairs  
o Denial of sabbatical leaves and reduction of salary increases recommended by 

department chairs and deans 
o Restriction of laboratory resources of medical school researchers who opposed 

Administration policies 
o University lawsuits filed or threatened against individual faculty6   

o Some faculty believe that budgetary resources have been allocated to the 
disadvantage of units where the dean or multiple faculty vocally opposed 
Administration policies. 

• Disrespect, Verbal abuse, and threats 

o One development staffer reported being present when another development staffer 
was threatened by the president, who said to the staffer: “If you don’t bring more 
money into this university I will make sure you don’t have enough money to buy 
Christmas presents for your kids.”   

                                                
6 In the most recent instance, in a March 28, 2013 letter, the university General Counsel warned 
the president of SLU’s AAUP chapter that he personally might be subject to suit for copyright 
infringement if he surveyed SLU faculty using questions similar to a survey conducted by a firm 
hired by the University—even though the University survey was based on questions derived 
from a survey conducted at another university.   The General Counsel also said that he would not 
be making the decision about any possible lawsuit and that he could not rule out the possibility 
of a lawsuit regardless of what questions were asked, because any parallel survey might 
conceivably be derived from the University’s survey.  According to an account in the Chronicle 
of Higher Education (April 2, 2013), “Robert Kreiser, associate secretary of the national AAUP 
in the department of academic freedom, tenure, and governance, said the university lawyer's 
letter ‘borders on unconscionable’ and ‘certainly supports the complaint that there is a climate of 
intimidation at the university’” (http://chronicle.com/article/Saint-Louis-U-Threatens/138237/). 
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o A former VP stated the President yelled at him frequently.  The President told another 
VP in front of others that, if he didn’t succeed in meeting his goals, it would be his 
(backside).   

o According to first-hand accounts, the President has berated and denigrated deans and 
the President of the Faculty Senate at executive staff meetings.  This practice has 
continued even after the President stated in his February 27 letter to the SLU 
community that he is “committed to being part of the solution; to working more 
closely with those around our campus who say that their voices are not being heard.”  

o At a recent brown bag at one college, the President put a junior untenured faculty 
member on the spot by asking in front of others if she felt a culture of fear. 

o At recent meetings in a number of schools and with staff following faculty votes of 
No Confidence in former VP Patankar, the President accused faculty of being against 
the Academic Vice President because he “wasn’t one of us,” a thinly veiled 
accusation of prejudice. 

o In an interview quoted in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch on December 21, 2012, the 
President described faculty presentation of data as “dishonest.”  

o In meetings with various academic units, the President called the Henle Endowed 
Chair in Philosophy, the long-time Chair of the Philosophy Department, the President 
of the Faculty Senate, the Dean of Arts and Sciences, and other individual faculty 
“liars.”  

o The President recounted false accusations of professional misconduct about a 
particular faculty member in two meetings of administrators where the faculty 
member’s supervising deans were present.   

o The President denigrated a former prominent SLU Medical School professor to 
prospective donors.  

 
3.  How management by intimidation looks at lower levels of administration and in 

academic units7   

The President’s pattern of behavior paves the way for retribution, abuse, and bullying at 
lower levels.  Such behaviors are tolerated, even normalized, as the University has been 
insensitive and unresponsive to complaints. 

• Lawsuits and grievances have been filed against SLU by individual faculty and deans on 
grounds of discrimination, unfair procedural lapses, or sexual harassment. 

• In cases where the University has settled harassment and discrimination suits and 
grievances by women faculty, the offending deans and chairs continued in their positions.   

• Parks College has lost almost all its women faculty over the last several years. Some were 
denied tenure.  At least one of these faculty filed a lawsuit against the university, which 

                                                
7 For a discussion of the effects of management by intimidation, see Slemo Warigon and Betsy 
Bowers, “Impact of Management by Intimidation:  Is It Destroying Your Organization?” in 
College and University Auditor (Summer 2006), 5-10. 
http://www.acua.org/ACUA_Resources/Auditor/Summer2006.pdf.  
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was settled out of court.  Multiple complaints by Parks College faculty to the University 
Office of Diversity/Affirmative Action over a period of years did not improve the 
situation.  According to accounts from Parks faculty, the prospects for women still have 
not improved. 

• The temporary Law School Dean Tom Keefe, who was appointed by the president 
without faculty consultation, recently resigned after admitting to making inappropriate 
remarks to women students and faculty but denying that these remarks constituted sexual 
harassment.8   Despite these problems, the former dean says that he was offered (but 
declined) an opportunity to continue as dean, along with a new co-dean (St. Louis Beacon, 
March 6, 2013).  And he remains on the University Board of Trustees.   

• Despite such problems, in 2012, the University went 8 months without a Diversity 
Officer.  

• In multiple instances long-time lower-level staff members have been fired in a 
disrespectful way.  They were fired without notice, given an hour to gather belongings, 
and escorted out of the building by campus security.  This might be customary in the 
corporate world but faculty and staff question the need at a Jesuit university.  Also, these 
cases do not necessarily involve performance or security problems, as one of the 
employees was subsequently rehired.   

• Six vice presidents signed a public Letter to the Editor of the St. Louis Post-Dispatch 
(February 7, 2013) attacking two faculty for being “inaccurate, irresponsible and 
damaging to our university” and “willing to go to great lengths to misrepresent the work 
that we are trying to do” after the faculty accurately recounted administrators’ responses 
to questions in a Faculty Senate meeting.  

• In some schools, faculty report being afraid to speak up in their own faculty assembly 
because they feel intimidated by others whom they fear will report their comments to 
upper administrators.  This fear is particularly apparent in schools with large numbers of 
untenured faculty.  It is also apparent at SLU Madrid, where full-time faculty have no 
ranking system to mark appropriate salary levels, no tenure or protection from the Faculty 
Manual, and no faculty body that is independent from Administration. 

• In other schools, where there is a large proportion of tenured faculty, the organizational 
culture of intimidation does not necessarily translate into personal fears about losing 
one’s job, as it does with staff and untenured faculty (though some tenured faculty are 
concerned that their application for sabbatical leave might be denied).  Many senior 
tenured faculty, department chairs and deans across the university acknowledge a concern 
that their department or their school might suffer retribution if they speak out against the 
President’s decisions.   

• In an October 2012 survey conducted by the College of Arts and Science’s Faculty 
Evidence Committee of faculty in the College Arts and Sciences (which has the largest 
percentage of tenured faculty), 70% of respondents said there was pervasive fear, and 
82 % said they feared retaliation for publicly speaking out.   

Do you feel that there is a climate of fear at SLU? (259 responses)  
 

                                                
8 The problem was reported to SLU Human Resources. 
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Pervasive fear Some are afraid No 
70.3% 26.3% 3.5% 

 
Are you afraid of retaliation for publicly speaking out against  

the policies of the VPAA? (256 responses) 
 

Yes No 
82% 18% 

 
• In a December 2012 survey by the Faculty Evidence Committee9 of all St. Louis and 

Madrid staff below the level of deans, 78% of respondents said that at least some were 
afraid, and 62% said they personally feared retaliation for publicly speaking out against 
policies of upper administration.  
 

Are you afraid of retaliation for publicly criticizing the policies of the upper 
administration?  (1303 responses) 
 

Yes No 
62.5% 37.5% 

 
Do you feel that there is a climate of fear among the staff at SLU? (1317 
responses) 

 
 

 
 

• In these two surveys combined, over 1200 people responded that there is a climate of fear 
at SLU in which some are afraid.  Almost 500 of these responses said that the fear was 
pervasive.  Our interviews across the University revealed such fear of retribution against 
individuals or academic units in every school and college on every SLU campus. 

 
4.  Management by intimidation has penetrated the organization of the University and has 

been translated into everyday administrative practices.    

This culture, as we previously defined it, is routinized in top-down arbitrary decisions, 
secrecy and lack of transparency, and general lack of accountability for the upper 
administration.   This organizational culture stifles debate and paves the way for arbitrary, 
uninformed decisions and actions at middle and lower levels of University administration.  
This saps faculty and staff morale, as surveys have shown. 

• An organizational culture of intimidation tends to silence those who could offer valuable 
criticism of Administration policies. 

                                                
9 By the time of the staff survey, the ad hoc Faculty Committees on Evidence and 
Communication, which were originally established in Arts and Sciences, included some faculty 
from outside the College of Arts and Sciences.  

Pervasive Fear Some are afraid No 
26.6% 51.6% 21.8% 
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o Because of well-known cases of retribution and the President’s tirades about 
particular deans and faculty, deans often are reticent.  It feels risky for them to openly 
express opinions that contest those of the President or the former VP for Academic 
Affairs. Some have said they worry about the well being of their schools and their 
budget and personnel requests.10  

o Some long-time tenured faculty have said that they keep silent to protect their school 
from the President’s wrath. 

o Where there are no shared governance structures to prevent retribution, it is difficult 
for faculty to deliberate openly to develop academic priorities for their schools. Only 
a few schools have strong faculty assemblies that promote shared governance by 
making sharp debate normal—such as Arts and Sciences and Public Health—but 
most schools do not.   In a system that operates by intimidation, it is especially 
difficult for schools without a large proportion of tenured faculty to deliberate openly. 

o Where there is no strong assembly to support faculty debate and shared governance—
for example, in the School of Medicine--faculty discussions can become so mired in 
the Administration’s cost-cutting and revenue demands that they lose track of their 
mission.   

o Some medical school faculty say they are depressed and frustrated to see that, as their 
school’s facilities and reputation have declined, their administrators have not always 
felt free to confront the President directly about medical school problems because of 
concern that his response might be counterproductive.  Recently, in a rare meeting 
with the President, medical school faculty were able to express their concerns directly.   

• The extent of intimidation across the university has been masked and exacerbated by 
verbal requirements of confidentiality, secrecy, and general lack of transparency, in 
violation of American Association of University Professors (AAUP) and the Association 
of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB) standards of shared governance, 
http://www.aaup.org/report/1966-statement-government-colleges-and-universities. 

o The Faculty Senate Executive Committee has often been constrained by the 
President’s insistence on confidentiality (and recently, by the insistence of the 
Executive Committee of the Board of Trustees), from reporting to the faculty body 
they represent.   

o Faculty in one school who communicated the lack of trust and presence of fear at the 
school also stated they were bound by expectations of confidentiality not to provide 
specifics of the President’s intimidating tactics.   

o In violation of principles of shared governance endorsed by the AGB and AAUP, 
SLU has kept secret documents such as bylaws of the Board of Trustees and 
information about capital budgets, which many schools, including Georgetown 
University, post on their websites 

                                                
10 Former Law Dean Annette Clark has published an account of institutional consequences of 
SLU’s “culture of fear” (University of Toledo Law Review, 
http://law.utoledo.edu/students/lawreview/volumes/v44n2/Clark_CorrFinal.pdf). 
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(http://www.georgetown.edu/content/1242662846446.html, 
http://financialaffairs.georgetown.edu/budget/rosvp12.pdf). 

o Even the Office of Academic Affairs strategic plan shown to the Higher Learning 
Commission accreditation team was not shared with faculty or deans.   

• Top-down management by intimidation severely hampers the effectiveness of faculty 
administrators (deans, department chairs, committees) in academic decisions at the school 
and department level. 

o The Administration has made many top-down decisions about academic policies and 
personnel without appropriate input from faculty and in violation of the Faculty 
Manual.  As noted earlier, former Law Dean Keefe, who recently resigned after 
admitting making inappropriate remarks to women students and faculty, was 
appointed without faculty consultation.  Deans and chairs who protest too publicly 
against the president’s decisions have been fired, forced to resign, or punished in 
some other ways.  According to accounts on both north and south campuses, deans 
hesitate to disagree openly with priorities set by the President.  

o The high turnover among deans in some schools (from firings, forced resignations, 
and quick departures for better positions) detracts from the school’s ability to develop 
and pursue academic priorities developed by faculty within that school.  Since 2004, 
there have been 5 deans in the Law School, 5 deans in Public Service, and 5 deans in 
Parks College, 4 deans in Public Health, 4 deans in Arts and Sciences, and 3 deans 
each in Philosophy and Letters and at SLU Madrid.   

o Further, deans and department chairs often are motivated to guess which priorities 
will be approved at the top rather than pursuing priorities informed by the expertise of 
their faculty.   

o Because arbitrary decisions and broken promises are common in the upper 
administration, deans, department chairs, and faculty say they cannot rely on 
consistent or supportive administration. The President helped to recruit one Parks 
College department chair to SLU by promising a new doctoral program, but the 
promise was not fulfilled.  The President undercut the withdrawal of the ill-advised 
faculty evaluation proposal (to replace the current system of evaluating faculty with 
arbitrary metrics and evaluation by the former VPAA) by continuing to defend the 
withdrawn proposal.  

o Many department chairs complain that they and their faculty are so busy responding 
to multiple, and sometimes duplicate, administration requests for information, 
position justifications, or strategic plans that they have no time to develop and pursue 
priorities for their own department or school.  One chair explained that, despite these 
requests, “It often seems pointless to develop plans at the department level, because 
decisions are made by the President in a way that does not respect department-level 
expertise or anyone’s goals other than his own.  There is no belief that a proposal will 
be evaluated on its merits.  Unless one is offering the odd bauble that might capture 
the President’s fancy, there is little hope of gaining resources, even for programs that 
would bring in significant revenue.”  
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• Some aspects of management by intimidation are formalized by design, so that all 
involved in a decision are vulnerable to pressure from the President, and there is no 
formal mechanism to check unwise direction from above. 

o Search committees for important administrative positions often have few tenured 
faculty and several members who are vulnerable to pressure from the President 
(administrators, other staff, and untenured faculty).  For example, the 10-member 
search committee for a Vice President for Academic Affairs had 5 members other 
than tenured faculty.  The only tenured faculty member from the College of Arts and 
Sciences resigned to protest the search process.  The recommendations of some 
search committees for deans have been ignored by the President or a Vice President, 
without regard for the candidate’s qualifications.  

o Too often, we have seen deans who disagree with the President either fired or forced 
to resign.  Sometimes the President has appointed deans who are subject to pressure.  
(One current interim dean is an untenured assistant professor hired with little faculty 
input.)  Some former deans have brought lawsuits against the university or made their 
exits so well known as to be embarrassing, yet none of this seems to make an impact 
on the President’s Office (or, for that matter, the Board of Trustees). The diplomats 
who are able to navigate between the President and the faculty are rare.   

o The change from a provost as administrator to a system that organizes vice presidents 
(including the VP for Academic Affairs) into equal managerial silos--each controlling 
separate categories of university resources, and each with her or his own decision 
structure--effectively demotes the University’s academic mission and puts it on a 
level with facilities, development, finance, etc.  If the VP for Academic Affairs is 
equal in power and authority to other VPs when decisions are made in budget and 
PCC meetings, academic concerns can be easily subordinated to other concerns less 
central to the academic purpose of the University, such as who controls space.   

o The separate managerial silos (for academic affairs, development, facilities, etc.) into 
which SLU administrators are organized are coordinated only at the top, where 
faculty input is minimal.  By the time a proposed policy or action gets to the top, its 
shape has already been determined. 

o Capital projects are selected and funded secretly, without regard for academic 
priorities developed by the faculty.   

o Significant budgetary resources and gifts have been diverted for secret purposes, to 
unknown accounts, presumed to be the President’s Opportunity Fund.  Prominent 
examples reported by multiple sources are diversions of funds from the Law School 
and diversion of almost one million dollars from the Center for Sustainability.   Such 
uncontrolled diversions undercut academic planning. 

 
5.  Consequences to the University 

• SLU’s culture of management by intimidation undermines the university’s Jesuit mission 
and values.   
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o A president of a Jesuit Catholic university is expected to lead by example and to 
foster a climate that supports Jesuit values. The President’s behavior has often been at 
odds with these expectations.11 

o A culture of management by intimidation opens the door to disrespect and acts of 
retribution and discrimination at multiple levels of administration.  This environment 
is not conducive to pursuing truth and developing women and men for others.   

o Devaluing faculty expertise undermines the distinguished intellectual tradition that 
marks Jesuit universities as singularly high caliber.   

o Arbitrary autocratic rule violates the Catholic principle of subsidiarity, whereby 
decisions should be made at the level closest to the issue, where the best solutions are 
likely to be generated.   This is a problem for staff as well as faculty.  On the Faculty 
Evidence Committee’s survey of all SLU staff, 74% of respondents said that they 
were given no opportunity to give meaningful input before policies or procedures that 
affect them are changed.   

• There are many instances of counterproductive administration interventions in normal 
academic operations:  preventing meaningful faculty participation in strategic planning, 
blocking budget and personnel decisions made by schools and departments, establishing 
academic programs without appropriate faculty input, changing contract conditions, 
reneging on hiring conditions, and violating shared governance provisions of the Faculty 
Manual. 

o The strategic plan for the Office of Academic Affairs apparently had been given to 
the Higher Learning Commission accreditation team but never shown to deans or 
faculty.   

o The Center for Sustainability was initially developed without including natural 
science faculty. 

o The Graduate School was dissolved over the objections of faculty and without first 
resolving a series of crucial issues:  what common graduate policies would apply, 
how student appeals would work, how new graduate assistantships would be created, 
what authority the Graduate Academic Advisory Committee would have, and how the 
graduate admissions process would work.  The graduate admissions process still does 
not work well; applicants’ transcripts and letters of recommendation sometimes must 
be sent multiple times. 

o Two Parks College graduate degrees—MS/PHD in Engineering and MS/PHD in 
Aviation Science--were established without approval by the University Board of 
Graduate Studies.  (These are not the same as current Parks degrees with the same 
titles.)  Earlier the University Board of Graduate Studies had rejected a proposal for a 
PhD in Aviation Science on the grounds that there were not enough full-time faculty 
to deliver it. 

o Faculty appointed to a task force to develop a vision for University strategic planning, 
and faculty on related task forces said that the Administration ignored their comments 
in developing the recent faculty evaluation plan proposed by the former VPAA and 

                                                
11 SLU Standards of Conduct for the Common Good, http://www.slu.edu/x12091.xml.  
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defended by the President.    
o The provost position was eliminated despite faculty opposition in favor of a system of 

equal VPs ruling on academic affairs; that continues to be problematic for academic 
programs, which must coordinate with multiple managerial silos (e.g. VPAA plus VP 
for Facilities). 

o The President and former VPAA proposed counterproductive faculty evaluation 
policy that would replace existing evaluation procedures with arbitrary metrics that 
would effectively substitute uninformed evaluation by the VPAA for evaluation by 
department chairs and deans. 

o A tenure track faculty member in the School of Arts and Sciences who had been at 
SLU for one year received a new contract that switched her tenure line into a different 
department--without consultation with the faculty member, her current chair, or the 
chair of the department where her tenure line was to be relocated. Though this 
decision was later reversed, the faculty member was so shaken by the arbitrary 
intervention that she left SLU for a tenure-track position elsewhere.   

o For another faculty member, the former VPAA agreed to a joint appointment in the 
law school, with an appropriate salary supplement provided by the law school dean.  
After the law school conducted a formal review of the faculty member for the 
appointment, the VPAA ruled out the salary supplement.   That faculty member is 
also leaving SLU for a tenure-track position at another university. 

o Administrative lack of reliability has affected external relationships of some faculty 
researchers.  SLU faculty members with highly rated grant proposals have been 
denied an NSF grant, as an NSF program officer explained, because NSF did not 
believe the promises of matching support made by SLU. 

• There is little concern for retaining talented faculty.  

o Disregard for the role of faculty in shared governance and disrespect for faculty work 
have alarmed many talented tenure-track faculty.  Faculty in multiple schools have 
taken jobs elsewhere or received offers.  Others are interviewing.  The School of Law 
is losing 6 tenure track or tenured faculty.  One Arts and Sciences department with 15 
members, is losing 3 tenure-track or newly tenured faculty.  The reasons they have 
stated for leaving include: arbitrary evaluation by administrators, broken promises, 
bureaucracy that stymies rather than facilitates their work, and lack of respect and 
reward for their accomplishments. 

o While these faculty have been successful in part because SLU has supported them 
with research awards and leaves, when they are denied raises, when administrators 
break promises to them, and when administrators without expertise evaluate them, 
they see that their success is not valued.  One said, “I don’t think I can work at a place 
where administrators have no respect for faculty.”  Why would rising faculty stars 
risk their careers by staying at a place that neglects best practices at reputable 
universities?   
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• Poor management and absence of organizational means of accountability lead to hasty 
decisions, poor judgment and wasted resources (in terms of dollars and faculty and staff 
time).  Examples include: 

o Taking possession of the downtown law school building without consulting the dean 
or faculty about needs and without a full understanding of what it would cost to 
renovate the building.  It has been reported to us that the costs of renovating the 
building are $15-20 million more than originally anticipated.  

o In the recent renovation of Pius Library, architects with expertise in library design 
were not consulted.  On three floors, ceilings were lowered so far that books could no 
longer be placed upright on the top shelves.  The library lost shelf space for thousands 
of volumes.  Because the aging HVAC system was not updated during this initial 
renovation, the new study and seminar rooms are often too cold for the comfort of 
students and faculty. The temperature in one room was 55 degrees.   

o Library and other faculty were not consulted when the library’s subscription budget 
was cut by 10%. This cost the library thousands of dollars for cancelling subscriptions 
mid-contract, and it would have substantially increased the cost of interlibrary loan. 
Although this decision was reversed later, library staff had to spend time restoring 
broken contracts and revising cancelled orders. 

o Fr. Biondi’s lack of understanding and support for the School of Public Health at the 
University, as noted by a visiting accrediting body in 2007, contributed to the 
departure of several well-funded researchers and millions of dollars in grants. The 
recent support by the Administration for the newly formed College for Public Health 
and Social Justice is generous and noteworthy.  However, many faculty have not 
forgotten the damage done by the President in earlier difficult years.  That damage 
contributed to a precipitous drop in SPH rankings that is difficult to overcome.   

o Of the University’s 63 endowed chairs, only 51 are filled.  In the School of Medicine 
only 23 of 30 endowed chairs are filled.   

o Faculty of the School of Medicine say that the hospital is antiquated.  SLU hospital, 
owned by Tenet, is the only hospital in St. Louis that has not had any major 
construction revisions in the last 20 years.  Recently SLU hospital was rated one of 
the 10 worst teaching hospitals in the U.S. for patient safety.12   Poor conditions at the 
hospital13 are a result of an agreement the university made with Tenet that leaves 
current conditions in the hospital below the standard of competitive facilities in St. 
Louis.  They are considered unacceptable by most of the medical faculty.  Among the 

                                                
12 Consumer Reports, May 2013, p. 11.  According to an account in the St. Louis Business 
Journal (April 16, 2013), “SLU officials say the score is misleading and not risk adjusted.”  
http://www.bizjournals.com/stlouis/blog/2013/04/slu-hospital-receives-low-marks-from.html?  
13 To date, and despite promises from Tenet, there are no concrete plans to expand the  
Emergency Department, despite the volume of patients it sees. There has been a recent 
reinvestment in the Radiology equipment but before that, 80% of the equipment in the 
department was over 10 years old.  Nursing and clerical staffing in the hospital are limited; stock 
supplies of equipment are limited and often not available on an emergency basis.  Temperature 
for some operating rooms cannot be independently adjusted.  
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effects are difficulty retaining top faculty and difficulty recruiting faculty of the same 
academic caliber. The situation at the hospital jeopardizes post-graduate (residency) 
education, research, and cutting edge patient care programs.  Medical school faculty 
place immediate responsibility for the hospital’s deterioration on Tenet, which has 
taken profits from the hospital without making the investments needed to meet 
current standards.  They consider Tenet an especially poor partner for the academic 
mission of a teaching hospital.  Some faculty say the President is concerned about 
hospital’s decline and is trying to buy back it back.  Meanwhile, faculty wonder what 
happens to revenue that goes from Tenet to the President and revenue from UMG 
profits claimed by the President.14     

• Though individual faculty are evaluated annually and are held accountable for their 
performance, the President has not been held accountable for the dysfunction that results 
from his intimidating management style and the organizational culture that reflects it.  All 
who hold a stake in the school and its mission deserve explanations for the following 
conditions at SLU: 

o Who is accountable for the loss of so many talented faculty who wished to stay at 
SLU?  (See information above.)  

o Who is accountable for SLU’s loss in grant funding over the last 5 years in 
comparison to our peer and aspirational institutions?   

 
Total Federal, State and Local Grants (in 2012 dollars)15  

 

 
 

• The federal government’s belt tightening has severely hampered research at many if not 
most research-based universities.  At SLU, there is a significant gap in research 
infrastructure, despite the President’s Research Fund, which provides funds for seed 
grants, and the university’s new high-tech Doisy Research Center.  This gap in research 
infrastructure is a major contributing factor to the 20% decline in recovery for indirect 
facilities and administration grant expenses reported by the Office of Research 

                                                
14 See p. 21 below. 
15 Source:  Department of Education Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, hereafter 
IPEDS.  Peer institutions identified by SLU’s administration are American University, 
University of Dayton, University of Denver, Drexel University, Fordham University, Loyola 
University-Chicago and Marquette University.  Aspirational institutions identified by the 
Administration are Boston College, Georgetown University, University of Notre Dame and 
Washington University in St. Louis.  
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SLU Total Federal, State and Local Grants

Government Grants (2012 Dollars)
3

2010 5 year 10 year

SLU $49 million -21% 29%

Peer institutions $47 million 27% 112%

Aspirational institutions $207 million 10% 53%

Carnegie research/doctoral institutions $154 million 6% 77%

Carnegie very high research schools $333 million 10% 86%

Schools ranked 41-60 in U.S. News $353 million 17%

• Faculty members that have left SLU since 2007, have $9.8 million in NIH funding
4
.

The loss of these top faculty member partially explains the drop in grants at SLU. In

fact, these researchers represent 32% of the NIH funding of current and recent SLU

faculty.

• During the 5 most recent years of data, SLU’s amount of government grants has de-

creased by 21% or approximately $13 million.

• During the same time frame, all of our comparison groups had increases in government

grants.

• SLU saw growth in grants over the last decade, however every comparison group saw

significantly larger growth.

3Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
4NIH Research Portfolio Online Reporting Tools (RePORT)

6
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Administration this year.Why has SLU’s academic spending per FTE student declined 
since 2000?   
o Why has SLU’s financial aid dropped (when adjusted for inflation and student 

population)? 
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Academic Spending per FTE Student (in 2012 Dollars)16 

 

 
 

o Why are most department budgets the same as they were in 2000, despite increases in 
faculty and credit hours taught?   An examination of 18 department budgets shows 
that, while student credit hours taught have increased by 25% or more, department 
resources per credit hour taught have dropped, sometimes by as much as 40%. 

o How is SLU responding to the fact that SLU not been ranked as a U.S. News “Best 
Value” since 2007?   Only two of our peer benchmark institutions—Drexel in 
Philadelphia and Fordham in New York—are more expensive than SLU.  Yet, 
according to Standard and Poor’s credit profile of SLU, the University plans to 
“gradually reduce institutionally funded financial [student] aid as the economic 
environment improves.” 

 
Net Price, 2010-2011 Academic Year17 

 

 
 

                                                
16 Source:  IPEDS.  Academic Spending is defined by U.S. News and World Report as spending 
in the categories of Instruction, Research, Academic Support, Institutional Support, Student 
Services and Public Service. 
17 Department of Education Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 

4 Academic Spending

A university’s primary mission is academics. The spending levels on the academics have a
large effect on the quality of the intuition. In addition to examining the amount spent on
academics for each student, we have studied the spending level when research is not taken
into account. The reason for this is that a large amount of the research spending is dependent
on external grants and not internal university resources.
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 2000  2002  2004  2006  2008  2010

SLU Academic Spending per Student
(2012 Dollars)

Including Research
Excluding Research

Academic Spending per FTE Student (2012 Dollars)6 7

Including Research Without Research
2010 5 year 10 year 2010 5 year 10 year

SLU $33,278 -1% -5% $29,778 2% -5%
Peer institutions $33,611 6% 19% $29,849 5% 19%
Aspirational institutions $85,772 10% 28% $68,637 10% 29%
Research/doctoral institutions $46,069 12% 38% $32,479 11% 25%
Very high research schools $78,342 13% 54% $48,418 12% 34%
Schools ranked 41-60 in U.S. News $56,354 23% $39,422 19%

• Academic spending is the largest factor in determining U.S. News & World Report’s
college rankings. In fact, for schools categorized as Carnegie Research or Doctoral

6Department of Education’s Integrated Post-secondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
7Academic Spending defined by U. S. News and World Report as spending in the categories of Instruction,

Research, Academic Support, Institutional Support, Student Services and Public Service

9

9 Net Price and Financial Aid

Net Price (2010-11 Academic Year)16

Net Price US News Rank US News Best Value
Drexel Univeristy $34,660 83
Fordham University $33,679 58
Washington University $32,870 14 30
Saint Louis University $32,430 92
American University $31,447 77
University of Denver $31,244 83
Loyola University $28,976 106 49
Marquette University $28,746 83 50
Georgetown University $26,521 21 25
University of Dayton $25,664 115
University of Notre Dame $24,632 17 22
Boston College $23,742 31 39

• Students in need of financial aid at SLU and Washington University pay approximately
the same amount.

• Two of our peers are more expensive: Drexel and Fordham, which are in Philidephia
and New York.

• We cost about $1,800 a year more than our average peer and about $5,500 more than
our aspirational schools.

• The schools that are rated as best values are either higher rated than SLU, less expen-
sive or both.

• Until 2007, we were considered a best value by U.S. News. Since then we have become
more expensive relative to other schools and have dropped in quality.

16Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
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o Why are gifts to SLU significantly lower than gifts to our peer and aspirational 
institutions?  

 
Giving, 2010-1118 

 

 
 

According to the Chronicle of Higher Education, SLU ranked 144 in amount of funds 
raised by colleges in the 2011-2012 academic year.   

o In view of SLU’s low rate of giving, decline in academic spending, and rising net cost 
to students, why has SLU had no general fund raising campaign in recent years for 
academics, scholarships, or to build up the endowment?  

 
SLU Endowment (2012 Dollars)19  

 

 
 

                                                
18 Source:  IPEDS 
19 Source: Chronicle of Higher Education (n. 13 on chart) 

3 Giving
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Giving (2010-11)5

Total Per FTE Student
SLU $32,169,047 $2,348
Peers $45,626,555 $3,404
Aspirational $154,361,807 $11,501
Carnegie Research/Doctoral $97,851,165 $8,816
Carnegie Very High Research $229,664,601 $19,761
US News 41-60 $81,586,686 $5,206

• The amount of gifts to SLU is significantly lower than any of our comparison groups.

• Our peers giving rates 42% higher on average than SLU’s.

• The administration has emphasized that its priorities for giving are capital improve-
ment projects such as the arena, Doisy Research center, and the new law school build-
ing.

• SLU has not had any general fund raising campaign in recent years for academics or
to build up the endowment.

• Donors have been directed to give money to the President’s opportunity fund or specific
capital projects at the expense of the endowment and academic programs.

5Department of Education’s Integrated Post-secondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
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7 Endowment
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Endowment (Real Dollars)13 14

2011 5 year 10 year
SLU $905 million -4% -15%
Peer institutions $447 million 14% 49%
Aspirational institutions $3,709 million 13% 34%
Carnegie research/doctoral institutions $1,939 million 7% 25%
Carnegie very high research schools $3,141 million 8% 35%
Schools ranked 41-60 in U.S. News $2,138 million 38%

• There are three main factors that dictate the growth of endowments: investment return,
spending rate and capital giving.

• The solid performance of SLU’s endowment in the 90’s was capped off with approxi-
mately $265 million from the proceeds of the hospital sale. The combination of good
investments and commitment to growing the endowment resulted in dramatic increases.
The only major drawdown since was approximately $100 million for the SLU 2000 ini-
tiative.

13
Chronicle of Higher Education’s Almanac of Higher Education

14
As of January 25, 2013 the endowment was valued at approximately $925 million
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Endowment (Real Dollars)20 

 

 
 

Because the net price of SLU to students has risen in comparison to peer and aspirational 
schools in recent years, the endowment’s capacity to keep cost low is of increasing 
concern.  For most schools, the endowment is a primary source of funds for scholarship 
and financial aid.   

 
6.  University financial practices and priorities for selecting and funding capital projects 
undercut the academic mission of the university. 
 

• SLU emphasizes funding for nonacademic capital projects to the neglect of academic 
priorities developed by the faculty.  There is little or no faculty input in setting priorities 
for capital projects.   

 
• In addition, there is an apparent lack of accountability and transparency in the President’s 

capital project priorities.   
  
• At the Senate budget presentation on January 29, administrators said there are no long-

term financial planning, though one vice president thought there should be, and no capital 
campaign for the bicentennial.   

 
• The Administration has emphasized that its priorities for giving are capital improvement 

projects such as the arena, Doisy Research Center, and the new law school building.  The 
resistance to academic priorities--academic operating budgets, research infrastructure, 
retention of talented faculty (particularly women and faculty of color), and other 
priorities developed by faculty--has contributed to turnover among frustrated deans, 
difficulty retaining talented faculty, and difficulty recruiting talented undergraduate and 
graduate students, who will prefer higher-ranked universities that provide more financial 
assistance.   

 
• According to several accounts from affected faculty, funds have been reallocated from 

one account to another inappropriately.  This makes it difficult for deans, chairs, and 
directors to make reliable plans and keep promises.  Some examples: 

 

                                                
20 Source: Chronicle of Higher Education’s Almanac of Higher Education.  As of January 25, 
2013, the endowment was valued at approximately $925 million. 
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Endowment (Real Dollars)13 14

2011 5 year 10 year
SLU $905 million -4% -15%
Peer institutions $447 million 14% 49%
Aspirational institutions $3,709 million 13% 34%
Carnegie research/doctoral institutions $1,939 million 7% 25%
Carnegie very high research schools $3,141 million 8% 35%
Schools ranked 41-60 in U.S. News $2,138 million 38%

• There are three main factors that dictate the growth of endowments: investment return,
spending rate and capital giving.

• The solid performance of SLU’s endowment in the 90’s was capped off with approxi-
mately $265 million from the proceeds of the hospital sale. The combination of good
investments and commitment to growing the endowment resulted in dramatic increases.
The only major drawdown since was approximately $100 million for the SLU 2000 ini-
tiative.

13
Chronicle of Higher Education’s Almanac of Higher Education

14
As of January 25, 2013 the endowment was valued at approximately $925 million

16
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o One year, just under one million dollars directed by the Alberici foundation to the 
Center for Sustainability was redirected to other accounts.  The next year more funds 
were removed from the Center’s accounts.  

o In recent years when the UMG has at last realized a profit, the President took $1 
million from the profit in each of the last two years. Though the stated purpose was to 
reinvest in the School of Medicine, there was no faculty input in this decision.  There 
is no cap on how much the President takes from the UMG profits and there are no 
guidelines to determine what percentage of the profit he can take.  Unlike the rest of 
the university faculty, the clinical faculty ("UMG faculty") are not eligible for merit 
pool raises and have not been since the sale of the hospital to Tenet.  Rather, the 
faculty get merit-based bonuses only when the UMG operates in the black.  The 
$1million tax from the President amounted to a third of the UMG profit last year.   

o According to former Law School Dean Annette Clark, $800,000 was taken from the 
Law school’s building fund for unknown purposes, and $260,000 was redirected from 
the Law School’s budget for summer research funds.  According to multiple accounts, 
similar diversions from the Law School budget have happened before.    

o There are many accounts of other funds, including grants, gifts, and faculty start-up 
packages being diverted without explanation.  

 
• SLU’s emphasis on funding nonacademic capital projects rather than academic priorities 

developed by faculty contributes to SLU’s decline in the national rankings.  There is a 
positive correlation between academic spending and national ranking.  In the last 6 years, 
SLU’s rank among U.S. News national universities has dropped from 77 to 92.  Only 
three universities still in the top 100 have dropped more, and none of them are SLU’s 
peer or aspirational benchmark institutions.  The Medical School, Law School, and 
School of Public Health have also declined in the rankings.  While the Cook School of 
Business had fallen in the rankings in recent years, its rank for 2012 rose from 115 to 87.  
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Since the sale to Tenet, SLU Hospital’s share of the market in St. Louis has shrunk, and 
the heart transplant service has closed.   According to U.S. News, SLU hospital is “high 
performing” (though not in the top 50 nationally) in two specialities, pulmonology and 
nephrology; overall the hospital ranks 4th in St. Louis and 8th in Missouri.  As noted 
above, SLU Hospital was recently rated among the 10 worst teaching hospitals in the U.S. 
for patient safety.21  SLU hospital has no plan for responding to the Health Care Reform 
Act and has no referral network, which significantly affects its ability to survive in the 
coming decade.   

• While rankings are limited in what they tell about the quality of particular programs or 
the mission of a university, they are less limited in their impact on the university’s ability 
to recruit and retain the best students and faculty.  Some faculty argue that SLU’s ability 
to recruit foreign students--along with our diversity, total enrollments, and appeal to top 
students-- will suffer if we drop out of the top 100 in U.S. News rankings. 

 

                                                
21 Consumer Reports, May 2013, p. 11.   
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SLU and Peer standings in U.S. News Ranking, Best Values, and specific factors, 

 2000 & 2012 (amounts adjusted for inflation and measured in 2012 dollars)22 
 

 
 

• Empirical evidence indicates a correlation between Jesuit university presidents who serve 
longer than 8 years and a university’s decline in the U.S. News and World Report 
rankings.  While a number of factors probably contribute to this correlation, it is worth 
noting that Fr. Biondi is now the longest-serving president of a Jesuit Catholic University 
and he has served more than two standard deviations more than the mean (9.5 years) of 
other presidents at U.S. Catholic Jesuit universities.  The graph below, taken from an 
appended report on tenure of presidents of Jesuit universities, shows the correlation 
between long-serving presidents and declining university rankings.23 

 

                                                
22 Notes 8-11 in chart:  No. 8:  The chart shows U.S. News rankings for 2013, which are based 
on 2010 data.  No. 9: Our peers were ranked 58, 77, 83, 83, 83, 106, and 115.  No. 10: Loyola- 
Chicago was ranked 46 in values; no other peers were among the 50 best values.   No. 11: 
Loyola-Chicago and Marquette were ranked 49 and 50 in best values; the rest were not ranked. 
23 See Appendix B, p. 36. 

5 Comparison with Peers and Top 50 School

The administration has stated goals of being the top Jesuit university and becoming a top

50 school. We studied what progress we have made in these goals over the last decade. All

dollars amounts below are adjusted for inflation and are measured in 2012 dollars.

To Our Peers

2000 2010 Change

SLU Peers SLU Peers SLU Peers

US News Ranking8 77 (2004) 92 Average 869

US News Best Values 50 4610 >50 49,5011

Net Price $32,430 $30,631

Academic Spending $34,938 $28,352 $33,278 $33,611 -5% 19%

Non-research Acad. Spend. $31,270 $25,391 $29,778 $29,849 -5% 18%

Government Grants $37.9 mil. $22.4 mil. $49.0 mil. $47.5 mil. 29% 112%

Private Gifts and Grants $60.2 mil. $48.0 mil. $40.2 mil. $56.3 mil. -33% 17%

Endowment $1,244 mil. $331 mil. $751 mil. $366 mil. -40% 10%

Endowment Minus Debt $436 mil. $43 mil.

Average Faculty Salary $85,440 $89,638 $78,953 $92,797 -8% 4%

• In 2000, we spent 23% more than our average peer on academics. Since then, they

have caught up to us and as a result we are in the middle of the group in rankings.

• We previously had 69% higher government grant levels and now only 3% more.

• Our endowment was almost 4 times the average of our peers. Ours has decreased by

40% while theirs have increased modestly.

• One place we are definitely in stronger shape than our average peer, is our debt load.

To Boston College and Georgetown

Boston College (BC) and Georgetown are the two highest ranked Jesuit schools. The ad-

ministration has talked about being the top Jesuit institution. Below are comparisons with

these two schools to see how we stand relative to them.

8Ranking for 2013 are based on 2010 data, so we use the 2013 rankings here
9Our peers were ranked 58, 77, 83, 83, 83, 106 and 115

10Loyola Chicago was ranked 46 in values and no other peers were among the 50 best values
11Loyola-Chicago and Marquette were ranked 49 and 50 in best values, the rest did not appear.

11
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• While faculty and staff salaries, department operating budgets, and library subscriptions 
suffer, and net price to students increases, millions of dollars are spent on buildings and 
other capital projects. This spending for capital projects is kept separate from the budget, 
as is the President’s opportunity fund.  Neither is open to faculty input or review, which 
goes against AAUP and AGB standards for faculty participation in shared governance, as 
noted above.  

• In SLU’s  fundraising and spending for capital projects, there is  

 No requirement to justify the costs of the President’s projects  
 No explanation of how particular projects become priorities  
 No room for academic priorities developed by the faculty 
 No capital campaign for the bicentennial 
 No 5-year plan for development, though some VPs have suggested there should be 

• As one former VP explained, the President opposes planning because he wants to 
maintain flexibility.   To the extent that the President’s “flexibility” has excluded long-
term planning, collaboration with faculty, and accountability for results, it has resulted 
too often in decisions that are arbitrary and unwise.  Flexibility does not have to preclude 
planning. 
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Summary of consequences of incompetent management in recent years 
 

1. SLU has declined dramatically in the U.S. News and World Report national rankings 
since 2007.  A number of SLU professional schools have also dropped in the 
rankings. 

2. SLU has not been considered a best value by U.S. News and World Report since 
2007. 

3. SLU has failed to keep up with its peers in obtaining government grants.  Many well-
funded researchers have left SLU. 

4. SLU’s rating of giving is lower than that of peer benchmark institutions, especially 
for the last five years. 

5. While SLU’s endowment grew substantially during Fr. Biondi’s first decade, it has 
not grown beyond its 2001 level (when adjusted for inflation).   As the 
Administration reported to Trustees, a primary reason is that the university has raised 
funds for building projects instead of the endowment.  

6. The new law building will cost millions more than anticipated because of inadequate 
consultation with faculty and inadequate planning for needs. 

7. Capital fundraising has focused on building and real estate projects selected by the 
President to the neglect of academic priorities developed with faculty expertise.  

8. Significant funds have been diverted from academic unit budgets to unknown 
accounts for unknown purposes. 

9. The President has not been held accountable for millions of dollars in university 
resources, as noted above. 

10. Faculty regularly cite the President’s violations of the Faculty Manual. 
11. Faculty expertise is often excluded from academic policy and personnel decisions. 
12. The Strategic Plan for Academic Affairs that was given to the Higher Learning 

Commission accreditation team was not shown to deans and faculty. 
13. In the last year, two embarrassingly poor senior appointees of the President’s have 

resigned under fire. These public “flamed outs” have damaged the university’s 
academic reputation nationally and made a successful national search for 
replacements impossible. 

14. Recently the university has lost several talented young tenure-track and newly 
tenured faculty who cite the President’s broken promises, arbitrary interventions in 
academic operations, and disrespect for faculty as major reasons for their departure. 

15. Promises are broken; the Administration is unreliable. 
16. The Faculty Senate and the Student Government Association have voted No 

Confidence in Fr. Biondi as President.  The staff survey shows that many staff also 
feel the effects of an system of management by intimidation; 74% say they have no 
meaningful opportunity for input in policies that affect them. 

17. Despite alarming academic indicators such as rising tuition, rising net price to 
students, low faculty salaries, declining government grant funds, unfilled endowed 
chairs, and loss of talented faculty, the university has no plans for an academic 
fundraising campaign for the bicentennial.   

18. Senior administrators have said that the university does not do long-range planning 
for development. 
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7.  Conclusion 

We all want SLU to move forward, but it cannot happen without planning.  As long as Fr. 
Biondi operates without a coherent plan for the future, SLU pays a major price in terms of lost 
opportunities.  It is important to begin planning immediately….   

• With new structures for shared governance that guarantee a meaningful role for faculty 
expertise and judgment in both developing academic priorities and allocating budgetary 
and capital resources to support those priorities.  Just as corporations cannot succeed 
without relevant kinds of expertise, the university cannot fulfill its academic mission 
without making room for academic expertise in planning. The Association of Governing 
Boards has a number of recommendations for strategic planning and budgeting. 

• With a long-term plan.  The Association of Governing Board recommends:  A three-to-
five year budget projection, a three-to-five year strategic plan for capital spending, and a 
transparent process for budget development that involves faculty and staff.  

• With a capital campaign for the bicentennial that addresses academic priorities developed 
in collaboration with faculty  

• With a leader who wants to collaborate with faculty because she or he values and trusts 
their expertise and integrity.  

Unfortunately, Fr. Biondi has shown no inclination to plan, much less to engage in a 
planning process with faculty.  His words and actions indicate little respect for faculty.  His 
“my way or the highway” attitude, which he openly admits, is the face he shows the public.  The 
organizational culture fostered by his intimidating management style stifles open discussion, 
circumvents faculty expertise, discourages collaboration, and fosters hasty decisions that damage 
the University’s academic reputation and Jesuit character.  None of this is likely to change as 
long as Fr. Biondi is president. 

In earlier years of his presidency, Fr. Biondi built a positive legacy at SLU based on many 
successes that are recognized inside and outside the university.  But his actions in recent 
years threaten to dismantle some of those successes.  The endowment that grew at first is no 
longer bolstered by capital campaigns.  SLU’s giving rate is lower than most of its peers.  
Enrollments and tuition revenue have grown, but academic spending per FTE students has 
declined when adjusted for inflation, and net cost to students has risen in comparison to peer 
institutions.   SLU has dropped out of the Best Values category and declined in the national 
rankings.  While the President’s Research fund supports seed grants, and the new research 
building implies support for research, the infrastructure needed to support more grant 
submissions is lacking.   SLU has been able to recruit talented faculty from high-ranking 
graduate programs, but too many leave when they experience the President’s disrespect for 
faculty and see that Administration policies do not reward their successes.   

The way forward lies in new leadership that welcomes the role of faculty expertise and 
opens the door to the shared governance that SLU needs to succeed in a new environment 
that demands collaboration and diverse kinds of expertise.  This is the best way--and perhaps the 
only way--to honor and preserve Fr. Biondi’s strong legacy to SLU. 
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Letter requesting documents from the Administration  
 
We received no response to this letter. 
 
 
February 17, 2013 
 
Thomas H. Brouster, Sr., Chairman, Board of Trustees 
David Heimburger, Vice President and Chief Financial Officer 
William Kauffman, Vice President and General Counsel 
  
Dear Mr. Brouster, Mr. Heimburger, and Mr. Kauffman,   
  
As co-chairs of the new Faculty Senate Assessment Task Force, we write to ask for your help 
collecting information about concerns raised by faculty.   Faculty Senate President Mark 
Knuepfer has asked that administrators and faculty respond to our requests for information.  We 
appreciate the time that David Heimburger, Jay Goff, and Gary Whitworth have already spent 
with us. 
  
The charge of the Assessment Task Force is to collect information and address issues concerning 
  

(1) Experiences of the various academic units of the university stemming from policies, 
actions, or inactions implemented by the President or the [former] Vice President for 
Academic Affairs; 
(2) Issues related to management of the University’s fiscal resources; and 
(3) Additional experiences of the faculty and examples of management of the 
University. 

  
During SLU Administrators’ presentation of the University budget to the Faculty Senate on 
January 29th, faculty senators asked a number of questions that the administrators had difficulty 
answering, including questions about the President’s Opportunity Fund, resources spent on 
capital projects, planning for the next five years, and a capital campaign for the bicentennial.  If 
the Faculty Senate had more information about allocation of resources and short- and long-range 
plans, it would help improve communication and restore trust.  
 
The kinds of questions raised by faculty at the Senate meeting on January 29th are central to the 
faculty’s ability to participate in shared governance of the University, as the joint statement of 
the AAUP and the AGB elaborates.*  To respond to faculty concerns and to move forward in the 
spirit of shared governance and the Administration’s commitment to it, we respectfully request 
the following documents: 

The University charter 

The current bylaws of the Board of Trustees and policy manual 

The Conflict of Interest policy for the Board of Trustees 
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The Strategic Plan that was presented to the HLC 

The past ten years of financial audits 

The past ten years of account statements for the President’s Opportunity 
Fund, showing where the money comes from and how it is spent 

Information on the capital budget for the last 10 years 

We understand that some of these documents are readily available and others may take longer to 
gather.  We would appreciate a response by March 5 so that we know whether we can expect 
your help.  If your response can include as many of the documents as possible, with a time frame 
for releasing the rest, we will be able to report to the Senate on the help you have given us. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Roger Lewis and Wynne Moskop 
Co-Chairs, Faculty Senate Assessment Task Force 
  
*AAUP and AGB joint statement on shared governance, http://www.aaup.org/report/1966-
statement-government-colleges-and-universities 
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