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Present: Geoffrey Sirc (chair), Stacey Aronson, Ben Bornsztein, Arlene Carney, Dann Chapman, 

Tom Clayton, Jayne Fulkerson, Andrew Gerst, Kathryn Hanna, Morris Kleiner, Holly 
Littlefield, Theodor Litman, Anna Masellis, George Sheets, Roderick Squires, Elizabeth 
Stallman, Virginia Zuiker 

 
Absent:  Carol Carrier, Vladimir Cherkassky, Erin George, Luis Ramos-Garcia 
 
Guests: Professors Jeff Kahn, Fred Morrison, and Kirt Wilson (Faculty Culture Task Force); 

Professors Dan Brewer, John Fossum, Michel Kobialka, Charlotte Melin, Paula 
Rabinowitz, Associate Dean Mark Pharis (College of Liberal Arts); Professor Michael 
Murphy (Chair, Retirement Benefits Subcommittee) 

 
[In these minutes: (1) "senior-faculty" status; (2) salaries in the arts and humanities; (3) proposed addition 
of a Roth 403(b) to the optional faculty retirement plan] 
 
 
1. Senior Faculty Status 
 
 Professor Sirc convened the meeting at 2:35 and welcomed Professors Kahn, Morrison, and 
Wilson (all of whom served on the Faculty Culture Task Force, which Professors Kahn and Wilson co-
chaired) to discuss the task force recommendation that the University create a "senior faculty" status.  He 
noted that this is the last of the task force recommendations the Committee needs to take up and recalled 
that the Committee has discussed it at two previous meetings and gone back and forth on whether it is 
desirable—so it was decided to invite the authors of the proposal to explain more fully what they had in 
mind when they made the recommendation.  The recommendation from the task force report and its 
appendix reads as follows: 
 

12.   The University must create programs for faculty as they transition from tenured faculty 
lines and into retirement, including a new faculty status such as "Senior Faculty" that 
would offer salary for teaching, advising, consultation, and service but that also would be 
distinct from phased retirement. 

 
Senior Faculty could return 50% of their salary for recruitment purposes while continuing to 
contribute to the department's research and teaching mission. 
 
[From Appendix M of the task force report:] 

 
With the removal of mandatory retirement age, many faculty are continuing to serve the 

University longer.  Many of them are reluctant to set a fixed date for full retirement, but might be 
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willing to enter into long-term part-time commitments, thereby freeing funding from part of their 
faculty lines for new entry-level faculty.  Many  of  these  individuals  have  access  to  retirement  
funds  that would  supplement  their earnings under this plan.  

  
This proposal should be seen as a supplement to, not a substitute for, the existing phased 

retirement, terminal appointment, and emeritus faculty provisions.  Suggested details for such a 
program are indicated below:  

  
Available  to:   Members  of  the  faculty  available  for  retirement  in  accordance  with  

existing  University policies for retirement.  
  

Terms of appointment:   50% commitment.   Unless otherwise agreed between the faculty 
member and the department or dean, the appointment would be half time for both semesters.  

  
Compensation:  50% of salary.  

  
Responsibilities:  To teach half as many classes, and produce half as much scholarly 

work.  Responsibilities could  be  adjusted  by  agreement  between  the  faculty member  and  the  
department  or  dean.   Many senior faculty might continue advising graduate students.  

  
Title:  Senior professor, senior associate professor.  

  
Tenure:    Senior faculty would continue to have tenure at a 50% appointment.  (This 

would require an amendment of the Tenure Code.)  The University might consider whether senior 
faculty should continue to participate in tenure and promotion matters.  

 
Benefits:    Senior  faculty  would  not  be  eligible  for  health  or  other  fringe  benefits,  

because  their appointments would  be  below  75%  time.    They would not be eligible for 
sabbaticals or leaves.    They would, however, be eligible for departmental support appropriate to 
their status, e.g., support for secretarial services, research assistance, attendance at professional 
conferences, and the like. 

 
 Professor Morrison began the discussion by explaining that he had been thinking for some time 
about this problem:  Since the end of mandatory retirement, professors can serve forever.  The University 
over time is seeing a gradual increase in the age of the faculty.  He noted that federal judges had the same 
problem about 75 years ago:  they are appointed for life and some did not want to retire.  In 1789 
appointment "for life" probably meant until about age 60, the predicted life expectancy.  By the 1920s and 
30s, a number were serving forever.  The question was how to get new blood in the system.  The solution 
was to allow judges to take senior status, to work half-time at full pay (there was no retirement plan in 
place at the time).   
 
 What he also observed, Professor Morrison related, is that at some private liberal-arts colleges, 
senior faculty are taking 2/3- or 3/4-time appointments because they do not want to give up their tenure 
and want to keep a vital connection with their departments—and are willing to forego some income in 
order to have time away.  So he thought that the University might do something similar.  The University 
has a phased-retirement system, which works if one promises to quit entirely at the end of the phased 
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period, a commitment to stop.  A number of faculty, however, do not want to make that commitment, but 
cannot reduce their appointment time, so they stay on.   
 
 What could the University do?  If a senior faculty member were paid $100,000 per year, for 
example, the college or department would recover $50,000 when someone went on senior faculty status.  
That is not quite enough to hire an entry-level faculty member, but it is close.  The decision could mean 
hiring someone else to whom administrative support and space would need to be provided, and the fringe 
benefit costs would not change (one decision that would need to be made would be how much of the 
fringe benefit package someone on senior faculty status would retain in health benefits, retirement 
contributions, and so on.  University rules provide that if one is appointed for less than 75% time, he or 
she loses benefits; if appointed for less than 67% time, he or she cannot retain tenure.  Individuals can 
make arrangements with their department for an appointment of less time, but those are year-to-year 
agreements.  If someone has a 50% leave, the department has no way to support a new faculty member.  
They were looking for a way for departments to support new faculty and allow senior faculty who wished 
to go to half-time appointments.   
 
 Professor Morrison said he would guess that most faculty eligible for senior faculty status would 
not need the continued retirement contribution and would not need to draw heavily on their own 
retirement income, which would thus continue to grow.  The health benefit would be a big issue that 
would have to be addressed. 
 
 The idea is to retain the expertise and activity of individuals in a unit while paying them less, 
giving them a real connection to the department.  As far as he can tell, he commented, emeritus status 
essentially means one can receive a copy of the alumni bulletin—and not much more.  Senior faculty see 
how others are treated after they retire and decide not to do so themselves.  The problems are benefits, 
space, and perhaps a person in a half-time position who should retire.  The other problem, however, is that 
a number of faculty come to the end of their phased retirement and must quit—although they do not want 
to. 
 
 Professor Wilson said he found persuasive several arguments in favor of creating the position.  
One, it would allow continuing investment in faculty members who have been at the University for a long 
time but who do not see emeritus status as desirable.  It would allow these individuals more interaction 
with their department and colleagues.  Two, it might persuade some to enter phased retirement.  It allows 
faculty to try a 50% appointment without a commitment to quit, but they might then conclude they would 
rather retire.  Three, politically tricky but interesting, by freeing 50% of a salary, and allowing those funds 
to be leveraged into a new faculty line, the conversations between departments and deans could change.  
It would allow more creative discussion about where (in what area) the next faculty member should be 
hired. 
 
 Professor Kahn reported that another goal was to provide help to people in the decision whether 
to step down.  He noted that another element of the task force recommendation was for attention to a 
more robust emeritus-faculty program.  The University does not need to adopt the senior faculty proposal 
to do that, but there is an issue about how to treat emeritus faculty. 
 
 Professor Sheets inquired if the task force intended that the decision to go to senior-faculty status 
would be irrevocable.  It would be.  Then, he said, he does not see how it is any more attractive an option 
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and one could discover one made a mistake choosing this over phased retirement.  This proposal appears 
to have all of the disincentives and none of the incentives of phased retirement.   
 
 Professor Morrison responded that there could be two separate stages.  One, a 50% leave, which 
is revocable (one could decide not to take another such leave or the department could decide such a leave 
would not be permitted again).  Two, one could take phased retirement (which has an absolute and 
unalterable rule that one is out of here at the end of the period) or senior status (which would eliminate 
that rule and allow one to stay as long as one is willing and continues to meet post-tenure review 
standards for a 50%-time appointment).  That could be a mixed blessing for a department, Professor 
Sheets commented.  Professor Morrison said that if a department is looking to get senior faculty to quit, is 
it a better choice to offer five-years-and-out or the option to drop back to 50% time—and perhaps an 
option to reduce the time even further?  He said he did not know the answer but maintained that it was 
worth looking at. 
 
 Professor Sirc asked if the guests had any sense of the demand for senior-faculty status.  
Professor Morrison recalled that before the University had more elaborate rules, the Law School had a 
faculty member who was on a 20-year phased retirement (he resigned before the end of the 20 years).  
Would this be a big seller?  Probably not, he said, but it would provide an alternative to the rigid phased-
retirement program that now exists. 
 
 There would be a need to change the tenure code, Professor Sirc observed; nothing else?  
Professor Wilson said the proposal was not made on the basis of evaluating data but because the task 
force heard concerns from faculty who were reluctant to retire and were staying a very long time.  This 
proposal attempts to deal with that problem.  The task force did not know how widespread the problem 
was, but they did hear about it. 
 
 Professor Sheets said he believed the problem is real and personally knows of cases.  He said he 
strongly supported an effort to make more visible the rights and participation of emeritus faculty so they 
are not out in the cold once they leave.  He also said one should keep in mind that even those who go on a 
five-year phased retirement often elect to shorten the phase and not take the full five years.  The available 
evidence suggests contentment with the existing phased-retirement program.  There is also nothing that 
precludes a department from re-hiring a retired faculty member (although not with tenure) who can 
continue to teach and make contributions to the department.  His unease with the proposal, he said, is the 
lack of incentives for the individual, but there are institutional incentives.  Creating an alternative to the 
phased-retirement program could undermine that program—and he believes it is a great benefit; it should 
not be replaced or made less attractive. 
 
 Professor Kahn said it is not only the dollars, it is what someone does when they leave.  They 
have no sense of what life will be like and do not want to make the decision.  Part of the plan is financial 
but part of it responds to the fear of being tossed off the cliff.  It would add to the menu of choices for 
senior faculty. 
 
 Professor Litman reported that the retirees association endorsed the second recommendation, of a 
more visible emeritus-faculty program, but there was no support for senior-faculty status.  The retired 
faculty saw no value in it and no incentive for individuals to choose it.  Finances would be a big issue 
when one is not paid every two weeks and does not have health insurance.  One-half pay might be 
acceptable for those who have higher salaries but not for those whose salaries are lower.  The UMRA 
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Board saw no advantage to the program, and its members concluded they would not have taken advantage 
of the option.  He recalled also that Vice President Carrier expressed a concern that senior faculty status 
would compete with the phased retirement program.  He also inquired if senior faculty would receive a 
fixed salary. 
 
 Professor Hanna recalled that the University used to have a 10-year phased retirement program; is 
that an alternative that could be considered?  Professor Morrison said the options have varied from a 10-
year program to special contracts to a 3-year program, the last of which was a commitment to quit soon.  
He also responded to Professor Litman's question:  one would not assume senior faculty would have a 
fixed salary but would be in the merit pool along with all other faculty in a unit.  He said he was not 
surprised that those who have already completed the mental process of retiring would not see the option 
as attractive.  They were thinking of people about individuals who would consider the option but who 
would not take phased retirement.  He added that a 10-year phased retirement plan would probably have 
more participants than the five-year plan. 
 
 Professor Kleiner commented that when contemplating the 5-year phased retirement versus the 
senior-faculty long-term commitment, individuals on a 5-year phased retirement might not put in the 
same effort as someone who sees himself or herself with a long-term commitment to the department or 
the University.  Senior-faculty status would keep individuals more attached to the unit and more active as 
a scholar and teacher and would be of more help to individuals at the end of their career. 
 
 Professor Fulkerson asked if it would be helpful to do a survey of tenured faculty to get an idea of 
the number who might be interested. 
 
 Professor Sirc thanked the guests and said the Committee would return to the issue. 
 
2. Faculty Salaries in the Arts and Humanities 
 
 Professor Sirc next welcomed Professors Brewer, Fossum, Kobialka, Melin, and Rabinowitz, and 
Associate Dean Mark Pharis, to discuss faculty salaries in the arts and humanities.  The Committee had 
been provided a table of data with University of Minnesota average salaries by groups of disciplines 
(social sciences, humanities, law, business, life sciences, math and computer sciences, physical sciences, 
etc.) and with the comparable weighted average from a group of peer institutions (leading public research 
universities).  Both at Minnesota and at peer institutions, the average salaries in the humanities were 
lowest.   
 
 Professor Clayton read a paragraph from a letter he had written to the Minnesota Daily:   
 

I have no personal complaint to make, but I do wonder about the imbalances of the national 
higher-educational system when it comes to remuneration. It is certainly not true, as has been 
asserted, that market-driven salaries are inversely proportional to the intellectual and social value 
and contributions of the disciplines, but everyone ought to regret that the salaries in some fields 
of IT and the hideously underpaid biological sciences are much lower than those in the School of 
Management and the Law School. And "CLA" is seriously misleading: there are the social 
sciences, and then there are the arts and - now what was that panting also-ran? - ah, yes, the 
humanities, such as languages and literature, art history and others.  
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 Professor Sirc reported that he had printed out a list of the top salaries in CLA; the nine highest-
paid are in Economics and there is one Philosophy professor who ranks in the top ten.  Continuing down 
the list, the other highest-paid faculty are also in Economics and in Psychology and Political Science.  He 
asked the guests for their views. 
 
 Professor Brewer said there are a number of ways to come at the issue.  The idea that the "hidden 
hand" of the market is sufficient to determine worth is debatable.  One thing they have seen locally is that 
dedicated research funding in the humanities has had a positive impact on salaries.  Based on CIC 
Romance language department salary data, it seems that the University does well at the assistant professor 
level but not with associate professors. 
 
 Then there are the arts, Professor Kobialka commented.  They cannot use the "market pressure" 
argument and must find different ways to address salary inequities.  Minnesota spent a lot of money to 
attract good faculty in the arts—and now they have become so marketable that the University cannot 
compete to retain them.  There needs to be a decision on how to spend money to retain faculty.  And they 
want to compare salaries with schools at the top, not with the University's peers, because it is to those 
schools that the University is losing faculty.  The University needs to look at market differently for the 
arts.  But the standard answer from the administration is that the salaries are market-driven, Professor 
Squires observed. 
 
 Dean Pharis commented that the University is not independent of the market, it is part of it, but 
the discussion always seems to assume the University is not responsible for the market.  There is a 
structural problem, he said, in the across-the-board allotments of salary increase funds to departments 
within colleges.  The college insists on merit decisions but provides across-the-board funding to 
departments, no matter what they have done, so colleges are bound to the same salary structure as 20 
years ago.  Without a change in that fundamental structure, the arts and humanities will always be at a 
disadvantage.  The across-the-board approach assumes all departments are equal, Dean Pharis said, and 
there is no difference in merit between them.   
 
 How can it be changed, Professor Sirc inquired?  [The question did not receive an answer.] 
 
 Professor Kobialka said that there has been a change in function as well, especially in the arts.  
They do not perform the same function in the University that they did 40 years ago.  Now they are 
committed to critical thinking and performances that are the product of knowledge; in the 1960s they 
were more service departments, there to provide entertainment.  People do not think of the arts 
departments as producing knowledge, but that is what they do and it affects the type of faculty the 
departments attract (they have backgrounds in anthropology and a variety of other fields).   
 
 Professor Sirc noted that the Committee had just received information about the annual AAUP 
salary study, which documents again the wide gap between public and private universities.  Are the arts 
and humanities losing faculty to the private institutions?  Several of the guests affirmed that they are.  
"Massively," in Professor Melin's word.  They can make retention offers, which have a positive effect on 
salaries, but for advanced assistant professors, if they cannot make a large adjustment or provide research 
support, they lose those individuals to private institutions.   
 
 Professor Fossum reported that in the Carlson School there are funds to help faculty improve their 
productivity—but that is a double-edged sword, because while providing that support is good for the 
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institution, it also makes the faculty members more visible.  The competition is not only private 
institutions but also international institutions (e.g., in China, the London School of Economics, etc.). 
 
 Professor Rabinowitz said there are three interrelated problems.  First is the notion of merit pay, 
which is counter-collegial and counterproductive and a waste of everyone's time.  It makes sure people 
are behind because some never receive a cost-of-living increase.  Second, she said she does not believe 
most people choose to be academics for the money; they do not make a vow of poverty, but they are not 
in the field to become wealthy.  So why do people leave?  She would argue it is rarely because of salary; 
more often it is collegiality, geography, intellectual culture, and the like.  There are bigger issues, such as 
the way the University makes it difficult to create an intellectual atmosphere.  Third, in terms of the 
market, it has always been understood that English professors have no market (which is mostly true).  If 
in law or business, one can go into the community and make more money.  One could argue the case the 
other way:  to get a job in a humanities department, when there are between 200 and 1000 applications 
per position (which may push salaries down), it allows departments to select VERY good people.  The 
people who are hired should be valued as rare gems because they came out of an enormous pool—
unfortunately, they are seen as a dime a dozen.  She noted that there is an AAUP proposal to cap 
academic salaries at $200,000, which would allow money to be spread around and more positions filled—
which would be welcome because they are understaffed. 
  
 Professor Fulkerson said that as a relatively new faculty member she has learned a lot by serving 
on this Committee—and has sometimes been flabbergasted to learn how different departments within the 
same university do things so differently from one another.  In her college (Nursing) they do not see 
salaries anything like those in the Medical School; there are pockets of low salaries all over the 
University.  She also asked how much grant funding affects salary levels—do some people have higher 
salaries because they obtain external research support? 
 
 Higher education is a dog-eat-dog world, Professor Hanna commented, and institutions raid each 
other all the time.  But faculty work with the same students, and if they viewed themselves as educators 
and scholars, salaries would be more level.  Faculty, however, identify themselves with their disciplines, 
and a change in orientation would require buy-in across all of higher education, which isn't going to 
happen. 
 
 What about non-humanities professors, Professor Sirc inquired?  Professor Squires said there are 
ranges even within departments.  This is an enormous problem, one that goes to the way the University 
chooses to operate.  The University wants to be a community but it pits faculty against each other.  He 
would deliver 3% salary increases across the board.  Professor Rabinowitz pointed out that they are 
required by their dean NOT to provide the same salary increases to everyone.   
 
 Professor Kobialka said there is another problem in some departments like his:  a large part of the 
educational program is carried out by people with appointments that are not tenured or tenure-track.  They 
have about 90 people per year delivering education who are not faculty; the salaries of these people are 
rarely discussed.  That is an issue that should be put on the table.  The labor that goes into education is not 
only faculty but also P&A staff because more and more educational tasks are shifted to such 
appointments.  Professor Rabinowitz noted that about 75% of college teaching in the United States is 
carried out by non-tenured faculty. 
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 Professor Sheets returned to the suggestion by Dean Pharis that college administrations give 
different salary increase amounts to different departments.  Professor Sheets felt that doing so, however, 
would not likely benefit the humanities.  He was department chair when such a system was in place, and 
the departments in the least-marketable disciplines were given the smallest amounts for salary increases.  
He protested and was told by the dean that that was the market.  If colleges were to return to differential 
allocation by discipline, the situation would probably get worse. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney recalled the Committee had a discussion recently about who teaches what; 
they will soon have statistics on who is teaching so there will be data on non-tenured/tenure-track faculty 
across departments.  They will track the data annually.  She also noted that the Women's Faculty Cabinet 
is beginning a gender-equity salary study over an eight-year period.  Those data can be used in the same 
way to see if there are equity differences by discipline.  She commented that since the colleges set 
salaries, the issues raised at this meeting are not ones the Provost can address, but she agreed there is a 
serious problem.  Having a data set for the Provost and Executive Committee, however, can provide an 
impetus for asking about who is teaching and if the University is where it wants to be in that regard.  It 
will be important to look University-wide for areas of concern; one cannot say that market pressures will 
go away but they should not dominate the values of a research university.  Are these issues on the 
Provost's mind, Professor Sirc asked?  They are, Dr. Carney said, and she keeps him apprised of the 
discussions that take place at this Committee. 
 
 Professor Kleiner said that a number of the University's social-science departments have been 
ranked in the top five in the country.  When departments are highly regarded, their faculty are sought 
after; to lose key individuals hurts the University in terms of achieving its goal of being among the top 
three.  When departments are raided, the University must be responsive to market pressures, and it is 
easier to maintain quality than to hire externally and build a national reputation.  That only feeds the 
disparities, Professor Sirc observed, and it would not be difficult to tell the University how to make 
English one of the top five programs.   
 
 Professor Rabinowitz pointed out that there is almost no grant funding in the humanities; 
someone may get a grant once in a lifetime.  The result is that there are no indirect-cost funds for the 
humanities.  If the University were interested in supporting them, it would impose a tax on indirect-cost 
revenues to help fund the humanities.  There needs to be a decision from the top—and one cannot have a 
university without Latin and Greek.  The decentralized model, however, will impoverish those with no 
outside income, the units that are totally dependent on tuition.  It is an obsession of her college to 
maximize tuition.  Even one-half a cent for every indirect-cost dollar would fund the humanities.   
 
 Professor Kobialka said the data that Dr. Carney mentioned will be important so that the 
Committee can understand the problems and address the discrepancies (which are not only in the 
humanities).  The Committee needs to have the data by discipline and gender in order to understand the 
situation.  He agreed with Professor Rabinowitz that the funding for research in the humanities is 
miniscule—but faculty in those fields need to conduct research.   
 
 Professor Sirc noted that Florida State provides $6500 per year in research support to all faculty.  
The University is not competitive in that respect, Professor Kobialka observed.  As long as people see it 
as a zero-sum game, Professor Melin said, there can be no progress across disciplines.  It would be more 
useful to look at how to create a climate of fostering interdisciplinarity.  If there are disparate salaries, 
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they may come because people are bound up in their own fields, and if salaries are stagnant, graduate 
students will not want to go into the discipline. 
 
 Professor Brewer commented that the "Rabinowitz tax" on indirect cost funds would be an 
interesting approach.  But what might have a galvanizing effect would be a general reflection on the 
function of today’s university and the place of the arts and humanities within a university.  If such a 
conversation were to take place, it would not be only about fatter paychecks but a more philosophical, 
structural intervention in the climate. 
 
 Professor Clayton said that is why he brings up the issues every five or ten years.  The result is 
always a desultory discussion of current distribution amelioration, and the fundamental issue is not 
addressed.  Questions of value are what the humanities are about, what universities were about in their 
core fields, but universities over the past 50 years have evolved into groups of professional schools with 
the College of Liberal Arts and the humanities at the center, underpaid and doing most of the University’s 
teaching and spending more time doing it than professors in many other fields.  Being market driven, 
universities know the price of everything but somewhat less about value, a key issue for a university that 
the humanities are very much concerned with: they are about analytical thinking, writing, and the values 
that underlie everything everyone does. For the importance of their concerns and the amount of valuable 
work they do, the humanities ought to be paid better than they are.   
  

It is sad to bring these issues up, see everyone nod sagely, and then the issue disappears again.  
The questions are important and what the humanities do is important, and the beginning of a solution to 
the problem is recognition of value and a corresponding adjustment in salary policy, Professor Clayton 
said.  Time and research funding can help, Dean Pharis responded, and they are not huge expenses, but 
there is no source of funding for them.  The University is not competitive in this area and they must often 
provide funding out of salary lines.  He also took note of Professor Sheets's point but said that if the 
college does not look at differential allocation to departments, the salaries will remain at the same relative 
levels. 
 
 Professor Masellis commented that these issues are the same across the nation.  She asked why 
Florida State is able to provide the funding it does.  Professor Hanna reported that Macalester provides 
$1500 per year.  So there are models, Professor Masellis concluded.  Professor Rabinowitz added that it is 
a sheer waste of time to apply for internal resources at the University.  For 20 years she has asked the 
Graduate School for one form for all fellowships; they say it is a great idea and it never happens.  The 
amount of time it takes to fill out the different forms is terrible.  If the University put together all the 
money it had and divided it among all of the faculty, each person might get $1000 or more—and they 
would not have to waste the time on application.  But the competitive ethos reigns, she said, so the 
proliferation of forms and prizes continues.   
 
 Would a campus-wide conversation on these issues be appealing, Professor Sirc asked?  Professor 
Rabinowitz said that she told the Provost last year that if he wanted to be on the front page of the New 
York Times, he should declare a year of thinking, with no classes, when people talk to each other and 
learn something new.  In practical terms, Professor Bornsztein said, there is a need for a University-wide 
and state-wide effort to increase positive attitudes toward the humanities.   
 
 Ms. Stallman said she thought about her own undergraduate education and wondered how many 
people in the room could attribute where they are today to their humanities education.  She suggested an 
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approach that asks people to consider if where they are is a result of their education in the humanities.  
Professor Masellis said there needs to be a philosophical discussion with a data-driven endpoint and 
benchmarks to evaluate what the University has achieved. 
 
 Professor Clayton related that he had recently received a letter from a student he taught in 1966, 
someone now a doctor in Oregon, who wrote that he owed a note of thanks for what the course did for his 
thinking.  Most who teach the humanities have had this kind of experience.  Usually and understandably, 
they graciously write to the instructor rather than to his bosses, so the value of the humanities so recorded 
doesn't figure in higher thinking. 
 
 Professor Squires asked what effect a Committee resolution that embodied the thoughts expressed 
at the meeting would have.  Where would it go and what would happen?  Professor Sirc promised to draft 
a resolution for the Committee to consider, and thanked the guests for joining the meeting. 
 
3. Recommendation for a Roth 403(b) Addition to the Retirement Plan Options 
 
 Professor Sirc next welcomed Professor Murphy to report on the recommendation from the 
Retirement Benefits Subcommittee to add a Roth 403(b) option to the (optional) retirement plan offerings.   
 
 Professor Murphy reported that the Retirement Benefits Subcommittee discussed the option three 
times during 2006 and revisited it in December, 2007.  The outcome was a unanimous vote to recommend 
the addition of a Roth 403(b) option when it can be done in a cost-effective way. 
 
 Professor Sirc asked what the addition of the option would cost in terms of PeopleSoft 
programming, Human Resources staff time, and so on.  Professor Murphy said it is his understanding that 
what would cost would be the PeopleSoft programming, but what that cost would be is unclear.  It would 
be more than zero and customized programming can be very expensive.  It will not be possible to get a 
reasonable estimate until the Enterprise Financial System is implemented.  The cost would be more than it 
would if a 403(b) were part of a module from PeopleSoft, which would be the most cost-effective way to 
implement the recommendation. 
 
 Ms. Singer told the Committee that she believes the recommendation is problematic.  The 
University already has so many optional retirement plan choices that people are overwhelmed.  The 
enrollment packet costs $4.50 and is two inches thick; people say "no thanks" when it is offered to them.  
She estimated that perhaps 1% of the employee base would choose a 403(b) option; of the top ten 
institutions, only one offers it through all vendors (Texas), and it does not use PeopleSoft.  She said she 
asked the Retirement Benefits Subcommittee, if the recommendation were to go forward, for an overview 
of the optional retirement plan.  She said she would like to see a redesign of the plan before offering 
another layer of complexity.  Ms. Singer pointed out that the Faculty Retirement Plan has 25-27 funds 
right now; the optional retirement plan has about 350 funds.  For Roth 403(b) contributions to be offered, 
vendors would all have to be aligned as to programming and processing requirements.  It is nice to be 
cutting-edge in some areas, she said, but not here. 
 
 The Social Concerns Committee also wants to add more socially-responsible investment options, 
Professor Sirc noted.   
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Professor Murphy agreed there are pros and cons to the 403(b) recommendation.  The notion is 
that this is a good idea whose time may not yet have come, at least not until it can be implemented in a 
cost-effective way.  The Social Concerns Committee will meet with the subcommittee in May; they have 
talked about socially-responsible investments and believe they are a great idea and could replace the 
funds were lost when TIAA was removed from the Faculty Retirement Plan.  He also reported that he and 
Ms. Singer have talked about a survey of faculty asking what benefits they use and what new ones they 
would be willing to pay for.  It may be, he agreed, that there are too many choices. 
 
 Professor Hanna said she supported the recommendation for the Roth 403(b).  It is a new option 
for educational institutions (corporations have the 401 plans).  It provides for more estate-planning 
options and there is no mandatory distribution (unlike other retirement funds, from which one must begin 
withdrawing funds at age 70 and 1/2).  The disadvantage is that the funds go in after-tax, but right now 
people are probably in the lowest-tax situation they will ever see in a long time.  As a major institution, 
the University should consider offering it.  She agreed there are a lot of retirement plan options and 
faculty need to be educated on their choices. 
 
 Professor Hanna moved that the recommendation be placed on the Faculty Senate docket.  Ms. 
Stallman asked what "cost-effective" meant.  Programming costs and staff time, Professor Sirc said.  And 
communication efforts, Ms. Singer added; she said they have no idea what the cost would be.  Professor 
Squires said he had a hard time thinking about cost-effectiveness; he can understand cost but what would 
effectiveness consist of?  Are people requesting this option, Ms. Stallman inquired?  Professor Murphy 
said there is a subset of the faculty who want it; they have not done a survey but he has heard from about 
half a dozen people.  He said he would be happy to wait with the recommendation until after the new 
financial system has been installed.  The subcommittee hopes that the next version of PeopleSoft will 
allow payroll deduction for a 403(b).  That will depend on the number of institutions that ask PeopleSoft 
to make a change, Mr. Chapman said.  If the University is the only one, they are unlikely to add it.  If that 
happens, the University would need to do customized programming each time there is a new upgrade to 
PeopleSoft.   
 
 Professor Sirc said the Committee did not know what it would be supporting if it endorsed the 
recommendation, especially since cost-effectiveness has not been defined.  He said he did not believe the 
matter was ripe at this time; the Committee declined to endorse the recommendation. 
 
 Professor Sirc adjourned the meeting at 4:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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