
MINUTES* http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/scfa/06-10-24.html

1 of 9 6/5/2008 8:39 AM

These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota Senate; none of the 
comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate, the
Administration, or the Board of Regents.
 

Minutes
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs
Tuesday, October 24, 2006

2:30 – 4:15
238A Morrill Hall

 
Present:
 
Geoffrey Sirc (chair), Matthew Bribitzer-Stull, Arlene Carney, Carol Carrier, Dann Chapman, Vladimir Cherkassky,
Tom Clayton, A. Saari Csallany, Janet Ericksen, Erin George, Kathryn Hanna, Morris Kleiner, Theodor Litman,
Roderick Squires, Oriol Valls, Larry Wallace, Timothy Wiedmann, Virginia Zuiker
 
Absent:
 
Steven McLoon, Jane Miller, Luis Ramos-Garcia, Kelly Risbey
 
Guests:
 
Peggy Nelson (Women's Faculty Cabinet); Jackie Singer (Director of Retirement Programs); Claire Walter-Marchetti
(Office of University Women); Nan Wilhelmson (Human Resources)
 
[In these minutes: 
clarification of previous minutes; (1) tenure code section 7.11; (2) family-friendly policies; (3) faculty culture task force
recommendations]
 
 
Clarification of Previous Minutes
 
[Clarification from a previous discussion about medical leave and disability benefits:  Questions raised by a reader of 
the minutes of the discussion of medical leave and disability benefits have prompted the following clarification from
Ms. Singer: (1) The phrase "normal retirement age" does not refer to University practice but rather is a standard term in
the administration of Social Security benefits: it refers to the age at which a participant is entitled to claim full Social
Security benefits. (2) The remark made during the discussion that "no insurance company will underwrite disability
coverage for people over the normal retirement age; the University is providing coverage for 12 months" does not mean
that only one year's coverage will be provided. Rather, she explains, "If a faculty member has an onset date at age 65,
and continues to be disabled, he or she will receive 3 months of medical leave, 9 months of self-insured disability and
15 months of insured disability (all provided by the University), bringing the total to 27 months, which is equal to the
current policy of 24 months of Long-Term Disability plus 3 months of medical leave."]
 
1.         Section 7.11 of the Tenure Code
 
            Professor Sirc convened the meeting at 2:35 and began by introducing the guests.  He then noted that the
Committee had been provided copies of a revised footnote defining "service" in Section 7.11 of the tenure code, drafted
by the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee. 
The revised footnote responds to the comments made at the last meeting of this Committee, and as of October 24 read
as follows: 
 

"Service" takes the form of  (1) service to the discipline; (2) discipline-based service, which includes both
professional service and outreach to or engagement with the local, state, national, or international community
based on one's academic expertise; and (3) institutional service, which includes administrative, committee, or
related service to one's department or college, or the University.  All faculty members are expected to engage in
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these service activities, but there should be only modest institutional-service expectations for probationary
faculty.

 
Professor Clayton, chair of the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee, cautioned that the footnote may be revised
further to clarify the different kinds of service, but the gist of what it will contain is likely in this version.
 
2.         Family-Friendly Policies
 
           
Professor Sirc now turned to Vice President Carrier and Vice Provost Carney to lead a discussion of the University's
family-friendly policies.
 
           
Dr. Carrier distributed copies of a handout and explained that the purpose of the discussion was to share information
about the University's family-friendly policies and to have an informal discussion about them.  She said the
administration is aware that this is an area of increasing concern for faculty and staff, who want a good work life and
also a good family life—and a reasonable balance between the two.  This balance is often more difficult to achieve in
an age of email, voice-mail, and being able to work at home on the computer.  She said the goal of the policies is to
help keep faculty and staff at the University and to make their working conditions more attractive.  She referred 
Committee members to a list of the University's family-friendly policies and said she and Dr. Carney would focus first
on the policies that applied primarily to faculty.
 
           
Dr. Carney took up the "tenure extension" policy, contained in Section 5.5 of the tenure code, otherwise known as the
"stopping the tenure clock" provision. 
In the current code, probationary faculty may stop the tenure clock for two reasons:  for childbirth or adoption, and the 
provision may be exercised by either males or females, or for care-giving responsibilities for a close family member.  In 
both cases, the request must be made within three months of the event; the care-giving option may only be used twice
while there is no limit on the number of times the childbirth/adoption option may be used.
 
            She has proposed to the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee two changes to Section 5.5.  First, to allow 
up to a year after the event to make a request to stop the tenure clock (because sometimes an individual will not realize
within three months of birth or adoption that the demands of parenting are greater than expected), and second, to add a
third reason for stopping the tenure clock:  when the probationary faculty member has medical problems.  There would
also be up to a year to make the request for medical reasons (because, for example, the effects of a diagnosis of clinical
depression may not be fully understood within the current three-month limit). 
 
            Faculty do ask to stop the tenure clock, Dr. Carney reported.  Last year she approved 28 such requests for both
reasons, about half each male and female; 24 were for childbirth/adoption and 4 were because of care-giving
responsibilities.  She said she highlighted this option for faculty during the new faculty orientation.  She has heard on a 
number of occasions from probationary faculty who said they did not stop the tenure clock, even though they could
have, because they believed it would be detrimental to their careers or because their department discouraged it.  She 
said she believed the culture is changing, however, and she has also highlighted the issue in the new-department chair
orientations. 
She told the Committee she also intends to provide departments with language for their 7.12 statements acknowledging
that the record for someone who stops the clock should be considered in the same way as that for someone who did
not:  six years is six years, even if someone took seven or eight years because he or she stopped the clock.
 
            Professor Zuiker asked if the steps one must take to stop the clock are easy to find.  Dr. Carney said they are on
the Provost's website under faculty.  The form is there.  Dr. Carrier said the form will be modified to include medical
reasons if the Faculty Senate and Board of Regents approve that change in the tenure code.
 
           
Professor Sirc asked what can be done about the perception that the department chair might discourage stopping the
clock.  Constant reinforcement, Dr. Carney said, and in her work with chairs.  She said she is willing to go to college
promotion-and-tenure committees (which could be more critical if a longer time than normal was taken for the tenure
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recommendation to be made—especially if there is no indication in the dossier that a candidate stopped the tenure
clock).  Dr. Carrier added that peers need to object to disparaging remarks about stopping the clock.
 
            This is a very important policy in recruiting and retaining faculty, Dr. Carney commented.  It is highlighted on 
the websites of a number of the University's peers and is becoming more a part of the culture.  Princeton automatically 
adds a year to the tenure clock if a faculty member becomes a parent, so there is no culture of "requesting" the tenure
clock be stopped.
 
            Dr. Carney next explained the "modified duties" policy, something the University does not have.  If one has or 
adopts a child and is the primary care-taker (20 or more hours per week), one can apply for modified duties.  For 
example, after pregnancy or adoption a faculty might not be required to teach but would continue to meet with students,
or one's research obligations might be modified.  California and Michigan both have such policies, some of the private
universities have it, and its use does appear to be spreading. 
Modified duty has been implemented informally in a number of colleges, Dr. Carrier reported, depending on resources
available and the college culture, but that seems to be inconsistent and is something that should be addressed.
 
           
Professor Zuiker asked if accidents are covered under medical reasons for stopping the clock and if sick children are
covered by the care-giving provision. 
Dr. Carney affirmed that accidents would be covered and that children are included; the care-giving option extends to
children, spouse/partner, or parents.  Some institutions do not include same-sex partners, but the University does.
 
            Dr. Carrier next noted that the University provides relocation assistance.  They deal with about 400 people per
year who are coming to the Twin Cities and want assistance on everything from housing to finding the best schools to
spousal employment—and much more. 
Search committees inform candidates of this service; candidates can call to ask questions they may not wish to raise in
interviews. 
She said that she and Dr. Carney try to facilitate spousal employment, which can be critical to hiring a new faculty
member. 
If the spouse would serve in a staff position, sometimes a position can be arranged; if the spouse would be a faculty
member, there can often be a limited-time appointment (e.g., three years).  Dr. Carney said these appointments would
be handled through Vice President Barceló's office, with whom she works closely to make clear to search committees
and deans that there are bridge funds available to assist in spousal/partner hires or for target-of-opportunity hires.
 
           
If both of the individuals are academics, one tenure-track and the other given a three-year term appointment, Professor
Zuiker observed, the spouse is only guaranteed employment for three years and the tenure-track faculty member will
not know if he or she has achieved tenure. 
The couple will run into a wall after three years and will have to decide whether to start looking for other positions.  Dr. 
Carney said that in some cases the faculty member will be hired into a tenured position, so that issue will not arise.  In 
either case, the bridge funds help a department bridge an appointment until another position becomes available.  She 
agreed, however, that the policy does not cover all the risks.  The University's peer institutions generally use the same 
approach that Minnesota does, by providing bridge funds.  If the spouse is a tenure-track hire, the department needs to
pick up full funding for the position after the three years of bridge funding, Dr. Carrier added, because the tenure-track
appointment cannot be disrupted by a change in funding.
 
            Professor Ericksen asked if this funding is only available for the Twin Cities campus.  It is not, Dr. Carney said;
it is a fund for the University and anyone can apply to Senior Vice President Jones's office for the money.
 
           
Professor Kleiner said he was delighted to see children on the cover of the handout that Vice President Carrier
distributed at the beginning of the meeting—but when those kids grow up, many will go to college.  Between 40 and 
60% of University employees have children who would be eligible for tuition remission as the dependents of
employees.  A tuition benefit for the children of employees would be a great way to support families.  Professor Nelson
said the Women's Faculty Cabinet has gone on record supporting a tuition benefit for the same reason.  So did the 
strategic positioning task forces, Professor Litman observed.
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Later in the meeting Professor Wallace asked what it would take to get the University to offer a tuition benefit to
children of University employees. 
He said he was puzzled because discussion of this issue has gone on and on, the Committee has dealt with it a number
of times, and it is SO IMPORTANT when one considers faculty retention.  Why the reluctance on the part of the
University?  Dr. Carrier said it is more a question of the best place for the University to put its resources.  Elimination 
of the waiting period for the Faculty Retirement Plan was talked about for years and finally adopted.  But with limited 
resources, one must ask where the University gets the biggest bang for the buck.  Professor Clayton commented that 
this issue has been coming up for 30 years, an early argument being that "faculty should not be subsidized for
procreation."  This is not only a matter of attracting faculty, it is also a matter of retaining them, Professor Sirc said.  He
reported that his department had the opportunity to recruit one of the best faculty in the country in his field but they lost
out because of the tuition benefit offered by the competing institution.  There is a middle ground, Professor Hanna said,
which is to start lightly by allowing employee children to register for six credits after all other students have registered;
that is the way the MNSCU benefit began. 
About 2% of employees can use the benefit in any one year, Professor Kleiner said, but noted again that 40-60% of
faculty and staff would be eligible during the course of their career at the University, which is more coverage and
potential usage than most other benefits. 
Tuition benefits could also be part of a mix of cafeteria benefits, Professor Litman said, so those without children could
put more money elsewhere in benefits. 
He affirmed that the University IS losing faculty because of the failure to offer a tuition benefit.
 
           
Dr. Carrier turned next to phased retirement, which offered for up to five years and includes a subsidy for health care
costs for a period after retirement. 
About 60% of faculty who retire now use phased retirement, which allows them to try it out but not have to go "cold
turkey."  It also allows departments to plan and allows some stability in health care.  This is optional with the dean and
department, Professor Kleiner pointed out; Dr Carrier agreed that technically Professor Kleiner was correct but that in
practice it is almost automatic and no one has been turned down.  The terminal agreement is more discretionary and is
not used very much.
 
            Professor Cherkassky asked for details about the health care coverage.  Dr. Carrier explained that there is
normal coverage during the phased retirement; the years of subsidy after retirement depend on the individual's age.  At 
61, for example, the individual (and spouse/partner) would receive 48 months of subsidy.  The minimum is two years 
and can be as much as four.
 
            Professor Zuiker asked about one of the items on the list of policies, "option for reduced appointment."  This is 
a flexible work arrangement, Dr. Carrier explained.  
If someone wishes to work only two-thirds time, the arrangement can be made.  If someone is on a tenure-track or 
tenured appointment, however, they must work at least two-thirds time or more.  In some colleges a faculty member 
may drop below 67%-time, Dr. Carney said, and for entirely legitimate reasons (e.g., they have an opportunity to work
in Washington for a year with a Senator). 
If the person is tenure-track, the tenure clock stops, with the person on perhaps a 50%-time appointment for the year,
and the clock is reactivated later.  This arrangement must be approved by the department chair and the dean.  Some
might try to use this alternative to extend the tenure clock even if they do not have children or a sick family member,
but most faculty cannot afford to reduce their income by that much.  There must be a good reason, and the University
does not pay for the leave time. 
 
            Professor Sirc asked if there is any evidence of inconsistency in how this option is made available to faculty. 
Some colleges approve more of these reduced appointments than others, Dr. Carney said.  Some do not use it much at 
all while in others it is more common.
 
            Professor Hanna offered a general observation about these policies:  The people "at the top" in the University
are often workaholics and that behavior filters down as an expectation.  That, in turn, feeds into the family-friendly
policies. 
The workplace is not family-friendly if expectations are out of kilter because the life of the leaders is not balanced.  Dr. 
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Carrier agreed and recalled, in this vein, one past provost who scheduled meeting at 5:30 in the morning.  The 
workaholics are the ones who climb the ladder, Professor Hanna said, and others are then afraid to ask for the benefits
provided by the family-friendly policies.  Dr. Carney agreed that this is a dilemma.
 
            Professor Hanna asked about data on faculty and staff appointments that the Committee had been provided.  The 
number of part-time staff in 1996 was 6500; in 2006 it is fewer than 3000.  What happened to the part-time positions? 
Those often can be family-friendly; why have they been reduced by half?  Dr. Carney said she did not believe there had
been any dramatic change in the faculty numbers (who are typically full-time); she was perplexed by the drop.
 
           
Dr. Carrier next explained that the University buys a service to help individuals (at no charge to them) locate eldercare
and childcare. 
Professor Kleiner noted, from the same data on appointments, that the number of P&A staff has doubled since 1992
while the number of tenured/tenure-track faculty has remained fairly constant.  Are these benefits available to P&A
staff as well? 
Phased retirement is not, Dr. Carrier said, nor is stopping the tenure clock except for the very small number of P&A
appointees who are probationary-continuous appointments.  The reminder are available to P&A staff as well as faculty. 
 
            Dr. Carrier posed a rhetorical question:  How does the University monitor what it is doing?  They look regularly
at what the Big Ten and other peer institutions are doing, and keep charts on what Minnesota and other universities are
providing.  They know if they are ahead of or behind the game.  In a Sloan Foundation study, Dr. Carney added, the
University appears to be in the top half, and in the top third or top quarter in the case of some benefits.
 
           
Professor Nelson said that the Women's Faculty Cabinet has heard about the lack of access to on-site child care;
Professor Bribitzer-Stull asked if there are any plans to expand on-campus child care.  Dr. Carrier said they look at this
every three or four years. 
There are a lot of local providers but many see a difference in quality between on-campus and off-campus service. 
 
            Professor Csallany said she was surprised that child care is not better.  This Committee raised the issue several
years ago because it is the most important question young faculty face.  The University is not putting enough money
into child care, she asserted, but nothing is more important for a young family.  Can the Committee make a
recommendation? 
It can, Dr. Carrier said, but new on-site child care would require a capital expenditure, one that has just not gotten to the
top of the list.  One should not have to be number 300 on a waiting list, Professor Csallany declared.  Those families 
have child care, Dr. Carrier observed, but they want to get into the University's excellent facility.  Dr. Walter-Marchetti
reported later in the meeting that the Office for University Women is looking at the existing center as well as two
centers subcontracted for with student fees, but there are quality questions about those two, so this remains a continuing
concern.
 
           
Professor Sirc asked if, when deans are reviewed, there is any attention paid to how flexible they are or how well they
do in managing these policies. 
They do look at staff management, Dr. Carrier said, but not specifically at these policies, and she agreed it might be
worthwhile to do so.  The implementation of these policies clearly affects the climate for those who work here.  Dr. 
Carney said that she includes discussion of these policies in the new-chair orientation; the question is how to get the
message to long-term chairs and heads. 
One could ask the deans if they require chairs to report on how they apply these policies.
 

Professor Cherkassky asked about finding opportunities for high-school kids to get involved in research at the
University (for example, during summer). 
His understanding, he said, is that such opportunities do exist (for example, some centers have specific provisions for
this, and also some NSF grants explicitly provide funding for such involvement).   There is, however, at present no
centralized source of information for such activities, so it is impossible for someone to find out whether such 
opportunities exist at the University (other than by pure luck).  At the same time, Professor Wiedmann pointed out, they
receive emails telling them not to bring kids to labs because of legal issues.  Perhaps programs in non-lab sciences 
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would be nice, as public engagement, but the University cannot let high-school students in labs.  Dr. Carrier said they 
would look into how information about these programs might be collected and made available.
 
            Professor Sirc said that some universities offer support groups for faculty who are new parents.  Does the 
University have anything like this? 
Dr. Carney said the Women's Faculty Cabinet is talking about the unmet needs of women faculty (which needs can turn
out to apply to all faculty, in some cases).  This could be an item for them to consider.  Providing this kind of support is
not difficult to do.  It is done for eldercare and it works well, Dr. Carrier said.  Dr. Walter-Marchetti said there is an 
informal faculty mom's group that began last year. 
 
           
Dr. Walter-Marchetti said that she receives questions in the Office for University Women about "nursing mom rooms." 
They are scarce, and the ones at Boynton close at 4:30 or 5:00. 
 
            Professor Sirc thanked Drs. Carney and Carrier for their presentation and discussion.
 
3.         Faculty Culture Task Force Recommendations
 
           
Professor Sirc asked Committee members for their views about four of the recommendations of the Faculty Culture
Task Force. 
The first recommendation (#3 in the task force report) calls for the University and its departments and centers to "revise
and implement search policies that secure the very best national, international, and diverse candidates."  The 
recommendation also spoke to human resource rules, seeking candidates who have not applied, resources to hire several
faculty at once, and a central administrative mechanism to facilitate spousal/partner hires.
 
            Professor Valls said the existing rules do not present a problem for his department. 
 
            Professor Sirc asked how easy it is to hire several faculty at once.  Dr. Carrier said it happens al the time and is
not a problem.
 
           
Professor Wiedmann asked who, generally, writes the position descriptions, the appointing authority or the search
committee? 
In the past it was the search committee; recently it seems that the dean or department head write it and give it to the
search committee.  Professor Csallany said in her department they work together on it.  Dr. Carrier said it is usually a 
combination of the two; it is mostly a matter of workload, with the appointing authority preparing a draft for the search
committee. 
 
           
Professor Kleiner asked how target-of-opportunity hires work, if a department or the administration think someone
noteworthy could be hired.  Usually in hiring it's person A or B or C; with target-of-opportunity hiring, it's A or no
one.  How is this handled? 
Such hires can be made, Dr. Carrier said; they are made without the normal search process but the candidate still
requires an affirmative vote by the faculty of the department.  There are not many such hires, she said.
 
            Professor Sirc asked if the administration facilitates spousal hires.  It does, Dr. Carrier said.
 
           
The next task force recommendation taken up calls for departments to vote on whether a probationary faculty member,
after three years, is making sufficient progress toward meeting expectations for promotion and tenure. 
 
            Professor Valls said that would not work in his field (physics).  A new faculty member must set up a lab, buy
equipment, etc., all of which takes time. 
There would almost nothing to go on after three years, unless the individual turned out to be a disaster, in which case
there would be no need for a review.  Review after the third year would not be a meaningful evaluation.  He said such a
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review might work in other fields but expressed doubt it would be very useful in the physical sciences.  The question at 
the time of decision about tenure is "what has the lab produced?" but there would not be much after three years.
 
            Professor Bribitzer-Stull urged that this decision be left up to individual departments.  Progress to tenure varies, 
he said, and his department this kind of review occurs every year:  they vote on whether or not a candidate is making
satisfactory progress.  If not, there is a discussion with the individual.  He values this process, he said, and there is no 
one-size-fits-all.  Professor Wiedmann agreed and said his unit also does reviews and votes every year.  His department 
felt that requiring a three-year review would interfere in the way they do things. 
 
            Professor Sirc said he was all in favor of annual reviews as people described them, but his service on the
Judicial Committee taught him there is often a problem with the paper trail in such reviews.  Nothing is written down. 
 

Professor Kleiner said there has been discussion in some of the professional schools about extending the tenure
clock and using an internal University promotion to associate professor without tenure to signal reasonable 
performance.  That is a model that some units could think about.  The downside is that it extends the time to tenure, and 
with the already increasing time to obtain a Ph.D., may discourage individuals from pursuing an academic career. 
However, it does allow the University more years to observe an individual's performance before granting them lifetime 
tenure.
 
           
Professor Valls said his department also uses the annual review and takes it seriously, but repeated that there is nothing
special about the third-year review that would allow a special decision at that point.  The problem, he agreed with 
Professor Sirc, is that some departments do not take the annual review seriously and just tell probationary faculty "it's
OK."  They have to take it seriously, ask questions, and vote on the candidate's progress.
 
            Professor Csallany agreed. 
Her department also has yearly reviews by the whole faculty (the full professors evaluation everyone, they and the
associate professors evaluate the assistant professors).  They evaluate teaching, publications, and so on every year, but
there is no special emphasis on the third year. 
The head of the department notifies each faculty member about the review and provides guidance where needed.  They 
also vote on whether or not a probationary faculty member should be retained.
 
            Professor Sirc said that the idea of the three-year reviews is becoming popular.  Provost Sullivan reported a 
discussion with the AAU provosts; some institutions use a three-year review and then offer two-year contracts in
questionable cases and four-year contracts (which would take the individual to the end of the seventh year) for those
who are strong candidates. 
It sounds from the discussion, however, that the Committee is satisfied with the annual reviews if they are taken
seriously. 
Professor Wiedmann said the sentiment is more that the Committee believes the University should NOT tinker with the
existing practices. 
Professor Squires said that when one starts to tinker with existing practices, one must ask what problem is to be fixed. 
And the nine-year tenure clock is not a fix, he said. 
The recommendation is trying to fix a problem for the Judicial Committee, Professor Valls said:  departments that say 
to a candidate that everything is fine but then deny tenure.  The problem is to fix the annual review, Professor Squires
agreed, and not to extend the tenure clock.
 
           
The original reason for the discussion of the nine-year probationary period, Dr. Carrier explained, was because it was
becoming more and more difficult to get grants, and as a result the Academic Health Center wanted to give people more
time to get their research started.  Not many units take advantage of the option (allowed by the tenure code).
 
           
The third recommendation Professor Sirc asked Committee members to consider calls for departments to write 7.12
statements that define, encourage, and reward interdisciplinary efforts in the promotion and tenure process.  How is this
working, he asked? 
They have heard a lot of horror stories about indirect cost funds and how deans lock horns over the money when faculty
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want to collaborate in research or teaching.
 
            Teaching is always a headache, Professor Valls said. 
Courses that could be taught by faculty from either of two departments end up being owned by one of the departments;
it is a turf issue over a little money. 
Research is easy, he said; they have a number of grants jointly with other departments.
 
           
There are a lot of prohibitions on teaching and allocation of effort, Professor Squires agreed, and it is always a
question.  The money is increasingly a problem. 
But he agreed there were no problems with interdisciplinary research; interdisciplinary teaching has faced barriers for
30 years.  What happens with tuition when a course is cross-listed, Professor Wiedmann asked?  It depends on the 
student's college of enrollment, Professor Squires said, but it is increasingly difficult to cross-list a course.  Professor
Bribitzer-Stull agreed; his department talked about cross-listing a course with IT but abandoned the idea because of the
revenue-stream problem. 
 
            This is a system issue, Professor Kleiner commented. 
One has to follow the money and offer incentives for interdisciplinary teaching.  Right now students may benefit from 
it but units do not. 
 
           
Professor Cherkassky said he found it very difficult to develop interdisciplinary courses, both because of a bureaucratic
structure and because of individuals within departments.  Faculty are told to develop their own courses and not to
participate in interdisciplinary courses. 
Professor Wiedmann agreed and said the problem is at the college level; there is no incentive to do interdisciplinary
work. 
 
           
In the case of research, money helps, and one can work with others to write a proposal that none of them alone could
do.  That does not work for teaching, however. 
 
            Teaching seems to be a big problem, Professor Sirc commented.  He said that FCC was told that the University
wants items with sizzle for the legislative request; these kinds of cross-listed courses could be part of that sizzle. 
Professor Squires expressed doubt that legislators would care much about individual courses. 
 
            Professor Hanna said that IMG made cross-listing courses a headache.  Before that, everyone was in this
together; now it's all about how to get more money. 
(Several Committee members around the table nodded their heads in agreement.)  There are ways to promote such 
activities, Professor Wiedmann said; if the University wants interdisciplinary courses, it could return 120% of the
tuition revenue to the departments.  That, Professor Kleiner agreed, would be a significant incentive.
 
            The task force report talks about cross-campus facilitation, Professor Sirc said.  That depends on the college, the
individual, and the circumstances, Professor Squires responded.  There is no systematic thinking about curriculum
across the University, or interdisciplinary teaching; everything is tied to the department.  What would it take to 
stimulate such courses, Professor Sirc asked? 
Signals from higher up, Professor Squires said, as well as money and time.
 
           
A fourth recommendation from the task force was that it be easier for faculty members to change their department
home, Professor Sirc said.  He asked if Committee members had views on this recommendation.
 
           
Professor Valls said he knew of only one case where an individual would have preferred to be in another department
(and the individual was doing very well where he was).  He was told there was no way he could make that change. 
Professor Hanna said her college also had such a case and it got nowhere.  If one looks at career development research, 
she surmised, one would find that a career choice made at age 25 could change when one is 50 or 60 years old.  If there 



MINUTES* http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/scfa/06-10-24.html

9 of 9 6/5/2008 8:39 AM

are flexible mechanisms at the University, it should be able to capitalize on these developments and allow individuals to
change units. 
 

Department A could lose a faculty line, Professor Kleiner observed, while Department B might say that it
already has faculty member in that area, and does not want to use its scarce faculty lines in this way, since it could be
used for another specialty.  Consequently, there are no incentives for departments to support such changes.  Professor
Clayton said he favors openness and flexibility; the more one can pursue one's developing interests the better, but there
is sometimes a slot-like approach to appointments, and people are required to lay out a life-time program at the time
they are hired. 
That is an unattractive arrangement, he said, and there should be a change in attitude. If a department welcomes
someone with open arms, that is great, but even if it didn't and a new faculty member had the same research interests as
someone already there, enlarged and valuable research contributions might be expected.

 
            Is there support for a new position in the Provost's office to facilitate such changes, Professor Sirc asked?  There
was not.  Professor Valls said the person would be a high-level paper-pusher.  The issue is largely money, he said;
positions belong to departments and they are unhappy if they lose one.  The receiving department is unhappy because
the dean will say that it just received a new position. 
 
           
Professor Hanna noted that 19 faculty moved from the Waseca campus, but that worked because their salaries moved
with them.  From a faculty perspective several years later, those transfers were (for the most part) very positive. 
 
           
The bureaucratic and financial structure of the University is opposed to rocking the boat on this issue, Professor
Cherkassky concluded, so there is no reason to try to change it.   Professor Wiedmann noted that the task force calls for
the Provost to decide about these changes because he has no economic interest, unlike the departments.  There is no
way to solve the other issues so that is a practical way to deal with the problem.
 
           
Professor Clayton said that there was a great benefit to teaching for a few years when Student Credit Hours were
uncoupled from revenue.  That opened a lot of possibilities. 
 
           
Professor Litman pointed out that one of the recommendations the task force made dealt with faculty who might be
given the title "senior faculty" and paid to do teaching, advising, and so on as they transition to retirement, separately
from phased retirement.  There are questions about this approach but the University of Minnesota Retirees Association
is pleased that there is language in the task force report recognizing the needs of emeritus faculty.  He complimented
the chairs of the task force; this is the first time there has been University recognition of the value of retired faculty and
the contributions they can make.
 
           
Professor Sirc agreed to put that recommendation on the agenda of a future meeting, and adjourned the meeting at 4:10.
 
                                                                        -- Gary Engstrand
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