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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, December 11, 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, Steven
McLoon, Kelly Risbey, Larry Wallace, Timothy Wiedmann, Virginia Zuiker
 
Absent:
 
Jane Miller, Luis Ramos-Garcia, Roderick Squires, Oriol Valls
 
Guests:
 
Jackie Singer (Director of Retirement Benefits), Mary Luther (Office of Human Resources)
 
[In these minutes: 
(1) committee business; (2) survey of probationary faculty; (3) update from P&A classification and compensation
working group; (4) graduate students and the professoriate]
 
 
1.         Committee Business
 
            Professor Sirc convened the meeting at 2:30 and noted a few items.
 
--         
The new Regents' policy on employee work life and leaves has been changed in a couple of places as a result of the
discussion at this Committee.
 
--         
He informed the Committee about the results of the Senate vote on the tuition-benefit resolution and that President
Bruininks plans to meet with the Committee early in spring semester about the issue.
 
--         
He reported on an email he and Professor Martin (chair of the Committee on Finance and Planning) had received from a
faculty member about the buyout of the men's basketball coach:  "Perhaps your respective senate committees could 
discuss the outrageous buy-out of $1.3 million for a failed basketball coach.  Makes those us who have hung in here for
decades with measly 2% increases and have worked to develop programs, buildings and departments feel like real
chumps.  So much for working on faculty morale.  And please not the tired old "market" excuses, nor the "they generate
their own money" gambit. . . .  this just makes us all in the arts just want to puke.  Professor McLoon commented that 
things have changed in the last 20 years: 
in the past, the faculty made important decisions; now they are just employees.  He said he believed intercollegiate 
athletics has gotten out of hand and the faculty should reassert control over the academic life of the University. 
Something is wrong when Minnesota
has fewer athletes than Harvard, and athletics is not being used to attract good students.  Professor Sirc said that if the
Committee wished to discuss this issue, he would place it on a future agenda.
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            Professor McLoon asked if the Committee would be talking about President Bruininks's recent salary increase.
 
2.         COACHE Survey
 
           
Professor Sirc turned to Vice Provost Carney to lead a discussion of the COACHE survey of probationary faculty,
introduced at the last meeting.
 
            Dr. Carney suggested the Committee consider the largest concerns raised by probationary faculty.  Three items 
that were seen as important but in which the University was ineffective in providing were (1) professional assistance in
obtaining externally-funded grants, (2) a formal mentoring program for junior faculty, and (3) child care.  She reported 
that she has passed the first item to Vice President Mulcahy.  The second item is one that generated more open-ended
comments than any other item on the survey—it came up again and again. 
 
            Dr. Carney also reviewed the data on the institutional profile, comparing Minnesota with five
research-university peers, which indicate that the University has a significant deficiency in terms of climate, culture,
and collegiality. 
She said she was surprised at the number of pointed comments about tensions between junior and senior faculty that run
high in some units; this is also related to the mentoring issue.  She invited Committee member comments on this
subject.
 
            Professor Kleiner said he was struck by the average age of probationary faculty—39 years.  And only 6% of
probationary faculty are under 30. 
When one thinks about other professions, such as law and medicine, most lawyers and doctors have become partners by
about age 33. 
But the average faculty member has not yet achieved tenure, the rough equivalent to partner in other fields.  It seems 
that faculty are considerably older when they become full-fledged members of the academic profession.  Is that true at 
other schools as well?  Dr. Carney said it is. 
The average age of a Ph.D. recipient is 33, and 50% of the probationary faculty said they did a postdoc; for 89% of the
probationary faculty, this is their first tenure-track job.
 
           
Professor Hanna speculated that this phenomenon may be related to the point raised in the letter distributed to the
Committee at the last meeting expressing dismay at the lack of interest on the part of graduate students in becoming
faculty members.  Professor Kleiner agreed:  the profession becomes less attractive if the age that faculty are tenured is
over 40 and graduate students and postdocs have low earnings.
 
           
Vice Provost Carney said she is working with a group from the President's Emerging Leaders Program that is working
on faculty mentoring. 
The issue is field-specific; there are more postdocs in the sciences and fewer in the humanities and social sciences.  She
agreed, however, that the average age of probationary faculty is surprising—and pointed out that 10% of them are 46 or
older.
 
            Dr. Carney turned to Ms. Risbey for comment because this is a subject of her research.  Ms. Risbey reported that
the literature about graduate students and junior faculty suggests that junior faculty go into higher education based on
the myth of being a professor—and then become disgruntled at the issues they face as faculty members.  In the case of 
graduate students, the research shows that the longer they are in their doctoral program, the less they want to go into
higher education and the life of a faculty member. 
There is still not a supply-and-demand problem, however, so is this really a problem?  It may be that there is a delayed 
effect that will show up later. 
 
            At the same time, Dr. Carney commented, the open-ended comments were interesting.  Asked if they would do
it over again at Minnesota, the probationary faculty gave an overwhelming "yes."  That response fits with the overall
satisfaction they reported, despite concerns about climate and other matters. There was a bimodal distribution in the
responses to the question about culture and collegiality, and it seems to be a key factor for success.  The probationary 
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faculty also said there was too much pressure to publish and a lack of mentoring, she noted again. 
 
            The problem is money, Professor Csallany said. 
Faculty must write proposals, obtain the funding, hire graduate students, and publish—and if they do not do so within
the probationary period, they do not obtain tenure. 
There is a lot of pressure on young people to produce, something that was not so true 20 years ago.  Dr. Carney said
there were different responses to the collegiality and "pressure" questions—they were not mixed. 
 
            Professor Hanna asked if the climate/culture/collegiality responses were across units.  They were, Dr. Carney
said, although more focused in some units. 
While the responses to the question were more extreme than at other institutions, the University does not have an older
faculty.  The average age is 51, which is consistent with peer institutions.
 
            Professor Kleiner recalled that the Committee had looked at pension and health benefits last year.  At one of the 
University's competitors, virtually all faculty retire after 25-30 years of service.  They are able to do so because they
have fully-funded defined-benefit pension plans and better health benefits at retirement.  As a result they have a
younger faculty and a higher post-65 retirement rate. 
Dr. Carney said the average faculty there are not younger; Professor Kleiner said that the age distribution is different.
 
           
Professor McLoon said that he did not know about the University as a whole, on the matter of climate and culture, but
in the Medical School the University has done everything it can to destroy culture and collegiality.  At one time his 
department was like a department is thought of, with the department office at the center.  Now department offices are all
in one place, for efficiency, but it is a block away from him.  He does not know the people in the office or in the labs
around him because space is assigned as available, so he is not around department colleagues.  There is no department
any more, he said.  If one is a new faculty member, it would be easy not to get to know anyone in the department.  The 
Medical School has done a lot to reduce efficiency and eliminate collegiality.
 
           
Professor McLoon also referred to the complaint that the University does not provide professional assistance in getting
external grants. 
There are a lot of resources at the University he said, but it does a poor job of letting people what is available (and not
just for getting grants).  There needs to be an on-line handbook.  Dr. Carney said she is working on it; the material has 
been collected and the headers prepared but there is no text yet.  She said the faculty one-stop will also be reorganized;
she is working with focus groups about how to make it more helpful.  Her goal is to have a "beta" faculty handbook up
in the spring.  Professor McLoon suggested a few topics that someone should try to find resources about.  Dr. Carney 
agreed that is a good idea and added that it would be helpful to have feedback from Committee members once it is up. 
She said she wants to cut down the amount of time people have to spend looking for something. 
 
            Professor McLoon said that with respect to mentoring, every study done shows it is important.  He said he 
hoped that Dr. Carney's office would not do the mentoring; faculty must be mentored by their peers in the department. 
What she can do, he said, is bring pressure on departments to establish a mentoring program.  His department, for 
example, has two mentors for each junior faculty member, one for research and one for teaching.  Her office can help 
departments figure out how to deliver mentoring.  Dr. Carney concurred.  The job of her office is to orient new faculty
when they first arrive at the University but the departments must provide the mentoring.  The President's Emerging
Leaders will contact departments that have good programs and then distribute best-practice information to departments
generally.  There is no one way to do mentoring, she added. 
 
            In the 7.12 statements, is there an expectation that (full) professors will serve as mentors, Professor Sirc asked? 
Dr. Carney reported that the Faculty Consultative Committee felt strongly that such an expectation should not be in the
7.12 statements because there are no mentoring programs that are demonstrated to be effective; how would a
department test whether or not its program is effective? 
That does not mean that departments should not provide mentoring; while some probationary faculty feel they are
well-mentored, the majority do not.
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Professor Sirc said he recalled vividly from the last meeting one of the comments from a probationary faculty member
that Dr. Carney related:  "this is a brutal place to work."  Dr. Carney said there were a lot of sentiments along that line,
but at the same time a lot of the probationary faculty feel satisfied.  One reason for the discontent may be because of the
geography of departments (as outlined by Professor McLoon), but there are also still some old-fashioned departments
around. 
With respect to the bimodal distribution of responses on the collegiality issue, Professor Cherkassky suggested, it may
be that some departments are very political in a way that has nothing to do with junior faculty but that affects the
atmosphere in the department—and some departments may be more normal.  It may also be that departments are going
through transitions, changing focus, Professor Kleiner observed, and what is important to faculty members at the time
of hire is not important for the department any more. 
 
            Dr. Carney said those factors are true in some cases.  In others, the senior faculty are uninterested in collegiality
or mentoring.  One strain in the responses was that the senior faculty are "ossified and holding me back." 
 
           
Professor McLoon said that another factor that hurts collegiality in the sciences in general and particularly in the
biomedical sciences, is that the University has hired a large number of new faculty; it was thought that all those new
people would bring in more research funding. 
But federal grant funding is a fixed number, so the result is a larger number of people competing for the same dollar. 
That makes life miserable for everyone. 
Funding has not kept up with hiring, and universities have done this to faculty (this is not a phenomenon confined to
Minnesota). 
Is there a "flavor of the month" pattern in this hiring based on current funding cycles, Professor Kleiner inquired of
Professor McLoon; there is, he said.
 
            These problems are magnified in the College of Biological Sciences, Professor Hanna commented, with joint
departments that have two reporting lines and thus two masters to please.
 
            Professor Sirc thanked Dr. Carney for the discussion.
 
3.         P&A Classification and Compensation Working Group Update
 
           
Professor Sirc now welcomed Professor Fossum, Ms. Luther, and Ms. Singer to the meeting to provide an update on the
work of the P&A Classification and Compensation Working Group.
 
            Vice President Carrier provided context. 
The report is about a study going on at the University about P&A staff, why the study is being done, and keeping the
Committee informed. 
Professor Fossum serves on the working group as the faculty representative; the two co-chairs are Ms. Luther and Ms.
Singer. 
The P&A group was started in 1980 and constituted a small number of employees; it is now among the largest group of
employees. 
There are good reasons for the growth in numbers, such as the need for expertise these staff bring and the ability of
faculty and others to rely on them, but problems have arisen so the administration decided it was time for a look at the
employee class as a whole. 
Unlike the faculty, which has essentially three major categories of appointment and a few others, the P&A class is very
broad, from the President to an "assistant to" position.  There are about 4300 employees in the category.  In response to 
a query from Professor McLoon, Dr. Carrier said that some non-tenure-track faculty are in the P&A category, such as
lecturers and teaching specialists, but clinical faculty are counted as faculty. 
 
            Ms. Singer reviewed the opportunities the working group is exploring:  to "provide improved classification and
compensation tools and guidelines for a more efficient internal labor market," to "improve promotional ladders and
career paths where they don't already exist," to "attract and retain talent" and to "enhance structures to better manage
internal and external equity," and to "provide more transparent systems to employees, units, Regents, and
stakeholders."  Some P&A staff have great career ladders; some have none.  Salary ranges, sometimes for people with
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the same title, can be enormous, a fact that does not help when looking at the internal job market.  Colleges use 
positions differently, so people do not know if they are qualified for positions that have the same title. 
 
           
Ms. Singer reviewed the accomplishments of the working group thus far, including how it has gone about its work, and
what it will do in the next several months. 
The recommendations it will make will revolve around compensation philosophy and positioning, classification
structure, policies, and procedures, and compensation structure and methodology.  They will be provided to Vice 
President Carrier next spring (2007). 
As part of their work, they are looking at the use of job classifications, analyzing salary data, and conducting
benchmark interviews with other top-10 public universities.  (They are learning that other institutions are dealing with
the same problems; Minnesota
is out in front in examining them and peer institutions are interested in what is being done here.)
 
            The preliminary results of their work are these, Ms. Singer reported:
 
--         
Flexibility is important; P&A staff very much like the fact that their hours are flexible and they do not typically have
anyone looking over their shoulder, and supervisors like not having to look over shoulders.
 
--          The current system is not well understood.
 
--          The current system does not meet the need of some employees to see advancement and growth opportunities.
 
--          There is a desire for more consistency across colleges and units in classification and compensation.  (Not that 
there would be one job description that all must use, but if someone is in a job category, he or she could apply across
units, expect to be qualified, and not receive either a large pay increase or a pay cut.)
 
--          There is a desire for data-driven classification and compensation decisions.  (People want to know the
market—is it the top 10 publics?  the private sector in the Twin Cities?  the city or state employees?)
 
--         
There may be benefit in having more specificity in some of the broader classifications (especially those used differently
across colleges and departments).
 

Professor Fossum said he wanted to bring two perspectives to the discussion, as a faculty member and as an
associate dean.  As associate dean, he finds there is not a clear structure for P&A employees so that they could look at
what their careers might be in professional administrative positions.  They do not know what positions would be an
advancement, which can lead to an under-investment in skills.  In the
Carlson School
they intend to make advancement possibilities and pay ranges clearer.  From a faculty member's perspective, it is
important to have flexibility to accommodate differences in job requirements between academic units, he said. 
(Because, for example, there may be different configurations of job
tasks across units for jobs with similar titles.  For example, academic advising in a unit with a smaller number of
students might have a broader job (including advising on career opportunities) than in a larger unit where they might be
some specialization across advisers.)  At the end of the day, the critical question the University and units must ask is
this:  Who "owns" the employee?  Is the person a University employee or a department employee?  If one thinks about
the structure and the community, the University has some ownership; with a more coherent structure, there could be a
more coherent development program that would help people realize career ambitions and improve performance. That is
what they are interested in.
 
            One important point, Dr. Carrier said, is that P&A staff tend to stay at the University a long time.  Many want to
be here and many like the University, but they also want ideas about ways to advance.  For faculty, the advancement 
ladder is clear; that is less true for P&A staff.  From where would the clarity come, Professor Sirc asked—her office? 
the department?  It would be a partnership, Dr. Carrier said; departments need to help people grow.
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            Professor McLoon said there are two potential problems with what they are doing.  First, the University has a
"funny" culture. 
The administration sees assistant/associate/professor as hierarchical, but the truth is one is a professor and it is not a
hierarchy; there is no gradation between assistant and full professors.  One would like to believe the University is
class-free, and to get more structure and hierarchy is the antithesis of an open system that is not stratified.  This is an
issue they should think about, he said.
 
           
Second, if they go too far in creating hierarchies, they could cripple small departments because advancement for an
employee would need to be outside the department.  If the hierarchy is solidified, small departments will always be
churning entry-level employees—who will go elsewhere to advance when they have the opportunity.  Some things are 
better left murky, Professor McLoon maintained.
 
            Professor Fossum said he appreciated the point.  He has been in the position of department chair who has a
valuable employee who leaves because of lack of opportunity in the department.  But the University wants talented
people it can take advantage of. 
In his view, a unit is better off with someone who starts out as an apprentice, learns fast, excels, and leaves in three
years than it is with someone who is a mediocre employee who stays for a long time.  It could be that a department 
needs to restructure its jobs so that people can handle more complex transactions at a higher level.
 

Ms. Luther said that with respect to hierarchy and levels, employees and managers want to be able to
understand the job family.  One wants to know who are one's peers within the same job family such as finance or
communications or something.  It is difficult to find peers because people performing very similar work are in different
job classifications.  That situation also makes it hard for managers to set
pay levels.  Currently units spend a significant amount of time and energy gathering internal (within the University)
market comparisons and external market comparisons.  Many times different units are gathering the same information
and duplicating efforts. 
 
           
Professor Hanna recalled that several years ago pay raises were bifurcated so that faculty and faculty-like P&A staff
were eligible for greater increases than other P&A staff.  Is that still true?  Dr. Carrier said the University has moved
away from that approach, but there is a request for special compensation dollars for faculty and faculty-like P&A staff 
in the legislative request, but the difference is less distinctive than it was in past.  Professor Hanna commented that she
thought had been a divisive strategy to split off some of the P&A staff; "we are all in this together," she said.  At the 
same time, Dr. Carrier said, the University is trying to respond to the faculty compensation problem:  faculty salaries 
rank 27th out of the top 30.  There is not the same problem on the P&A staff side.  There is a need to look more finely
at the P&A staff, at subgroups, to see where market problems exist.
 
            Are there P&A retention cases, Professor Sirc asked?  There are, Dr. Carrier said.  Every year there are units 
that want to do something to retain a talented person. 
 
            Professor McLoon said there is something about administrative efficiency in the University and in U.S.
universities generally that should be considered. 
European department staffs are a fraction of the size of staffs in departments here.  There has been a dramatic growth in 
P&A staff here, Professor Kleiner said; is that true across all American universities?  All top public universities in the
world?  Or do additional government regulations in this country cause the growth?  Dr. Carrier said she did not know 
about the entire world but the growth in staff has occurred across the U.S.  Partly that is because in some cases staff do
work that faculty used to do (e.g., academic advisors).  The Big Ten schools are all trying to identify how to go forward
with the P&A staff. 
Another reason for the growth in the last 25 years, Professor Fossum said, is because there is now a larger group
involved in development, a growth related to the change in sources of funding.  Ms. Risbey said that staffs in Canadian
universities are also much smaller.
 
           
This is interesting in light of the AAUP report on contingent faculty, Professor Sirc said—how the University supports
P&A staff who teach.  Do they have offices and professional development?  That varies a lot by unit, Dr. Carrier said. 
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Some units employ hundreds of teaching P&A staff, some employ only a few, and the level of support for them varies. 
The University is a complex society and it is better if P&A staff feel their work is valued by their faculty colleagues.
 
            Professor Sirc thanked Mss. Luther and Singer for their presentation.
 
4.         Graduate Students and the Professoriate
 
           
Professor Sirc reported that since the last meeting, when the Committee was provided copies of the letter expressing
concern that graduate students are increasingly uninterested in becoming faculty members in a research university,
Professor Chomsky, chair of the Faculty Consultative Committee, asked if this Committee would consider what might
be done in response to the situation the letter described.  If nothing is done, the issue could fall through the cracks, so 
she asked if the Committee would take it up:  it is about quality of life for faculty and, if accurate, represents a threat to
the pipeline of faculty members.  What should the Committee do?
 
            Ms. Risbey suggested looking at national surveys of graduate students.  Professor Cherkassky pointed out that
in engineering and the sciences, many of the graduate students are foreign; the culture is very different in those fields. 
There needs to be a differentiation between fields.  Professor McLoon said the COACHE results are a symptom:  if 
there is a culture problem, students are sensing it, and this is not a student problem.  What needs to be fixed is the
culture. 
Professor Sirc said he sensed a disconnect between the (aspirational) Regents' policy the Committee recently discussed
and culture that seems to exist in at least some units. 
 
           
Professor Zuiker asked if other professions are also seeing younger members not want to buy into the expectations. 
There has been a lot written on generational differences in expectations, Dr. Carrier said, and the differences will make
administrative life in those units complicated.  The demographics will be bad, Professor Wiedmann said:  "a lot of old 
people and no one to replace them." 
He said that one must be able to raise money and able to speak and write to do so; the science almost doesn't matter any
more—it is salesmanship.
 
           
It was agreed that the Committee should have a conversation with the Graduate and Professional Student Assembly. 
 
           
Professor Sirc also reported that on the child-care issue, Claire Walter-Marchetti, Director of the Office of University
Women, has graciously agreed to gather data on what other institutions provide.
 
            Professor Sirc adjourned the meeting at 4:00.
 
                                                                        -- Gary Engstrand
 
University of Minnesota


