
Minutes* 
 

Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee 
Friday, September 12, 2008 

9:30 – 11:30 
300 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Tom Clayton (chair), Yusuf Abul-Hajj, Tracey Anderson, Arlene Carney, Joseph 

Gaugler, Carol Klee, Barbara Loken, Linda McLoon, Karen Miksch, Terry Simon, Carol 
Wells 

 
Absent:  Paul Porter 
 
Guests: Chancellor Steven Lehmkuhle, Vice Chancellor Claudia Neuhauser (University of 

Minnesota, Rochester) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) amendment to the Regents policy on Academic Freedom & Responsibility; (2) 
student-rating-of-teaching policy amendment; (3) statement on University responsibility to researchers; 
(4) Regents Code of Conduct amendment; (5) University of Minnesota Rochester personnel plan] 
 
 
 Professor Clayton convened the meeting at 9:30, welcomed everyone to the new year, and called 
for a round of introductions. 
 
1. Amendment to the Board of Regents Policy Academic Freedom and Responsibility 
 
 Professor Clayton noted that there were five action items on the agenda that, if the Committee 
approves them, will go to the Faculty Consultative Committee and the Faculty Senate for action.  He 
began with the amendment to the Board of Regents Policy Academic Freedom and Responsibility.  The 
draft motion and comment before the Committee was this (new language is in CAPS and language to be 
deleted is in [brackets]: 
 
* * * 
 
MOTION: 
 
Amend the Board of Regents policy Academic Freedom and Responsibility as follows: 
 
Academic freedom is the freedom to discuss all relevant matters in the classroom; to explore all avenues 
of scholarship, research, and creative expression; and to speak or write [as a public citizen] without 
institutional discipline or restraint ON MATTERS OF PUBLIC CONCERN AS WELL AS ON 
MATTERS RELATED TO THEIR PROFESSIONAL DUTIES AND TO THE FUNCTIONING OF 
THE UNIVERSITY.  Academic responsibility implies the faithful performance of academic duties and 
obligations, the recognition of the demands of the scholarly enterprise, and the candor to make it clear 
that the individual is not speaking for the institution in matters of public interest.  
 

                                                 
* 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. 
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COMMENT: 
 
 The Senate Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure has taken note of what it considers to 
be an ominous development in case law in the United States and recommends an amendment to the 
Regents policy Academic Freedom and Responsibility.  The Committee wishes to make it clear that the 
amendment it has proposed is intended to preserve the status quo, in response to a trend in federal court 
cases that may restrict the subjects of discourse in the University.  The amendment does not abridge any 
authority or freedom of action that is already the prerogative of the Board of Regents or of members of 
the University administration. 
 
 In the case of Garcetti et al. v. Ceballos (2006), the U. S. Supreme Court ruled that an employee 
(in this case, a district attorney) who wrote a memo about his employer is not protected by the First 
Amendment.  The Court wrote that "the First Amendment does not prohibit managerial discipline based 
on an employee’s expressions made pursuant to official responsibilities. . . . [T]he controlling factor is 
that Ceballos’ expressions were made pursuant to his official duties. That consideration distinguishes this 
case from those in which the First Amendment provides protection against discipline.  Ceballos wrote his 
disposition memo because that is part of what he was employed to do.  He did not act as a citizen by 
writing it.  The fact that his duties sometimes required him to speak or write does not mean his 
supervisors were prohibited from evaluating his performance. Restricting speech that owes its existence 
to a public employee’s professional responsibilities does not infringe any liberties the employee might 
have enjoyed as a private citizen."  The Court went on to note that "[t]here is some argument that 
expression related to academic scholarship or classroom instruction implicates additional constitutional 
interests that are not fully accounted for by this Court’s customary employee-speech jurisprudence.  We 
need not, and for that reason do not, decide whether the analysis we conduct today would apply in the 
same manner to a case involving speech related to scholarship or teaching." 
 
 Justice Souter dissented in the Garcetti case and wrote that "I have to hope that today’s majority 
does not mean to imperil First Amendment protection of academic freedom in public colleges and 
universities, whose teachers necessarily speak and write “pursuant to official duties.” See Grutter v. 
Bollinger, 539 U. S. 306, 329 (2003) (“We have long recognized that, given the important purpose of 
public education and the expansive freedoms of speech and thought associated with the university 
environment, universities occupy a special niche in our constitutional tradition”); Keyishian v. Board of 
Regents of Univ. of State of N. Y., 385 U. S. 589, 603 (1967) (“Our Nation is deeply committed to 
safeguarding academic freedom, which is of transcendent value to all of us and not merely to the teachers 
concerned.  That freedom is therefore a special concern of the First Amendment, which does not tolerate 
laws that cast a pall of orthodoxy over the classroom.  ‘The vigilant protection of constitutional freedoms 
is nowhere more vital than in the community of American schools’” (quoting Shelton v. Tucker, 364 U. S. 
479, 487 (1960))); Sweezy v. New Hampshire, 354 U. S. 234, 250 (1957) (a governmental enquiry into the 
contents of a scholar’s lectures at a state university “unquestionably was an invasion of [his] liberties in 
the areas of academic freedom and political expression—areas in which government should be extremely 
reticent to tread”). 
 
 Public-employee First-Amendment law, up until the Garcetti case, was governed by the Court's 
decision in Pickering v. Board of Education (1968), which held that a school board could not dismiss a 
teacher who wrote a letter to a newspaper complaining about the board's decisions on allocating funds and 
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other matters.  The Court held that the teacher was speaking on a matter of public concern so her speech 
was protected by the First Amendment. 
 
 Although the Supreme Court did not decide how the Garcetti ruling applies to colleges and 
universities, one federal court in California has applied the Garcetti rule in the case of a faculty member 
at the University of California-Irvine (in Hong v. Grant).  The faculty member complained about not 
receiving a merit salary increase and was disciplined; he sued.  The District Court cited the Garcetti case 
in dismissing the faculty member’s lawsuit.  (The Hong case is on appeal.) 
 
 The Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee is concerned about the implications of these 
cases.  While the caveat in the Garcetti opinion ("We need not, and for that reason do not, decide whether 
the analysis we conduct today would apply in the same manner to a case involving speech related to 
scholarship or teaching") might be reassuring, we are concerned that it refers only to scholarship and 
teaching.  What of a faculty member who speaks up at a meeting of a Senate committee, or a department 
meeting, or at a meeting of the Faculty Senate, to object to actions by a department, college, or the 
University?  If such speech is "made pursuant to official responsibilities," as the Garcetti case provides, 
then it is NOT protected by the courts as coming under the First Amendment; whether it would be 
protected in the courts by the traditions of academic freedom to which Justice Souter referred is an open 
question. 
 
 As Professor Neil Hamilton from St. Thomas University pointed out, in a visit with the 
Committee, the Garcetti case, if it were applied to higher education, presents a paradox for faculty.  On 
the one hand, the faculty believe in and are committed to the consultative processes of the governance 
system in the University (as are the senior officers and the members of the Board of Regents, as they have 
assured the faculty repeatedly in the last decade).  On the other hand, if consultation is part of their 
"official duties" as understood by the courts, then speech uttered in the course of consultation could put 
someone at risk of discipline if an administrator took issue with it.   
 
 The Committee is thus recommending to the Faculty Senate and to the Board of Regents that the 
University preclude the possibility that internal discussions and debates about institutional policy and 
decisions could subject an employee to discipline.  If everyone who participates in a committee or Senate 
discussion must worry about facing sanctions as a result of what he or she said, the consultative 
governance system that has served the University well could wither away.  The proposed amendment 
would put the institution on record as protecting speech made about the functioning of the University. 
 
* * * 
 
 Professor Klee, Chair of the Senate Judicial Committee, reported that she had presented this 
proposal to the Judicial Committee, which endorsed it. 
 
 Professor Clayton commented that although there has been discussion about changing the phrase 
"and the candor to make it clear that the individual is not speaking for the institution in matters of public 
interest," it has been in the Regents policy for a long time and should probably be left as is.  The language 
in the Code of Conduct, however, should probably read the same as this language (see later in these 
minutes). 
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 Professor Miksch said that if she as a member of the Faculty Senate makes a critical comment at a 
Senate meeting about something, it is clear that she is speaking for herself.  If she speaks to the Minnesota 
Senate, she speaks as an expert on some subject and identifies herself as a faculty member at the 
University, it is again clear that she is speaking for herself.  When she participates in this Committee 
meeting, she does not need to identify her speech as personal.  The point of this amendment is to preserve 
the right to speak freely at this kind of meeting without fear of retaliation.  "Candor" is required when 
someone is speaking to the outside world and it needs to be made clear one is not speaking on behalf of 
the University.  Vice Provost Carney agreed with Professor Miksch's last point and said that is University 
policy.  One can identify oneself with the University but must be clear one is not speaking on behalf of 
the University. 
 
 Most faculty would say they are a professor at the University, Professor Abul-Hajj said, but 
would not say explicitly that they are not speaking on behalf of the University.  It is not important to do 
so in professional settings, Dr. Carney said; it is most important in legislative settings.  Where people 
need to be careful is when someone might INFER that a faculty member is speaking on behalf of the 
University.  She agreed that those situations are not usual.  When he was a department chair and asked to 
speak at the legislature, on the other hand, he WAS speaking on behalf of the University, Professor Abul-
Hajj said.  Dr. Carney agreed; when someone is invited by a University administrator to speak, one does 
so both as an expert and on behalf of the institution.   
 
 Dr. Carney commented that she has had no experience with anyone's suffering from retaliation 
because of critical statements they may have made. 
 
 Dr. Carney also noted that the Provost has not seen this proposed amendment in this form yet, but 
she will meet with him shortly and will review it with him then.   
 
 The Committee approved the proposed amendment unanimously. 
 
 The next item was a proposed change to the Regents Policy Faculty Tenure (the tenure code).  
The tenure code quotes the Academic Freedom and Responsibility policy, so a change in that policy 
would require a parallel change in the tenure code.   
 
 Vice Provost Carney said that any change in the tenure code is an issue; it is within the purview 
of the Committee to recommend changes, it should make them judiciously.   
 
 Professor Miksch said that rather than view the proposal as an amendment to the tenure code, it 
should be viewed as a technical correction:  since the code quotes another policy, the quotation needs to 
be changed if the original policy is changed.  A formal "amendment" to the tenure code should not be 
required. 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously to recommend that there be a technical correction to the 
tenure code if the amendment to the Academic Freedom and Responsibility policy is adopted by the 
Regents. 
 
2. Student-Rating-of-Teaching Policy Change 
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 Professor Clayton next asked the Committee to approve a change to the student-rating-of-
teaching policy that it had considered last year.  The amendment before the Committee was as follows 
(new language is in CAPS). 
 
* * * 
 
MOTION: 
 
Amend the Faculty Senate Policy and Protocol on the Student Rating and Peer Evaluation of Instruction 
as follows:  
 
 
PROTOCOL 
 
. . . 
 
Open Ended Questions  
 
1.  What did the instructor do that most helped your learning?  
 
2.  What could you have done to be a better learner?  
 
3.  Additional Comments. 
 
--The disposition of written comments on student-rating forms shall be decided by each college or 
campus. IN UNITS WHERE ALL WRITTEN COMMENTS ON STUDENTS' EVALUATIONS ARE 
ROUTINELY SENT TO THE CHAIR AND/OR TO REVIEWING BODIES AND INCLUDED IN THE 
FILE, THE INSTRUCTOR CONCERNED HAS THE RIGHT TO ASK THE CHAIR OR A 
DESIGNATED SENIOR FACULTY MEMBER TO WITHHOLD FROM THE FILE INAPPROPRIATE 
COMMENTS HE OR SHE VIEWS AS LIKELY TO BE PREJUDICIAL.  THIS PROVISION IS 
INTENDED TO COVER SCURRILOUS, RACIST, SEXIST, HOMOPHOBIC, AND OTHER 
INSULTING COMMENTS UNRELATED TO THE CONDUCT OF THE COURSE, AND IS NOT 
INTENDED TO EXCLUDE FROM THE FILE NEGATIVE COMMENTS DIRECTLY RELATED TO 
THE COURSE.  
 
COMMENT: 
 
 The Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure (AF&T) noted the difference of opinion 
between the Senate Committee on Educational Policy and the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs about 
the disposition of written comments on student-rating forms when the most recent version of the Senate 
policy was adopted.  AF&T concurs with the concern expressed by SCFA about the potential impact of 
inappropriate negative comments on evaluation of instructors for promotion, tenure, and merit.  After 
reviewing the comments provided to SCFA by Professor Marti Gonzales on the social-psychological 
research that demonstrates the disproportionate effect of even a small number of negative comments, 
AF&T recommends the changes indicated above, noting that this policy does not include the excision of 
negative comments directed to the content or pedagogy of a course. 
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* * * 
 
 Professor Clayton noted that colleges, campuses, and departments have policies governing the 
disposition of written student comments.  This amendment does not require that they be removed from the 
file, it only provides that a faculty member may request that they be removed. 
 
 Different units use the written comments differently, Vice Provost Carney said, and it is difficult 
to write a couple of sentences that cover all the units.  In some cases, a unit edits comments.  In others, all 
the comments are included in either the primary file or in a supplemental file.  In some cases, the unit 
selects comments to include (with all available in the supplementary materials).  She reported that 
Professors Gaugler and Miksch are serving on a committee working with her to develop a set of best 
practices for the use of information from the student-rating-of-teaching forms.   
 
 Dr. Carney said that some people may wonder about the meaning of the word "scurrilous"; she 
suggested using another term or deleting the word altogether.  Professor Clayton suggested removing 
"other insulting" because it is covered by the remainder of the language.   
 
 Professor McLoon pointed out that this is the academic freedom committee; if limits are placed 
on student comments, where will the process stop?  One person's insulting comments may not be 
considered insulting to another.  It is up to the individual to ask for comments to be removed, Professor 
Abul-Hajj said.   
 

Professor Clayton recalled Professor Gonzales's testimony to the Senate Committee on Faculty 
Affairs last spring, in which she reviewed the research that demonstrates that any negative comment will 
have a disproportionate effect on the perceptions of those reviewing the materials.  Dr. Carney said 
Professor Gonzales had done an excellent job of summarizing the research in social psychology about the 
inordinate impact of even a small number of comments.  One cannot underestimate their impact even if 
they are patently absurd.  Dr. Carney said that if a file has 12 letters, 10 of which say the candidate will 
receive a Nobel Prize and two of which are negative, the department discussion will focus on the two.  
Professor Abul-Hajj recalled an incident very much like that in his own department:  a lot of very good 
letters and two that were negative; the department discussion focused on the two.  They have an 
extraordinary impact, she repeated.  Can they influence the outcome of the vote, Professor Anderson 
asked?  They can, Dr. Carney said.  When one encounters a negative letter in a P&T file, it must be 
addressed and not simply dismissed, Professor Simon said.  Most people do not write unless they feel 
strongly, Professor Loken observed.   

 
Professor McLoon asked what the comments are for.  They are anecdotal and I thought they were 

intended to allow you to improve your course and your teaching; why are they put forward?  One will 
always have someone who does not like you, but the comments can be helpful in reflecting about how 
you teach.  It was explained that the question about including student comments in the file was settled by 
the Faculty Senate:  the Committee on Faculty Affairs had taken the position the comments should go 
only to the faculty member while the Committee on Educational Policy took the position they should be 
included in the file; the Faculty Senate voted that each college and campus could decide on whether they 
would be included in the file.   

 
Professor Simon said that he finds the comments helpful; quite aside from inappropriate 

comments, they can help identify a theme that can aid in interpreting the data. 
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Professor Abul-Hajj said he also sees the comments as a help to the instructor.  They are, 

however, being used in some cases to evaluate the instructor—and may be used against the instructor.  
His view is that they should not go into the file.  He said he has looked at many evaluations over the 
years; they can be inconsistent from one year to the next and often include inappropriate comments.  As 
chair he might read them and address the issues with the instructor in order to help the individual become 
a better teacher. 

 
Professor Klee said that as a former chair she found them useful as a way to give feedback to 

faculty on their performance and issue they needed to address.  They can also help to explain the 
quantitative data, as Professor Simon said.   

 
Comments can be negative but not insulting, Professor Clayton observed.  But many were 

insulting to women, Dr. Carney said, and some populations could be inordinately harmed because the 
comments are left in the file; they could have a bigger impact than one would expect (as Professor 
Gonzales demonstrated).  

 
Professor Gaugler said the discussion seems to come down to outcome evaluation versus process 

improvement.  The aggregate data give an overall view; the comments are more a matter of process 
improvement, and including them in the file does a disservice to the individual.  The comments should be 
used to improve teaching, not shown to someone evaluating a candidate.   

 
Professor Klee said that in the view of the Judicial Committee, the more clear this Committee can 

be on what can be excluded, the better, because it is possible a tenure-denial case could come to the 
Judicial Committee based on this language. 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously to amend the last sentence of the proposal to read as follows: 
 

THIS PROVISION IS INTENDED TO COVER RACIST, SEXIST, HOMOPHOBIC, AND 
OTHER INAPPROPRIATE PERSONAL COMMENTS, AND IS NOT INTENDED TO 
EXCLUDE FROM THE FILE NEGATIVE COMMENTS DIRECTLY RELATED TO THE 
COURSE. 

 
3. Statement on University Responsibility to Researchers 
 
 Professor Clayton next asked the Committee to take up the statement it drafted last year 
concerning responsibility to researchers. 
 
* * * 
 
MOTION: 
 

The Faculty Senate and the President affirm their mutual understanding that, in cases of 
unpreventable major adversity affecting faculty members, whether due to accident, the weather, or any 
other cause, the administration will immediately do all in its power to enable faculty members affected to 
resume their professional activities as soon as possible; and will ensure that they will not be held 
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responsible for professional performance to the extent that their professional activities are disrupted 
through no fault of their own. 
 
COMMENT: 
 
 The Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure (AF&T) heard reports about the impact of the 
collapse of the 35W bridge on research being conducted in a building near the site of the bridge.  Our 
general concern was the potential impact on review of individuals for promotion, tenure, and merit in the 
case when research facilities are disrupted because of natural disaster or other causes beyond the control 
of the faculty member.  After several discussions, including a discussion with Vice President for Research 
Tim Mulcahy, we concluded that a general statement, to be embraced by the President as well as the 
Faculty Senate, would establish expectations without binding anyone to particular solutions.  The range of 
possible problems precludes the adoption of a more specific policy, so AF&T recommends this general 
statement. 
 
* * * 
 
 Professor Clayton reported that the Faculty Consultative Committee endorsed the statement. 
 
 Professor Loken suggested the statement be modified to add the word "external" following "or 
any other."  What about cancer, she asked?  Dr. Carney said the University has extensive policies 
covering health and disability, including the tenure code.  Professor Clayton thought "external" was 
covered by the proposed language and that illness did not constitute "major adversity" in the context of 
the language of the statement.    
 
 Professor Klee suggested adding another example, such as building collapse, to make the list 
clearer.  Professor Miksch observed that the rules of statutory interpretation use such a list to interpret "or 
other" language.  Adding an example would make it clear that the causes are external. 
 
 The Committee agreed, however, to add the word "external" and then voted unanimously in favor 
of the statement. 
 
4. Code of Conduct Amendment 
 
 Professor Clayton turned to the last action item, a proposed amendment to the Regents Code of 
Conduct (new language is in CAPS, language to be deleted is in [brackets]). 
 
* * * 
 
MOTION:  
 
Amend the Board of Regents policy Code of Conduct, as follows 
 
 
Subd. 6. Preserve Academic Freedom and Meet Academic Responsibilities.  Academic freedom is 
essential to achieving the University's mission. Community members are expected to: 
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• promote academic freedom, including the freedom to discuss all relevant matters in the 
classroom; to explore all avenues of scholarship, research, and creative expression; and to speak or write 
as a public citizen without institutional restraint or discipline; and  
• meet academic responsibilities, which means to seek [and state the] truth, to develop and maintain 
scholarly competence, to foster and defend intellectual honesty and freedom of inquiry and instruction, to 
respect those with differing views, to submit knowledge and claims to peer review, to work together to 
foster education of students, and to acknowledge THAT [when] ONE [an individual] is not speaking for 
the institution WHEN THAT IS NOT CLEAR.   
 
COMMENT: 
 
 In reviewing the Code of Conduct, the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure had 
reservations about the stated obligation to "state the" truth.  "The truth" can be a contentious issue in 
many disciplines, and no faculty member or any other instructor should be held to the standard of 
teaching "the truth," whereas it clearly is the obligation of all to “seek truth.”  
 
* * * 
 
 Professor Miksch suggested that the Code of Conduct should receive the same treatment as the 
tenure code:  if the Regents Policy on Academic Freedom and Responsibility is amended, there should be 
a technical correction to the Code of Conduct so that it includes the same language about academic 
freedom in the first bullet. 
 
 Dr. Carney said the Regents may want to discuss deletion of "and state the" from the Code.  
Professor Abul-Hajj suggested asking the Board members what "the truth" is; he surmised they would 
probably not always agree.  But when one swears in court to tell "the whole truth and nothing but the 
truth," one is saying one speaks the truth, Dr. Carney said.  Professor Miksch, however, agreed that one is 
then speaking the truth AS ONE UNDERSTANDS IT.  How is that different for faculty, Dr. Carney 
asked?  It is stated as their understanding of the truth.  Professor Wells objected, however, because to 
state "the truth" could cause profound problems in her lectures if she has to state "the truth" about 
creationism, for example.   
 
 Professor Clayton recalled that the Committee had discussed all this last year.  Professor Mowitt, 
who proposed the amendment, said that to require instructors to state "the truth" implies a metaphysical 
certitude that no one can achieve.  But all instructors seek truth. 
 
 Dr. Carney said that the Regents may look at this language and see it as not requiring people to 
disclose support from companies when they are doing research, for example.  This is an issue on the 
public's mind in a way that it was not last year.  Are academics are to be truthful about where they get 
their money?  Yes.  Last spring, however, institutions were not embroiled in that controversy.  Professor 
Clayton agreed that such sources of support should be revealed.  Professor Wells pointed out that the 
disclosure requirement is in the conflict-of-interest policy—and the Medical School is proposing a much 
stricter policy.  This is the flip side of academic freedom, Dr. Carney said, academic responsibility.  This 
amendment says academics do not need to be truthful.   
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 Professor Abul-Hajj said that being truthful and seeking truth are different.  One is more abstract, 
one is more personal.  One should state relationships (such as with research funding), which is personal 
but if he is asked what "the truth" is, that is not about himself.   
 
 As an academic, one has the responsibility not to exclude an entire body of knowledge from one's 
research or teaching, Dr. Carney said.  One must present all the elements of an issue and not suppress 
research.  That is different, Professor Abul-Hajj said; one presents research as a hypothesis or as one's 
belief.  It is truthful to say something is a hypothesis, Dr. Carney responded.   
 

Professor Wells said that one cannot include the language "state the truth" without tying her 
hands.  She teaches science, she said, and if she must give every argument for every point, she would 
never get through a lecture.  Very little good research PROVES anything; it provides evidence for 
something.   

 
It is a question of truthfulness versus "the truth," Professor Abul-Hajj repeated.  Dr. Carney 

agreed and said the language should say that academics will not knowingly do anything deceitful. 
 
It was agreed that Professor Clayton and Vice Provost Carney would develop proposed language 

for the Committee to consider. 
 
5. University of Minnesota Rochester Academic Personnel Plan 
 
 Professor Clayton welcomed Chancellor Lehmkuhle and Vice Chancellor Neuhauser to the 
meeting to discuss the Rochester campus academic personnel plan, a subject of extended discussion at the 
May 16 meeting of this Committee. 
 
 Chancellor Lehmkuhle said he had read the minutes of the May 16 meeting and concluded that 
his office had not done a good job of describing the personnel plan.  Since that discussion, the campus has 
added a Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, Professor Claudia Neuhauser, who will be responsible for 
implementing the personnel plan. 
 
 Vice Chancellor Neuhauser distributed a one-page handout summarizing the personnel plan.  She 
noted that there will be one academic department, the Center for Learning Innovation (CLI), the academic 
home of the proposed Bachelor of Science in Health Sciences (BSHS).  It is intended to be "learner-
centered, technology-enhanced, competency-based, assessment driven, and community-integrated 
education in the health sciences through cognitive science-based, innovative-learning approaches."  The 
program will include design faculty, student-based faculty, postdoctoral associates, and affiliated faculty 
(in about equal numbers for each of the first three groups, 15-17).   
 
 The degree is "an integrated degree program across [the four clusters of] the life/health sciences, 
the physical sciences, the quantitative sciences, and the social sciences/humanities" that will include a 
rich liberal-arts education.  The degree "will prepare students for a broad spectrum of health-sciences 
related fields:  health professions and postbaccalaureate programs (graduate school and professional 
schools)." 
 
 The design faculty will be tenured/tenure-track, their tenure home will be CLI, and their 
responsibilities will be 45% research, 40% instruction, and 15% service; they will design and deliver the 
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curriculum.  Their primary research area will be "learning, assessment, and cognition; secondary research 
area:  content area."  The student-based faculty will be academic-professional staff (lecturer or teaching 
specialist" or term faculty.  Their responsibilities will be up to 10% research, up to 5% service, and the 
remainder instruction; they will deliver the curriculum and tutor.  The postdoctoral associates will spend 
50% of their time on research and 50% on instruction, the latter under the mentoring of the design faculty.  
Their primary research areas will be learning and cognition and secondarily in their content area.  The 
affiliated instructors will come from the University or Mayo Clinic, IBM, etc. and could range from a 
single guest lecture to deliver of one or more modules.   
 
 As a new institution, it will not be "vanilla"; they intend to build something that will put them on 
the map.  The language about CLI and the degree (above) has been put in place before they recruit, hire, 
and develop the instruction, not afterwards.  They see the faculty as a team rather than as individuals 
developing their own courses.  For pedagogical reasons and because there is only limited access to 
graduate students, they will not rely on TAs to help teach courses.  The degree program will be integrated, 
with faculty in all four clusters who work together. 
 
 Dr. Neuhauser made additional comments about the faculty.  The design faculty will teach, she 
emphasized.  Their primary job, Dr. Lehmkuhle explained, is to design and teach the curriculum and work 
with students.  The student-based faculty will sort of be like TAs.  Dr. Neuhauser said the student-based 
faculty will work full-time with students and have limited research responsibilities.  They will be there all 
the time, in class to provide support that the tenured faculty cannot.  Dr. Carney said this situation is not 
unlike the language departments on the Twin Cities campus, where the tenured faculty design the 
curriculum and instructors deliver it, but so do the tenured faculty.  (Professor Klee said that only 
instructors and graduate instructors—not tenure-line faculty—deliver the first three years of language 
instruction. A graduate instructor is roughly equivalent to a TA but who is an instructor of record for a 
course.)  This is not a foreign model for the Twin Cities, Dr. Carney said.  Dr. Neuhauser said the design 
faculty at Rochester would be more involved with students than are the language faculty on the Twin 
Cities campus because they may give lectures and run group projects and sections. 
 
 The first two years will be common for all students, Dr. Neuhauser explained, and in the junior 
and senior years students will take more traditional courses that are delivered by the tenured/tenure-track 
faculty.  It will include a capstone experience.   
 
 What job opportunities will these graduates have, Professor Abul-Hajj inquired.  It is a broad 
program that prepares students for professional schools, Dr. Neuhauser said; students will not come in the 
first year and declare what they intend to do but will spend the first two years exploring the health 
sciences and think about medical school or graduate school or allied health professions.  What will they 
do if they do not get into a health sciences program, Professor Abul-Hajj then asked.  Dr. Lehmkuhle said 
there will be articulation with Master's –level programs on the Twin Cities campus such as Physical 
Therapy, Occupational Therapy, and so on.  If a student pursues nothing beyond the baccalaureate degree, 
they will have a strong science/math/liberal education curriculum with the same Student Learning 
Outcomes as the Twin Cities campus, and they hope the students will be prepared as well as they are with 
many other baccalaureate degrees.  Professor Abul-Hajj said he was having a hard time figuring out how 
they will train students in the health sciences, which include dentistry, pharmacy, public health, medical 
school, and so on, and capture all those fields.  Dr. Neuhauser pointed out that she was appointed in the 
College of Biological Sciences, a college from which a student can go various places.   This is not unlike 
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the degree that they will provide at Rochester that will serve as the basis for going on to other things, and 
the students might go into a career outside the health sciences.   
 
 Vice Provost Carney pointed out that this discussion was beyond the scope of the charge to this 
Committee.  Chancellor Lehmkuhle and Vice Chancellor Neuhauser came to talk about the personnel 
plan. 
 
 Professor McLoon said her objection at the outset is the appointment of two categories of 
"faculty" and is directly related to the question of what a faculty member is.  "If we believe we are a 
research university and not a small liberal-arts college, what is a faculty member supposed to be?"  
Professor McLoon said a faculty member should have a Ph.D., do research, teach, and provide service.  
Teaching reflects the fact that the faculty member spends time doing research.  This plan feels like the 
University is moving to contract faculty.  Individuals are not well-served in those positions because they 
are underpaid and lose the "academic freedom" that is critical to faculty.  It is a bad idea to start out with 
contract faculty.  She said she finds it insulting to think that she would design a curriculum that anyone 
could teach.  If one believes that, the University could get rid of all tenured and tenure-track faculty and 
save a lot of money.  Why not hire tenured faculty into the student-based faculty positions?  She also 
questioned how good these appointments would be for postdocs when the whole point of a postdoc is 
mentoring.  
 
 If they hired 30 -34 tenured/tenure-track faculty, there would be no one to run the labs and 
recitations, the things that TAs do here, Dr. Neuhauser said.  The student-based faculty are not contract 
faculty, they are lecturers or teaching specialists and have the qualifications to provide education.  
Moreover, with TAs there is a different group each semester, while they want a more stable environment, 
which they achieve with offering full-time jobs.  Professor McLoon said she understood, but when the 
President says the University will be a top-three institution, and units hire a lot of teaching faculty, upon 
whom does the burden fall to make this a top-three university?  It falls on the tenured and tenure-track 
faculty, which is an unfair way to run the University.  They would not be able to carry out their mission 
without the student-based faculty, Dr. Neuhauser maintained. 
 
 There is a model of faculty carrying out all the teaching responsibilities, Professor Anderson said:  
the Morris campus.  There is also the model where one uses TAs, Dr. Neuhauser responded.  Professor 
McLoon said she wondered if using TAs is the right way to deliver education; she was at a small college 
and ran every lab.  This plan is designing a tiered system and the student-based appointments should be 
tenured and tenure-track faculty.  Dr. Neuhauser said she disagreed because they would not be able to 
provide the support for students and faculty, especially for the students' first two years, if they were 
tenured and tenure-track faculty.  It is a matter of the pedagogical approach they have chosen to take. 
 
 Dr. Carney said the University SYSTEM has a different model on each campus—there is no one 
model.  On the Twin Cities campus, a number of courses are taught by TAs or P&A staff—there are a 
number of faculty-like appointments.  The Morris model delivers a liberal-arts education with the faculty.  
At Crookston, many of the tenured faculty hold Master's degrees.  There is no requirement that each 
campus use the same model.  Rochester has a different model, a science curriculum without graduate 
students.  On the Twin Cities campus, there has been a movement to include teaching as part of the work 
of postdocs so they can consider going to liberal-arts campuses.   
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 Another way to think of the student-based faculty is as an extension of the tenured/tenure-track 
faculty, Dr. Lehmkuhle said.  They will perhaps have support centers or learning studios; the student-
based faculty will be there to support students' work on their projects.  They are trying to extend the 
connection from tenured faculty through the student-based faculty.   
 
 Professor Wells asked what proportion of the curriculum would be delivered online.  Dr. 
Neuhauser said none of it would be.  It is not an online curriculum.  They will use software to help 
students learn materials, but courses will not be online.  In the classroom, a tenured or tenure-track faculty 
member will deliver a lecture, then students will do things on a computer, practice problems, and do 
homework.  Rochester will follow the Senate rule that 3 credits is to equal 3 contact hours, and it will not 
be online. 
 
 Professor Anderson confessed to being perplexed about the primary/secondary research areas of 
the groups of faculty.  What type of degree do they expect faculty to have and what research opportunities 
will the students have?  The faculty will have degrees in chemistry, biology, one of the social sciences, a 
humanities discipline—in the area in which they will deliver education, Dr. Neuhauser said.  The people 
who are interviewing for the positions are interested in student learning, and they might have a Ph.D. in 
curriculum design or assessment.  She reminded the Committee they intend to look at the faculty as a 
group of people who will collaborate. 
 
 Will the student body thus be a collection of research subjects, Professor Anderson asked?  In a 
way it will be, Dr. Neuhauser said.  They will collect data on the curriculum as students move through it.  
They chose assessment and expect to have long-term data to inform them how students learn.  They will 
talk with the IRB to see if they need approval for their curriculum (they do not believe they will, since the 
focus is on methods, not the students).   
 
 Will they hire a Ph.D. chemist and expect that person to do research in other areas, Professor 
Abul-Hajj asked.  They might not have any background in that area.  How will they help someone get into 
a research area in education?  His second question is about hiring faculty:  when one does so, one wants 
to try to ensure they can be successful.  Will a chemist be provided an environment where he or she can 
do research, such as labs?  Their 7.12 statement is different from Chemistry's, Dr. Neuhauser said; they 
will not build labs for every faculty member.  What about their secondary research in their discipline, 
Professor Abul-Hajj asked.  They will collaborate to maintain currency (e.g., with Mayo, Hormel, etc.), 
and will work with undergraduates, but Rochester will not expect anyone to have an R01 grant, for 
example.   
 
 As for the reason the issue is before the Committee, how will they assess faculty for 
reappointment and tenure, Professor Abul-Hajj asked?  They will use their 7.12 statement, which clearly 
lays out the requirements.  Assessment will be a big part of the responsibilities.  Most faculty are not 
interested in assessment, and those are not the faculty they wish to hire; they make it very clear that the 
research area will be different from the standard department.  The University has a Department of 
Curriculum and Instruction in CEHD, Dr. Carney said, that has people with many advanced degrees who 
discuss education and do research on how students learn science and math, for example.  Their focus has 
been on secondary schools.  Rochester is a new area, focusing on teaching and learning in post-secondary 
education.  They are taking a different tack in scholarship and learning.  It is a legitimate field of research 
different from the other campuses. 
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 Professor Wells said there is a disconnect in the presentation.  The research Dr. Carney referred to 
is the College of Education and Human Development; Rochester is providing instruction in the sciences.  
The goal is not to instill joy in teaching, it is to instill joy in the discipline.  If the faculty member's thrill 
of learning is in teaching methodology, that is not what they want to impart to students.  That assumes an 
either/or approach, Dr. Neuhauser said.  She is a mathematician and interested in math, but she is also 
interested in teaching.  They want people with dual interests.  The searches they have conducted 
demonstrate that there are people interested in both the study of teaching and their subject matter (but 
most faculty on the Twin Cities campus probably are not).  Academic freedom should include the 
freedom to choose an area one is excited about and can get a job in.  They are hiring people excited about 
their discipline and about assessment in undergraduate education.  Dr. Carney observed that Dr. 
Neuhauser herself is a good example, a McKnight Distinguished Professor and a Morse-Alumni award 
winner, chosen by her peers, an example of someone with a passion for her discipline and for learning—
the very people they want to hire at Rochester. 
 
 Professor McLoon said she had no objection to developing a different kind of degree, one focused 
on teaching and learning.  Her objection is to using non-tenured staff who in her view should be 
appointed as tenured or tenure-track faculty.  They want students to have a better support system, Dr. 
Neuhauser insisted.  Professor McLoon objected to the notion that tenured and tenure-track faculty cannot 
provide adequate support for students.  Dr. Neuhauser said that the way the curriculum will be organized, 
in small commons, would not work with tenured and tenure-track faculty.  The ability to hire people in 
these sorts of positions does not make it right, Professor McLoon responded.  Non-tenure track people 
increasingly are being hired to teach in the Academic Health Center, which has eroded the number of 
tenured and tenure-track faculty who teach and, as a result, the amount of their salaries they receive from 
the state.  She said she could not support setting up a group of people who will be underpaid.  Why are 
they not tenured or tenure-track, especially if they want research on learning and assessment?   
 
 Dr. Carney said there is a large literature on individuals who specifically choose not to be tenured 
or tenure-track faculty.  They do not want to be subjected to the demands on regular faculty.  Then they 
should not be at a major research university, Professor McLoon said.  But they are, Dr. Carney said.  The 
Committee should not hold another campus to a standard not held in the Twin Cities.  The University has 
over 4000 P&A staff, many of whom are instructional, because they enjoy teaching but do not want the 
responsibility for all three parts of a faculty member's job.  She said she did not believe the Rochester 
plan created a subclass because there are people who are happy to do those jobs who do not want a faculty 
appointment.  Professor McLoon said it is her belief those people should be at other kinds of institutions. 
 
 Professor Clayton interjected that the discussion would be continued, thanked Chancellor 
Lehmkuhle and Vice Chancellor Neuhauser, and adjourned the meeting at 11:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
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