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[In these minutes:  (1) clinical care conflict-of-interest policy; (2) discussion of the article "Scientists 
Fault Universities as Favoring Research Over Teaching"] 
 
 
 Professor Anderson convened the meeting at 2:15 and noted that because the meeting scheduled 
for February 21 had been cancelled because of snow, the remaining meeting agendas are very full. 
 
1. Clinical Care Conflict of Interest Policy 
 
 Professor Anderson turned to Ms. Zentner to present the draft policy "Individual Conflicts of 
Interest:  Standards that Govern Those Involved in Clinical Health Care."   
 
 Ms. Zentner explained the evolution of the policy and what she has been doing since she last 
consulted with the Committee on the conflict-of-interest (COI) policy.  What follows is a summary of 
events dating back to 2008: 
 
--  A conflict of interest task force was convened in the Medical School in late 2007 or early 2008 to 
address the need for a comprehensive conflict of interest policy.  The task force was convened by then 
Medical School Dean Deborah Powell.  The task force issued a report in August 2008 that proposed 
several conflict-of-interest standards and provided a rationale for each of them. 
 
--  In the fall of 2008, a committee was convened to develop a revised individual conflict-of-interest 
policy.  Members of the committee included Frank Cerra, Tim Mulcahy, Mark Paller, Mark Rotenberg, 
Mary Koppel, Denis Clohisy, Keith Dunder, Deborah Powell, Patricia Mulcahy, and Ms. Zentner. 
Ultimately, the committee determined that the policy should have University-wide application.   The 
committee reviewed and considered the policies developed by approximately 14 institutions of higher 
education.  The Committee also reviewed multiple AAMC publications on conflicts of interest and the 
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conflict-of-interest standards and codes developed by the pharmaceutical and device industries.  At the 
same time, former Dean Powell, with advice from Medical School leadership, developed a document 
titled "University of Minnesota Medical School Recommendations on the Oversight of External 
Relationships," which was issued in January 2009. This document was also taken into consideration by 
the committee.  
  
--  The first draft of a proposed revised University-wide conflict-of-interest policy was disseminated to all 
faculty, staff, and graduate students in November of 2009.  That draft policy set the stage for the breadth 
of activities that would be covered by a revised policy but was criticized for its "one size fits all" 
approach.  Over time, a risk-based approach was adopted and a revised policy was developed. 
 
--  The proposed risk-based policy was consulted widely with various faculty and P&A governance 
committees, University senior administrators, the CRAD, the Twin Cities Deans Council, the 
Chancellors, the Conflict of Interest committee chairs and legal counsel, and others.    
 
--  The proposed risk-based policy was approved by the President's Policy Committee in the summer or 
early fall of 2010 and on September 30, 2010, the University Senate endorsed the University-wide risk 
based individual conflict of interest policy.  It became effective in early October of that year.    
 

Ms. Zentner explained that, at the same time that efforts were focused on revising the University-
wide conflict of interest policy, efforts were also devoted to the development of a policy document that 
would address, in large part, the same issues but would have more restrictive standards as well as 
additional provisions that would only have application in the clinical health care context.  This policy 
document was intended to apply initially only to faculty and staff involved in clinical health care in the 
AHC and it became effective in the AHC in the fall of 2010.  The document became an appendix to the 
University-wide conflict of interest policy and was named Appendix A.  However, prior to the effective 
date of Appendix A, the members of the President's Policy Committee expressed the view that Appendix 
A should ultimately become a University-wide clinical health care conflict-of-interest policy. 
 

As a result, Ms. Zentner has more recently been concentrating her efforts on identifying where 
faculty and staff are involved in human or animal clinical health care in colleges, departments, and units 
outside of the AHC.  She provided the Committee with a list of the campuses, colleges, and units she had 
contacted and  reviewed with the Committee the results of that process, identifying those locations where 
faculty and staff are involved in clinical care and would therefore be subject to a U-wide clinical health 
care conflict-of-interest policy (e.g., trainers in athletics, physicians in student health services, faculty 
providing services in speech and hearing clinics, those delivering health  care in the AHC, and so on).  
She also identified those colleges and departments where a determination had been made that faculty and 
staff are not involved in the delivery of clinical health care as well as a couple of locations where the 
review process had not yet been completed. 

 
 For a period of time both before and after Appendix A went into effect, a comment process was 
implemented.  Although several comments were submitted, for the most part, the focus was on format 
rather than substance.  Some commenters suggested  that the University adopt a single policy, with 
varying standards that were more restrictive when applied to faculty and staff engaged in higher-risk 
activities such as clinical health care  and which also incorporated those provisions that applied only to 
faculty and staff involved in clinical health care.  Ultimately, Aaron Friedman, Vice President for Health 
Sciences and Dean of the Medical School, decided that a stand-alone policy format was the better option 
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from the perspective of providing clarity.  As a result, the policy document, if adopted, will have the same 
status as other administrative policies.  Ms. Zentner reported that the draft policy is on the March 22 
agenda of the President's Policy Committee and is also scheduled for review by the University Senate in 
mid-April. 
 
 Professor Anderson asked Ms. Zentner to highlight the differences between this proposed policy 
and the University-wide policy that has been adopted. 
 
 Ms. Zentner said that the proposed policy includes all of the provisions of the University-wide 
policy plus additional, very specific provisions that apply only to faculty and staff involved in the 
provision of  clinical  health care.  The standards set forth in certain sections are more restrictive than 
those set forth in the University-wide policy.  For example, both the University-wide policy and the 
clinical health care policy have a provision on gifts.  The University-wide policy permits the acceptance 
of modest gifts up to a defined value.  In contrast, the clinical care conflict of interest policy has a “no 
gifts” rule.  She also explained that there really are no substantive changes of any magnitude when 
comparing the current draft clinical care conflict of interest policy to Appendix A  The following are the 
revisions she described: 
 
-- In the “reporting business and financial interests section of the policy, the following two exemptions 
have been added: 

-- salaries, royalties or other remuneration paid to adjunct faculty by their primary employer; and 
-- income from making presentations at a continuing health education event if the remuneration is 

paid by a professional association and not by a business entity. 
 
--  Ms. Zentner noted that there remain reporting requirements for adjunct faculty if they are engaged in 
any of the high-risk activities identified in the University-wide policy and/or if they have a leadership role 
in research ("Adjunct faculty who are involved in one or more of the higher risk activities as part of their 
University-related responsibilities or who are responsible for the design, conduct, or reporting of research, 
whether compensated or uncompensated, are subject to these reporting requirements.") 
 
--  With respect to "Attending or Participating in Events Sponsored by Business Entities," the language is 
as follows:  
 

1.  Business Funding For Non-Accredited Education and Training Events.  Covered 
individuals may attend on-site and off-site education and training events sponsored by business 
entities but may or may not be reimbursed for the expenses associated with attendance at off-site 
events.    

 
Chancellors, deans, and administrative unit heads will determine whether it is appropriate for the 
University or the sponsoring business entity to pay for or reimburse the covered individual for the 
expenses associated with the individual’s attendance at off-site events or whether the covered 
individual should pay for them, taking into consideration:  

  
(a)  the educational value of the event; and  
(b)  whether the commercial interests of the company served by the participation of the covered 
individual outweigh the educational benefit to be derived by the covered individual from 
attendance at the event.  
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Factors to consider include: 
-- the frequency of the same or similar sponsored training 
-- the venue; and  
-- the substance of the agenda. 

 
Payment for or reimbursement of expenses by a business entity for attendance at an education and 
training event may be permitted where the training is mandated by law.   

 
On-site educational and training events sponsored by a business entity that do not constitute 
“continuing education events” must comply with the requirements set forth below in the 
“Business Funding for Continuing Educational Events” section of this policy with the exception 
of the accreditation requirements.   These events also require prior approval by a chancellor, dean 
or administrative unit head.  

 
Covered individuals may not accept compensation (e.g., an honorarium or consulting fees) simply 
for attending an education or training event sponsored by a business entity, listening to an audio 
presentation, or reviewing web based training developed by a business entity unless this activity 
is conducted in the context of a written consulting agreement which meets the requirements of 
Section II of this policy and the activity has been approved by a chancellor, dean or 
administrative unit head or designee.   

   
2.  Business Funding for Continuing Educational Events.  Business entities may fund on-site 
continuing health education events if: 

 
-- the funding is in the form of a grant to the unit; 
-- the grant is unrestricted as to content and format of the activities for which it will be used;  
-- the University co-sponsor retains ultimate control with respect to the final selection of 
speakers, the order of presentations, and their content; and 
-- the event meets the requirements of the Accreditation Council for Continuing 
Medical Education or other applicable professional continuing health education requirements. 

 
Anyone can attend training sessions, Ms. Zentner said; the issue with conflict-of-interest is whether 
someone should be allowed to accept reimbursement from a business entity for expenses incurred for 
attending the event.  In the case of on-site events sponsored by business entities, the intent is to give the 
University greater control over the subject matter and content of the information provided.     
 
-- The ban on receiving refreshments has been eliminated  because there were too many complaints about 
not being able to accept a cup of coffee and concerns were raised that the focus on refreshments involved 
too much minutiae; the draft clinical care conflict of interest policy now provides that accepting meals 
and entertainment from business entities is not permissible except with prior authorization, and any 
reimbursement should be generally consistent with what one  receives when traveling on University 
business.  The requirement to obtain prior approval does not apply to expenses paid by business entities to 
faculty and staff in the context of a consulting agreement that meets the requirements of the policy; 
however, the requirement to limit reimbursement to amounts that are generally consistent with what one 
receives when traveling on University business does apply.   
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-- There is one entirely new provision in the proposed policy: 
 

H.  Sponsorship of Fellowships and Scholarships by Business Entities 
 

Chancellors, deans, and administrative unit heads may accept the sponsorship of fellowships and 
scholarships by business entities under the following conditions: 

 
The sponsorship must be: 

 
-- in the form of a gift given to either the University of Minnesota Foundation or the Minnesota 
Medical Foundation, or 
-- in the form of a grant given to the University through the Office of Sponsored Projects 
Administration; and 
-- given without any expectation of reciprocity. 

 
Once received, these funds must be used to support educational programs and activities for 
students, residents and fellows. 

 
While it is within the purview of the donor to select a particular area of interest, the business 
entity is not permitted to select the recipient of a scholarship or fellowship. 

 
When opportunities for fellowships and scholarships arise, campuses, departments and units 
should work in collaboration with the foundations to obtain gifts from business entities in support 
of scholarships and fellowships.    

 
This provision is not in the University-wide policy but probably should be added whenever that policy is 
up for review, Ms. Zentner said, and consideration should also be given to including the same or similar 
provision in the institutional COI policy.  That is because the financial support is given to the University 
and not to an individual and could influence the institution's relationship with the company in other 
contexts.  It was included in the clinical health care conflict-of-interest policy, however, because 
individual faculty members are often approached by business entities that are interested in providing 
fellowship and scholarship support.  The purpose is to ensure that these contributions are made to the 
University via one of the foundations and that there is no "quid pro quo" in the acceptance of the 
scholarship or fellowship support. 
 
-- Also new is this language (#5, not Section VI):   
 

SECTION VI. Disclosing Business Interests and Significant Financial Interests 
 
A.    Generally 
 
Whether or not required by the terms of a conflict management plan, covered individuals must 
make the following disclosures: 

 
. . . 
 
5.    When serving on vendor selection committees.  Covered individuals who serve on vendor 
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selection committees must disclose relevant business or financial interests when participating in 
vendor selection decisions on behalf of the University, University of Minnesota Physicians, or 
Fairview.  The term “relevant business or financial interests” means financial and business 
interests held by the individual or a member of the individual’s family as well as financial 
interests associated with monetary contributions made by a business entity to that individual’s 
University department. 

 
-- Also new in Section VI is this section B: 
 

B.    When Required by a Conflict Management Plan 
 
When required by the terms of a conflict management plan, covered individuals must make the 
following disclosures: 
 
1.    Once the Committee determines that a conflict of interest exists, covered individuals must 
disclose the existence of the conflict as required by the terms of the covered individual’s conflict 
management plan.  In the context of human subjects research, the disclosure will be made on the 
Consent Form and the substance of the disclosure will be subject to the discretion of the IRB. 
 
2.    Retaining Documentation of the Disclosures Made.  Covered individuals must retain 
documentation of the disclosures made for the period of time the conflict management plan is in 
effect.  

 
The University-wide policy contains the language of section B(1), except that it does not specifically 
address disclosures made in the context of human subjects research, as the clinical health care conflict of 
interest policy does.  The requirement to maintain copies of disclosures made is in the U-wide policy and 
now has been added to the draft clinical health care conflict-of-interest policy as well. 
 
-- There is no longer any statement in the Compliance section about discipline that could result from 
violation of the policy.   
 
 Professor Cohen said that it is important that the conflict-management committees represent the 
University as a whole, not just subgroups (which may have their own culture, different from institutional 
and public expectations).  The University has the same structure now it has had for the past several years, 
Ms. Zentner said:  an institutional COI conflict-management committee and two individual COI conflict-
management committees, one for the AHC and one for the other colleges (the Provostal committee).  
They have recently taken steps to cross-populate the two individual conflict-of-interest committees so that 
faculty from non-AHC colleges serve on the AHC committee and faulty from the AHC serve on the 
Provostal committee.  She commented that Vice President Mulcahy has expressed to her his interest in 
having  a single committee address all individual conflicts of interest or, if not a single committee, to 
ensure a cross-section of representation on the two committees.  Ms. Zentner acknowledged that there is 
merit to that approach; the challenge is the issue of volume.  By cross-populating the committees, the 
intent is to achieve balance in the representation and therefore consistency in the decisions that are made.    
They have not changed the names of the committees because they do not know what the new president 
may want.  Professor Cohen said it would help if they did change the name; he said he strongly supports 
the work of the AHC and wants them to have a committee that will allow the AHC faculty to do their 
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work.  This is a good document, he said, but there is an issue of public perception when an AHC conflict-
management committee is drawn from the AHC. 
 
 Professor Anderson asked who was involved in the drafting of the clinical care COI policy.  Dr. 
Paller related the names of the individuals who were involved in drafting the original version of the 
policy, Appendix A, and said that there has been no significant change in the policy since then, apart from 
the items Ms. Zentner has highlighted at this meeting. 
 

Professor Anderson asked if anyone had checked to see if there are any inconsistencies between 
this and the University-wide policy.  There are not, Ms. Zentner said. 
 
 Professor Anderson then asked whether the Clinical Care policy will be applied at the individual 
or departmental level.  Ms. Zentner explained that, in essence, those decisions are currently being made 
jointly as she consults with the various colleges and coordinate campuses.  One could say that the 
departments make the final determination but it is really one made in the context of the consultation and 
there have been no differences of opinion on this issue to date.   However, Ms. Zentner acknowledged 
that, for REPA purposes, the Conflict of Interest Program will need to work with the departments and 
coordinate campuses to be sure that everyone is in agreement about which policy applies to which 
individuals.  But, Professor Anderson replied, some people in a department may fall under the University-
wide policy and others under the Clinical Care policy.  Ms. Zentner said that in some cases (as with 
athletic trainers), entire units will be covered.  In other cases, units will have some under each policy. 
Does this cover the entire AHC, she asked?  Anyone involved in clinical health care, Ms. Zentner said.  If 
they do not do clinical health care, they are not covered by this clinical health care conflict-of-interest 
policy but instead are covered by the University-wide conflict-of-interest policy.   
 
 Just because someone is doing IRB-approved research does not mean they are covered by this 
policy, Ms. Zentner said in response to a comment.  This policy covers only those who treat animals or 
humans for disease or injury.  If one is doing IRB-approved research but is not engaged in the delivery of 
clinical health care, the individual is involved in one of the five higher-risk activities but is not subject to  
the clinical health care conflict-of-interest policy. 
 
 Professor Anderson asked if the REPAs would be different for people covered by this proposed 
policy.  No, the same REPA will be used for all faculty and staff, Ms. Zentner said.  The REPA is 
comprehensive; REPA filers get directed to different sections of the form depending on the financial and 
business interests the individual has, his/her University responsibilities and expertise, and how a filer 
answers the core questions.  The University's focus for a long time was primarily on COI in research; now  
the focus is on all aspects of the University’s mission - teaching, outreach, and clinical care as well as 
research.   
 
 Ms. Zentner said that a number of pros and cons have been expressed with respect to the clinical 
health care conflict of interest policy.  Some see it as too restrictive while others say it is not restrictive 
enough.  The policy will not ensure that the University will be able to  avoid all conflict-of-interest-
related problems going forward.  The provisions that comprise the policy, however were developed with 
the intention of more-effectively managing conflict-of-interest risk in the clinical health care context.  
Those provisions include the following:   
 
-- a lower reporting threshold (the first dollar) 
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-- a lower threshold for conflict of interest review ($5,000 compared to $10,000 which remains the 
threshold in the U-wide  conflict of interest policy) 
-- the application of the policy  to  all missions of the University 
-- the requirement that physicians disclose significant financial interests to patients when they prescribe 
the  products of the company in which they have  the financial interest even if no conflict-management 
plan has been issued 
-- the requirement for those engaged in consulting to have a  written consulting agreement that meets the 
mandates of the policy; 
-- a prohibition on a per subject reimbursement approach in the context of clinical trials  
-- a prohibition on ghostwriting  
-- mandated parameters for those who participate in industry sponsored sales and marketing events 
 
This policy, Ms. Zentner concluded, takes a broader view of the many factors that should be considered in 
the context of a conflict of interest review. 
 

Professor Cohen said he liked the draft policy.  The overall statement is almost more important 
than the individual provisions—it says what the University is seeking.  ("All covered individuals will be 
held to a shared ethical standard of ensuring that their relationships with business entities are transparent, 
grounded in objectivity, and do not improperly influence covered individuals’ professional judgment, 
exercise of University responsibilities, or performance of University-related activities.  However, some 
covered individuals are subject to a higher level of oversight and management because their University 
responsibilities involve higher risk activities.")  Clinical care has huge implications for people; buying 
research equipment hurts no one.  There has been confusion about the clinical activities of the 
University—they represent a quite different relationship with the community than other University 
activities. 

 
Professor Anderson observed that there are three conflict-management committees (AHC, 

Provostal and institutional) and two policies; if one is covered by this proposed policy, would a related 
conflict go to a specific conflict-management committee, such as the AHC committee?  That is a good 
question and one that has not yet been decided, Ms. Zentner said.  She said she believed it would be better 
to use both committees (AHC and Provostal) for the full range of issues, and they will need someone with 
clinical-care experience on both of them.  Professor Anderson said that managing conflicts under two 
different policies could cause confusion within a committee.  It might be better if a committee handled 
conflicts under one or the other policy.  Ms. Zentner said she did not believe that would be a problem.  
Her office identifies the conflict-of-interest issues and develops the matters for presentation to the 
conflict-of-interest committees.  Before the revised policies were developed, while the University had 
only one policy that governed individual conflicts of interest, the University had multiple procedures and 
there have been no problems associated with applying the various procedures to a given matter.   

 
Dr. Lawrenz asked about the intersection between the consulting and the COI policies.  One must 

report if serving on an NIH or NSF panel for conflict-of-commitment purposes, but that would not count 
as a conflict because it is not a business entity, correct?  Or another university?  That is correct, Ms. 
Zentner said; the COI provisions come into play with respect to business entities, and NIH and NSF do 
not fall within the definition of a "business entity." 
 

Professor Anderson thanked Ms. Zentner for her presentation.  She asked that Committee 
members read the policy; she will poll the Committee to determine if it is necessary for the proposed 
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policy to be brought back for further discussion.  If not, she will make an appropriate recommendation to 
the Senate Consultative Committee. 

 
2. "Scientists Fault Universities as Favoring Research Over Teaching" 
  
 Professor Anderson turned now to an article that had been published in The Chronicle of Higher 
Education titled "Scientists Fault Universities as Favoring Research Over Teaching."  That article drew 
on two other articles, one in Science, "Changing the Culture of Science Education at Research 
Universities," and the other in Nature, "University cuts show science is far from saved."  The Committee 
previewed these articles at an earlier meeting and asked that time be allotted to discuss them.  The articles 
raise questions about research and its relationship to teaching.  The Nature article raises questions about 
the viability of the research enterprise. 
 
 The criticism about teaching and research is not new, Professor Moore observed, but it is 
important to keep it in front of people.  When one hears about aspirations to be among the top research 
universities, undergraduates do not understand it and assume it means poorer teaching.   
 
 This becomes a more pressing question with changes in funding for faculty salaries, Professor 
Anderson commented; there is a difference between having 20% of one's salary come from external 
research funds and 60% (as illustrated in one of the articles)—and when departments may be dissatisfied 
with 60% (because the department head or dean thinks it should be more).  It is clear that in some fields 
there is a greater and greater reliance on external funding sources. 
 
 Professor Cohen said he thought the Chronicle article did not quite get the points being made in 
the Nature and Science articles.  The relationship between teaching and research is what those in research 
universities are trying to educate people about; the Chronicle article treated them as two separate 
domains; the other two articles recognized that they are inseparable and that one cannot separate the 
teacher from the researcher.  One can look at the source of salary dollars, but more important for the 
University is that research informs teaching—and vice-versa. 
 

Professor Cleary said that it could be a waste of time to discuss the problem because the situation 
is so engrained in research universities, but it is still desirable to start the conversation.  When a neighbor 
asks where to send his/her child to school, he will tell them that if the goal is for the student to become a 
competent accountant, for example, they can attend any number of good colleges, including the 
University; however, if that student's ultimate goal is to work at the forefront and be prepared, after 
graduation, to develop the next generation of accounting tools, he suggests they should come to the 
University of Minnesota.  There are many people here doing excellent research who are also excellent 
teachers. One problem at the University is that there are also superstars with whom undergraduates have 
little or no contact.  Why?  Because they must generate their own salaries from "soft money" (i.e., non-
recurring funds).  There are many centers on campus populated by skilled scientists who could also 
contribute significantly to the educational mission.  He said he believed this is still a University!  In his 
view all faculty members have the obligation to teach. 
 

Contributing to the teaching-research imbalance are salary policies that have emerged over the 
past 15-20 years, a period when grant money was plentiful.  Units within the University praise and reward 
faculty for acquiring more and more grant dollars, as they should, but too often fail to ask about the 
quality or impact of their science.  Of course, the situation varies across the many collegiate units.  Both 
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basic and clinical research faculty are encouraged or required to make more and more of their salaries 
from grants; the prize is salary money generated over a certain threshold comes back to their laboratory, 
and faculty members can use a portion of it to augment temporarily their own salaries.  So there is a 
reward for more sales or grantsmanship.  In a sense, some faculty members have come to resemble used-
car salesmen, earning commissions for more grant dollars.  This soft money has also prompted a 
proliferation of faculty in some departments.  He asked if this really promotes scholarship.  

 
This policy also has a direct and negative impact on education, because grant money used for 

faculty salaries is not then available to hire graduate students and postdoctoral trainees, the minds and 
hands that drive discovery.  The situation is more perverse for clinical research faculty:  They are usually 
required to pay substantially larger portions of their salary from grants or patient care.  In their case, 
however, the loss of grant dollars requires that they engage in more and more clinical work to generate 
lost salary, which often leads tenured individuals away from research, and  in some cases never to return 
to it.   

 
Salary policies have made significant inroads into the education mission in many ways, Professor 

Cleary concluded.  He said that one solution would be for the University to decree that faculty members 
who have significant impact on both scholarship and teaching are important assets to the institution and to 
the citizens of Minnesota—and for that reason, fully fund their salaries.   
 
 Vice Provost Carney said that from her vantage point, that of seeing all the promotion-and-tenure 
files each year (probably about 1100 in total during her time in office), she can offer observations about 
the teaching-research nexus. 
 
--  There are a lot of micro-cultures across the University; some may be as Professor Cleary describes 
things but there are also other cultures. 
 
--  There is an interesting shift toward a more expansive definition of teaching, even for people with a 
great deal of grant funding.  There are very thoughtful statements about teaching from faculty members 
heavily supported by grants, and sample syllabi demonstrate thoughtful teaching.  She has seen more 
faculty members embrace teaching, even in colleges with substantial external research funding, including 
analyses of ___ teaching and incorporating research in teaching. 
 
--  If one looks at the data from the student ratings of teaching from across the entire University (about 
150,000 responses per semester), one realizes students are very positive about the teaching they 
encounter.  She has begun to do analyses of ratings from different kinds of courses (e.g., large versus 
small, science versus humanities), and the ratings are high even for more difficult teaching settings.  The 
major of students rate the faculty very highly—and the Center for Teaching and Learning deserves credit 
for some of these results.  Not everything is rosy, but the teaching part of dossiers is complex and 
thoughtful.   
 
Dr. Carney said she was generally upbeat about teaching at the University. 

Professor Anderson said that when she read the three articles, she thought that the points made 
did not overall apply quite as much to the University of Minnesota.  Vice Provost Carney, however, is 
seeing faculty at their very best, and there are a number of faculty members who do not get into the 
classroom because of the financial structure.  The terms used—a Ponzi scheme, a tournament—describe 
structural dynamics that push research at the expense of other things.  Many people do not understand 
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how scientists are funded, which in many units is largely by grants rather than the University or the State.    
That arrangement creates unintended consequences all across the country.  That is true, Dr. Carney said, 
but some units have guidelines that do not allow faculty members to opt out of teaching.   
 
 Professor Cohen said he wished to reinforce Professor Cleary's comments.  NIH policy allows for 
University support for faculty salaries for those funded on grants.  The real challenge is that more and 
more grant dollars going to faculty salaries is subversive of the peer-review process, because competitive 
funding is often used to shift institutional dollars to support those who are not themselves competitive in 
the peer-review process.  The problem is how to teach people what the University's role is as a partner in 
the total research enterprise.  If one believes in peer review, people being judged by experts in what is 
being done, then one needs to avoid policies that lead to more shifting of money away from funded 
research.  That transfer of funds to things not subject to peer review is the fundamental problem.  
 

There are other problems, Professor Cohen continued.  In terms of teaching, one must ask "at 
what level?"  Richard Feynman (Nobel Prize winner and one of the best-known scientists in the world) 
taught freshmen at Cal Tech—the famous Feynman lectures were from freshman physics.  The University 
needs more Feynmans who know how to talk about their discipline to freshmen.  Instead those students 
are meeting teaching assistants and lecturers, which is no way to learn the discovery aspect of science; the 
idea that great scientists do not address undergraduates is a real problem.  It is not good enough that they 
teach only graduate students and perhaps seniors.  The excitement of discovery science and research 
needs to be projected from the time a student starts at the University. 

 
Federal agencies, which are mission-oriented, understand education, Professor Cohen said, but 

that is not their mission, and they often have teaching exclusions that hurt universities.  The University 
should push back on them and make the case that teaching is essential to the research process they wish 
and need to support. 
 
 Professor Cohen said the Howard Hughes Foundation has done a fantastic job of recognizing 
teaching; the NIH should use the Hughes Foundation as a model. 
 
 Professor Vaughan said he wished to present the other side of the story about people who are 
great teachers and researchers.  He said he has always been 100% research.  He personally enjoys 
teaching but receives no funding to teach.  He has worked with a number of faculty members at other 
institutions who are in the same situation.  Others do not like to teach and are not rewarded for it.  Their 
name and reputation depends on competing successfully for research funds.  Universities encourage that 
behavior, so many researchers try to get out of teaching.  He said he was not sure what that says about the 
educational system; there are a few people who are fabulous teachers and competitive researchers but "we 
are not all Richard Feynmans." 
 
 Professor Cleary pointed out that the University is among the top eight or ten in terms of research 
funding but it has few members in the national academies or who have won Nobel Prizes.  He said he 
does not equate research funding with great science. 
 
 Professor Cohen said, in response to Professor Vaughan, that his description is true for parts of 
the University, but many came here to teach.  Research is paramount, but people want to teach.  The 
University is large enough to encompass both models.  One should not say that it is impossible to do both 
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teaching and research.  One must define teaching; he asked Professor Vaughan if he has graduate 
students.  (He does.)  Then he teaches, Professor Cohen concluded. 
 
 Some faculty are compensated for classroom teaching, Professor Linde said, but do not have 
department support for other important teaching activities—because one is then not bringing in grants.  So 
where is the incentive to revamp a course or improve teaching, she asked?  The department will not pay to 
do so, so one just lives with it.  The structure is flawed at so many levels one does not know where to start 
improving it.  The emperor has no clothes, Professor Anderson agreed, and everyone knows it, and 
sometimes one must mention that fact.  
 
 This discussion is making the point that the articles made, Professor Moore said:  If one buys out 
one's teaching, the department hires an adjunct for a lot less money—and there is an army of such people 
at the University.  He said that Vice Provost Carney does not see the hundreds of files of people who 
teach who are not faculty members.  Dr. Carney responded that she has presented to the Committee on 
Educational Policy a study of "who teaches what," and the majority of 1XXX courses are taught by 
tenured faculty members.  Does that vary by discipline, Professor Anderson asked?  It does, but the study 
also excludes the Academic Health Center because it does not have many 1XXX courses.  She said she 
could bring the analysis to the Committee.  
 
 Professor Anderson commented that the article mentions that there is no correlation between 
teaching and research, but that does not mean they are mutually exclusive.  Instead, it means that there are 
people who do both well (or poorly), and some who do one but not the other.  It also depends on how one 
defines "teaching," Professor Cohen added.  He recalled courses in plant biology offered at a major 
university that were "pedagogically perfect," taught by teaching specialists, and very few students who 
took the course transferred to a plant biology major.  Then the teaching was changed to a faculty member 
who belonged to the National Academy, and a significantly larger number of students changed their major 
after taking the class. 
 
 Some teach for pleasure and some out of a sense of obligation, Dean Ponce de Leon said, but at 
research universities, teaching lacks the prestige that research has.  So the question is, what tools are there 
to enhance the prestige of teaching?  Many see that research brings in F&A (indirect cost) dollars; he 
argues that teaching brings in dollars as well, and tuition is a significant component of the University's 
budget.  Why not see those tuition dollars as revenue for teaching, equivalent to research dollars?  They 
need to be equated because both contribute to the evolution of the University and both are replacing state 
funds that are being cut.  Professor Anderson agreed that all money is green but said one cannot ignore 
historical bias, that is, that researchers can teach but may choose not to, while those who teach can't 
necessarily do research. 
 
 Professor Anderson asked the student members of the Committee for their views. 
 
 Mr. Dunham said he had been at the University for six and one-half years, both as undergraduate 
and graduate student, and said he agreed with the point that the quality and engagement of teaching is 
critical to student success.  In the case of his undergraduate major, the field saw a spike in the number of 
majors because of one faculty member.  He said he has seen the full range of faculty, from those who will 
give out their home telephone number and be available to meet any time, to those who cancel meetings.  
The best faculty member he ever had was an adjunct because the person could relate external experiences. 
 



Senate Research Committee 
Monday, March 7, 2011 
 
 

13 

 Ms. Byiers wondered if education suffers when undergraduates are taught by graduate students.  
She said she does not see faculty members engaged with undergraduates in her department. 
 
 Ms. Rose said she can tell the difference between a faculty member engaged with teaching and 
someone who's been assigned to teach the class.  The value of a research university is when faculty 
members try to engage students in their research.  Students need to know the opportunities available (e.g., 
UROP) so they can make their education more engaging and exciting. 
 
 Ms. Catambay said she has been a student all her life, and, long ago when she was an 
undergraduate, all her instructors were tenured faculty members, and some of them were famous people 
who gave lectures in Northrop Auditorium.  That made a tremendous impression on her. 
 
 Professor Anderson commented that she was hearing about two universities, the one the students 
and Ms. Catambay describe, and then the other that has little to do with teaching.   
 
 Professor Cleary recalled hearing Vice President Mulcahy talk about indirect-cost dollars not 
paying for buildings.  But units that are not teaching are using space and utilities.  He said he believes the 
University should reward people who do both teaching and research well.  That is why Harvard and MIT 
are what they are; perhaps the University should raise its standards. 
 
 Professor Linde said that one must be careful in seeing tuition dollars as a solution.  Units can 
admit more students, but at whose expense?  A small program brings in 20-30 students per year; will the 
college tell it to bring in 50?  How far down the list is one going to go?  The unit would be gaining 
revenue, but (for example) at the expense of the attention paid to other students. 
 
 Looking at the source of the dollars is part of the problem, Professor Cohen said.  All faculty 
members are to teach, do research, and provide service.  By looking at the source of revenue, one says 
there should be more emphasis on it.  People look at where the dollars come from and decide that is how 
they should spend their time.  Faculty members have a job and should negotiate with their department 
chair how they will spend their time.  Professor Cohen said he writes grants because he wants to do 
science, not for prestige.  The process is misguided because people who write grants get a bigger pay 
increase.  No one would say a faculty member would lose his or her job because of a refusal to teach three 
classes, but that faculty member could lose his or her job if the income is not generated. 
 
 There are differences across the colleges, Dean Ponce de Leon said.  If the aim is to raise the 
prestige of teaching, are faculty members willing to put their teaching portfolios on the table and allow 
peers to judge them?  That would promote prestige. 
 
 Professor Anderson thanked everyone for the discussion and adjourned the meeting at 3:55. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


