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Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) 
December 15, 2016 
Minutes of the Meeting 

 
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. 

 
[In these minutes:  President’s Future Faculty Fellows Program; Conversation with Dr. Sophia 
Vinogradov from the Department of Psychiatry; Discussion with President Kaler] 
 
PRESENT:  Colin Campbell (chair), Joseph Konstan (vice chair), Catherine French, Dan 
Feeney, Kathleen Krichbaum, Michael Kyba, Monica Luciana, Donna Spannaus-Martin, George 
Trachte, Janet Ericksen, Greta Friedemann-Sanchez, Ruth Okediji, Amy Pittenger, Peter Tiffin 
 
REGRETS:  Michael Oakes, Susan Wick, Robert Blair, Shawn Curley, Peggy Nelson 
 
GUESTS:  Dr. Katrice Albert, vice president for Equity and Diversity; Dr. Michael Goh, 
associate vice provost for Equity and Diversity and CEHD professor; Dr. Sean Garrick, faculty 
development fellow and CSE professor; Dr. Sophia Vinogradov, professor and head, Department 
of Psychiatry; President Kaler 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Amy Phenix, Jon Steadland 
 
1.  President’s Future Faculty Fellows Program:  Professor Campbell convened the meeting, 
welcomed those present, and called for a round of introductions.  Following introductions, 
Professor Campbell welcomed Dr. Katrice Albert, vice president for Equity and Diversity, Dr. 
Michael Goh, associate vice provost for Equity and Diversity and CEHD professor, and Dr. Sean 
Garrick, faculty development fellow and CSE professor, who were invited to provide 
information about the President’s Future Faculty Fellows Program.  By way of background, Dr. 
Albert noted that approximately two-years ago representatives from the Office for Equity and 
Diversity met with the FCC to talk about transforming the University’s diversity hiring practices.  
This conversation resulted in recommendations that the University be more thoughtful about 
future faculty and postdoctoral experiences with an eye toward trying to diversify the 
institution’s postdoctoral ranks.   
 
Dr. Goh began by walking members through a PowerPoint presentation.  He turned members’ 
attention in particular to a bar graph that showed tenure and tenure-track faculty by ethnicity and 
noted that while progress has been made in diversifying the faculty, it has been a slow process.  
Compared to other institutions in the Big Ten, the University is roughly in the middle of the pack 
when it comes to the diversity of its faculty.  Students, said Dr. Goh, are asking why diversifying 
the faculty is taking so long, and he admitted that the University’s results do not reflect its 
rhetoric.  With that said, he noted that the University can learn from other institution’s diversity 
initiatives, and specifically mentioned the University of California, Berkeley. 
 
Next, Dr. Garrick asked members to think about their experiences serving on search committees.  
While it may seem like there are no under-represented candidates, this is in fact false; the reality 
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is that other institutions are hiring these candidates.  For example, UC Berkeley started its 
diverse hiring initiative about 35 years ago, and, because their program has been so successful, 
they are now looking for partners given they cannot hire all the high-quality applicants they get.   
 
Dr. Garrick then went on to explain how the UC Berkeley program works, which is by making 
contact with the people they want on their faculty before they are on the job market (primarily 
through a postdoc-like development program).  He then shared his own story, which was that the 
University of Minnesota hired him in his second to last year of his PhD.  To accomplish this, the 
faculty and the department head must buy-in to the mission that the person being recruited will 
be a candidate for a faculty position in the next one to two years.  It is not simply about hiring 
someone to come in and do research, publish papers, and hope that everything works out; this is 
not a postdoc program and it is not about diversifying the postdoc ranks.  The goal of this 
initiative is to diversify the faculty.   
 
It is expected that the President’s Future Faculty Fellows Program will be run by some 
combination of the Provost’s Office, the Graduate School and the Office for Equity and 
Diversity.  Dr. Garrick said in developing the program there have been numerous conversations 
with UC Berkeley and they say that the key to success of this program is to do programming 
throughout the entire year – it is all about the culture, inclusion of the postdoc in the work of the 
department, and having the faculty and department head buy-in to the notion that the person 
being recruited will become a future faculty member.  Dr. Garrick proceeded to provide 
additional information regarding the UC Berkeley program and also noted the challenges 
associated with establishing this type of program, which include 1) the cost, 2) establishing a 
brand and reputation for the program, and 3) creating a culture to insure the recruits are 
successful. 
 
Professor Konstan said one of the obvious structural differences between a faculty member and a 
postdoc is that a postdoc tends to have a mentor/supervisor whereas a faculty member works 
independently.  Has thought been given to structurally not having the person be a postdoc, but 
rather give the person a multi-person mentoring committee and let them work independently 
knowing that they might only be at the University for two or three years?  If the University 
decides to do exactly what UC Berkeley is doing then the answer to this question would be no, 
said Dr. Garrick. 
 
Professor Okediji noted that the law schools have a similar program called VAP (visiting 
assistant professor) and the goal of this program is to identify promising candidates for potential 
hiring.  She noted that VAPs are not fully integrated into the life of the Law School; for example, 
they do not usually serve on committees or participate in personnel matters.  Dr. Garrick noted 
that departments would need to do a lot of work before they can even make candidates an offer 
to come to campus.  For example, at UC Berkeley there is ongoing programming taking place for 
faculty mentors, department heads as well as the deans. 
 
The notion of what a department gets out of a postdoc in the sciences is likely quite different 
from other fields, and this gets back to Professor Konstan’s point about mentors, said Professor 
Kyba.  In the sciences, peers that are hired typically come from a limited number of labs, and 
these labs are known as ‘assistant professor generators.’  The postdocs from these labs have 
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advantages as it relates to getting their papers published in high profile journals, getting 
information that is not yet public, etc.  UC Berkeley has a lot of these labs, but the University of 
Minnesota does not.  By just giving an individual some lab space at the University is not the 
same as doing so at UC Berkeley because at UC Berkeley these individuals have the support of a 
high-powered lab behind them.  In response Dr. Garrick noted that at a recent dean’s council 
meeting, the question of whether a postdoc is an appropriate activity for different departments 
and colleges came up.  In Dr. Garrick’s opinion, he thinks the various departments and colleges 
will need to come up with a solution to this problem because by coming up with a solution the 
department or college will be investing in the success of that person. 
 
Professor Tiffin commented that it is not necessarily an open search when postdocs are ready to 
go on the faculty market and this worries him because it is hard to compete in an open search 
unless the Office of Human Resources (OHR) allows departments to explicitly value aspects of a 
person’s training.  If OHR does not let a department value a person’s training, for example, it is 
not fair to advertise the position as an open search; this actually does a disservice to the academic 
community.  Therefore, instead of advertising the position as an open search, why not hire the 
person and set performance benchmarks that that person needs to achieve in order to be hired as 
a faculty member.  Dr. Albert replied that OED has the ability to make targeted opportunity 
hires.  Professor Tiffin added that the search committees he has served on often get mixed 
signals on how much value they can place on diversity relative to publications, etc.  It would be 
great if these mixed signals would disappear and to have diversity be the priority.  In response, 
Dr. Garrick noted that of the people that have gone through the UC Berkeley program, 81 went 
into tenure track positions and 80 of these individuals got tenure.  Dr. Goh added that there are 
colleges at the University that are bringing in faculty as two-year postdocs with the 
understanding that if they do a good job they will get hired.  This culture is already in place in 
some colleges. 
 
Professor Pittenger asked how female candidates play into increasing diversity, particularly in 
certain colleges.  In her opinion, it is difficult for women regardless if they are women of color or 
not, to get hired into tenure track positions, especially in the sciences.  Are hiring women an 
intentional component of increasing diversity?  Yes, said Dr. Garrick.  He added that with 
respect to the UC Berkeley program, over 50% of the fellows have been female. 
 
Professor Luciana commented that she has some of the same concerns that Professors Tiffin and 
Konstan articulated and that has to do with the fellows that are being brought in will be in a 
nebulous place within the University structure.  While postdoc positions have protections such as 
mentorship and other resources, candidates being brought in under this program have no 
guarantees they will move forward.  In her opinion, these positions seem like second-class 
faculty positions.  She wondered if moving forward with this program will create a class 
structure within departments or across the University that is undesirable and work against some 
of the objectives that are trying to be achieved.  Dr. Goh said he actually thinks this program will 
do the opposite and that is why there needs to be some agreement about the level of 
prestige/level of competitiveness in terms of how these people are selected.  In response, 
Professor Luciana asked if this is the case then why not put these people in tenure track positions 
articulated around a diversity initiative.  Dr. Garrick said the University is not doing this now, 
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and particularly in programs that do not hire people straight from their PhD.  A key component 
to this program is accessing the UC Berkeley database, said Dr. Goh. 
 
Professor Okediji said it will be important to distinguish between a program that helps identify 
already qualified candidates of diverse groups and one that seeks to identify who such candidates 
might be.  If the proposed program is the latter, it may need to be advertised differently than a 
program that is only looking for strategic opportunities to boost the number of diverse persons on 
campus.  Professor Okediji then asked what the next steps would be once a stellar diverse 
candidate is identified?  In her opinion, departments and candidates participating in the program 
must have sufficient information about the nature of the so there are no mismatched 
expectations. 
 
Professor Konstan said a lot of the comments today speak to the structural diversity of the 
various programs at the University.  He suggested making this program flexible enough or 
integrated enough with other opportunities so that the fellows do not miss out on additional 
benefits and also to have programs bid for these opportunities with a significant career 
development plan.  The program’s plan should outline the mechanism that leads to the process 
by which the person gets significant consideration for a tenure track position.  Dr. Garrick said 
the President’s Future Fellow Faculty Program leaves it sufficiently vague so programs can 
figure out what works for them.   
 
In response to a question from Professor Friedemann-Sanchez about what is affecting the 
partnership, Dr. Garrick said it is a matter of getting the list of candidates because this program is 
now branded as a national faculty development program so candidates are not applying to the 
University of Minnesota, but are able to select where they would like to go.  Additionally, it is 
about making faculty ready to receive these fellows, which involves getting access to the UC 
Berkeley programming to help faculty prepare for receiving the fellows. 
 
Dr. Goh thanked the committee for their questions and comments, which will ultimately be used 
shape and improve upon how this program will be conceived.  Based on today’s discussion, he 
gets the sense that the program may need some tweaking in order to move forward.  In Professor 
Friedemann-Sanchez’ opinion, this is a fabulous program, and she encouraged the guests to 
come back and visit with the FCC if they want additional input on questions that may arise as 
this program rollout moves forward.  Dr. Garrick added that it will be extremely important to get 
faculty buy-in on this initiative if it is to be successful. 
 
2.  Discussion with Dr. Sophia Vinogradov, professor and head, Department of Psychiatry:  
Professor Campbell welcomed Dr. Sophia Vinogradov, professor and head, Department of 
Psychiatry, and called for a round of introductions.  Following introductions, Dr. Vinogradov 
thanked the committee for inviting her to meet with them.  The committee then went off the 
record to have a candid discussion with Dr. Vinogradov.  The two primary topics that were 
discussed included:  1) Dr. Vinogradov’s background and why she decided to accept the position 
in the Department of Psychiatry and 2) changes being implemented in the department and 
moving forward. 
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NOTE:  Since this meeting, Dr. Vinogradov wrote a piece for the Star Tribune that covers much 
of what she talked about with the FCC.  This article can be found at: 
https://www.pressreader.com/usa/star-tribune/20170130/281951722541716 
 
Professor Campbell thanked Dr. Vinogradov for a good discussion. 
 
3.  Discussion with President Kaler:  Professor Campbell welcomed President Kaler and called 
for another round of introductions.  Following introductions, and given the limited amount of 
time for this conversation, President Kaler shared the following with the committee: 

•   The University has taken action on an EOAA investigation of some football players.  
This matter will undoubtedly continue to be in the news.  Given the student privacy laws, 
the University is not able to say much of anything about this matter. 

•   Dr. Allen Levine is moving into the interim vice president for research role.  President 
Kaler said he would be interested in getting the FCC’s feedback on what this office 
should look like. 

•   The legislative process has begun, and, once again, the University will need help from the 
University community in telling its story.  Examples of topics of interest for legislators 
include, but are not limited to 1) fetal tissue research, 2) the University’s Strategic Plan, 
and 3) campus climate, to name a few. 

 
The remaining few minutes of the discussion with President Kaler was spent talking about the 
American Association of University Professors’ (AAUP) open letter regarding the Professor 
Watchlist - https://www.aaup.org/open-letter-regarding-professor-watchlist. 
 
Professor Campbell thanked President Kaler for yielding some of his time so that the committee 
had more time to talk with Dr. Vinogradov. 
 
4).  Adjournment:  Hearing no further business, and in light of time, Professor Campbell 
adjourned the meeting. 
 
Renee Dempsey 
University Senate Office 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


