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Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, May 12, 2009 

2:30 – 4:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Kathryn Hanna (chair), Ben Bornsztein, Marilyn Bruin, Arlene Carney, Dann Chapman, 

Vladimir Cherkassky, Randy Croce, Jayne Fulkerson, Holly Littlefield, Theodor Litman, 
Luis Ramos-Garcia, George Sheets, Roderick Squires, Elizabeth Stallman, James 
Wojtaszek 

 
Absent:  Carol Carrier, Tom Clayton, Jessica Reinitz, Joe Ritter 
 
Guests: John Kellogg (Institutional Research); Nan Wilhelmson (Office of the Vice President for 

Human Resources) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) committee business; (2) who teaches what courses; (3) promotion and tenure 
summary; (4)  the composition of the faculty; (5) faculty-expertise database] 
 
 
1. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Hanna convened the meeting at 2:30 and began by congratulating Ms. Stallman on 
graduating.   
 
 She also noted that Mr. Chapman sent her a memo indicating that the faculty exit interviews will 
not be conducted again in the immediate future; the Committee had agreed that as much as needed to be 
done had been, for now.   
 
2. Who Teaches What Courses 
 
 Professor Hanna turned now to Vice Provost Carney to lead a discussion of "who teaches what," 
an issue that this Committee as well as the Committee on Educational Policy has been interested in for 
several years.  Dr. Carney introduced John Kellogg, Associate Director of Institutional Research, with 
whom she worked for a long time evaluating the data in order to try to answer the questions that this 
Committee had posed. 
 
 Dr. Carney distributed a one-page table of data on the appointments of those who teach three 
different kinds of classes (discussion, lecture, and seminar) by course level.  She noted that the data are 
only as good as the PeopleSoft entries and that they represent courses, not unique individuals (i.e., one 
person can teach more than one course so would show up for as many times as he or she taught a course).  
The data are a snapshot of Fall, 2008; they selected the three most common kinds of courses (a total of 
slightly over 4500 courses).  She noted that the data are not perfect; for example, second-language 
courses, composition, rhetoric, and writing studies courses may be listed as lecture or discussion, nor are 
the data weighted by the number of students in a course—Psychology 1001 with 750 students counts the 
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same as a small seminar with 5 students.  A lecture course with five discussion sections with identified 
instructors for each will have six entries on the table.  It is not clear that departments use consistent 
definitions to identify courses as "lecture" or "discussion" or "seminar."  The data include individuals who 
are tenured, tenure track, other (visiting, contract, emeritus/emerita, etc.), P&A, Civil Service (9 total 
courses), graduate student, and "other" (4 total courses).   
 
 These data represent a subset of all courses, Mr. Kellogg explained; they did not include College 
in the Schools courses, independent study, or courses with fewer than 5 students, field work, online 
courses, internships, workshops, etc.  It maybe that some online or independent studies courses are not 
appropriately tagged and may be included.  And some courses change over time.  This is not the total 
picture but it is the most valid one they can produce.  The identification of who teaches a course was 
assigned to the highest-ranked individual; he also emphasized that the data are hostage to whatever is 
contained in PeopleSoft.  If someone has both a faculty and a P&A appointment (e.g., Dr. Carney), the 
data will include her as a P&A staff member teaching a course.  They also had to winnow each course to 
one instructor; many have multiple instructors, Mr. Kellogg reported.  Dr. Carney added that cultures vary 
across departments, so that one may have a senior faculty member teaching only the lecture while another 
may have faculty teaching lab or discussion sections as well—although they may not be included in the 
PeopleSoft entries.  Courses in the Academic Health Center are not included because they are taught very 
differently. 
 
 When sections/courses had no instructor listed, or had a proxy, they were not included, Mr. 
Kellogg said.  And that is why it is important for departments to list who is teaching a course; when 
groups (such as this Committee) want information, it is important the information be loaded into 
PeopleSoft.  Professor Hanna suggested that the Council of Undergraduate Associate Deans should try to 
get every college and department to be as accurate as possible in providing instructor information for 
courses—and when the expertise database is set up.  GIGO, she reminded everyone.   
 
 Dr. Carney noted highlights from the data.  (Here is one part of the table of data, on Lecture 
courses; the percentages sum across; "other" and total have been excluded because they do not fit.  For 
example, of all the 1XXX lecture courses, 26.6% are taught by tenured faculty, 3.9% by tenure-track 
faculty, 8% by other faculty, 35.3% by P&A staff, and so on.) 
 
Lecture Courses 
 

Faculty 
Tenure 

Faculty 
Tenure Track Faculty Other 

Acad Admin 
Prfl Civil Service 

Graduate 
Student 

Crse Lvl N % N % N % N % N % N % 
0 2 25.0% 0.0% 4 50.0% 2 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
1 166 26.6% 24 3.9% 50 8.0% 220 35.3% 2 0.3% 160 25.7% 
2 39 39.4% 14 14.1% 7 7.1% 28 28.3% 0.0% 11 11.1% 
3 231 30.0% 66 8.6% 52 6.8% 261 33.9% 4 0.5% 155 20.2% 
4 142 42.8% 55 16.6% 45 13.6% 65 19.6% 0.0% 25 7.5% 
5 270 45.0% 68 11.3% 41 6.8% 186 31.0% 1 0.2% 33 5.5% 
6 109 58.3% 11 5.9% 33 17.6% 33 17.6% 1 0.5% 0.0% 
7 7 35.0% 0.0% 1 5.0% 12 60.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
8 168 67.5% 30 12.0% 19 7.6% 31 12.4% 0.0% 1 0.4% 
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These data, Dr. Carney observed, belie the perception that junior faculty teach the bulk of the 1XXX 
lecture courses.  One specific problem with the 1XXX data, she noted, is that the Psychology 1001 
courses have a P&A staff member who coordinates them and who is listed as the instructor of record, but 
in the largest section (about 750 students), 7-10 senior faculty teach 1-2 weeks each in their specialty, a 
practice that is not captured by PeopleSoft.  Another Psy 1001 section might have 75 students with a 
graduate student listed as the instructor, but that uses streaming video from senior faculty.   
 
 Dr. Carney noted that 50% of the faculty are full professors, about 25% are associate professors, 
and about 25% are assistant (tenure-track) professors.  So about 75% of the faculty are tenured; it is thus 
not surprising when the number of courses taught by tenure-track faculty appears small.  What would be 
out of kilter would be 50% of 1XXX courses taught by tenure-track faculty.   
 
Discussion Courses/Sections 
 

Faculty 
Tenure 

Faculty 
Tenure Track Faculty Other 

Acad Admin 
Prfl Civil Service 

Graduate 
Student 

Crse Lvl N % N % N % N % N % N % 
0 5 15.6% 2 6.3% 0.0% 22 68.8% 0.0% 3 9.4% 
1 48 6.8% 7 1.0% 13 1.8% 163 22.9% 0.0% 478 67.2% 
2 22 24.2% 10 11.0% 0.0% 18 19.8% 0.0% 41 45.1% 
3 67 25.4% 24 9.1% 12 4.5% 68 25.8% 0.0% 93 35.2% 
4 27 50.9% 14 26.4% 2 3.8% 3 5.7% 0.0% 7 13.2% 
5 20 60.6% 1 3.0% 2 6.1% 8 24.2% 0.0% 2 6.1% 
6 1 33.3% 0.0% 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 
8 14 73.7% 2 10.5% 1 5.3% 2 10.5% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
Seminar Courses 
 

Faculty 
Tenure 

Faculty 
Tenure Track Faculty Other 

Acad Admin 
Prfl Civil Service 

Graduate 
Student 

Crse Lvl N % N % N % N % N % N % 
0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 
1 34 47.2% 8 11.1% 6 8.3% 20 27.8% 0.0% 4 5.6% 
2 3 37.5% 1 12.5% 0.0% 4 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
3 21 43.8% 3 6.3% 1 2.1% 18 37.5% 1 2.1% 4 8.3% 
4 12 66.7% 1 5.6% 1 5.6% 1 5.6% 0.0% 3 16.7% 
5 22 43.1% 6 11.8% 2 3.9% 21 41.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
6 12 75.0% 1 6.3% 2 12.5% 1 6.3% 0.0% 0.0% 
7 1 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 2 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 
8 152 68.8% 43 19.5% 9 4.1% 17 7.7% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
 
 Dr. Carney also noted that the number of graduate students teaching courses decreases as the 
course level increases. 
 
 One can ask why some of the Ns are so small, Dr. Carney commented.  In any given semester, 
4% of the faculty can be on semester leave and another 4-5% on sabbatical, some are on medical leave, 
and some receive course releases (e.g., Directors of Graduate Study, department chairs/heads, those on 
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research grants that buy out their time).  As a result, the number of "other faculty" is increased.  She also 
reported that there were no inappropriate distributions based on gender; she looked at every level and 
found nothing that suggested women were being treated differently from men.  What was unusual, she 
found, was that at the 1XXX level the graduate students teaching courses were about 50/50 male and 
female, but at the 3XXX level they were taught predominantly by male graduate students.  She said that 
looking at the entire University at once can cover things up, so they can analyze the data by college as 
well.  Professor Cherkassky agreed; he noted that some departments, by culture or policy, do not allow 
graduate students to teach discussion sections; in others the practice may be common.  Averages in these 
data may not mean much.  Dr. Carney agreed but said the data are probably a reasonable approximation 
of the University as a whole—which, at the same time, is difficult to characterize because it is such an 
amalgam of cultures.   
 
 Dr. Carney said she believed these data captured the situation reasonably well; they intend to 
produce the table every year in order to see trends over time.  Mr. Kellogg said that as one goes back in 
time, the data get weaker (because many data are missing).  So they are starting now and will provide an 
annual report to this Committee and to the Committee on Educational Policy.   
 
 The data capture a picture of the modern research university, Dr. Carney summarized.  She said 
she doubted that Minnesota was different from its peers in this respect.   
 
 There is another important datum that should also be considered, Dr. Carney said.  The student-
rating-of-teaching forms are part of her portfolio.  They have collected the data from the new forms and 
did a lot of analysis for Spring, 2008, and found a very positive, good-news story.  Now, with much better 
questions on the forms, the rating of teaching is extremely high.  The lowest-scoring question is the one 
related to feedback—and it received an average of 5 on a 6-point scale.  The question asking if instructors 
treated students with respect received between a 5 and a 6, with 140,000 responses.  Some believe that the 
quality of teaching is different when the instructor is a graduate student or P&A staff member (the latter 
of which includes many Ph.D.s who are experts in their field), but when the data are aggregated, students 
feel that the quality of instruction they receive is very high.  Even without the faculty teaching every 
course, students rate instruction very highly. 
 
 Mr. Croce inquired what prompted the questions from the Committee and whether the concerns 
had been allayed by the data.  Professor Hanna said the Committee wished to know, among other things, 
whether the faculty are teaching 1XXX courses, and the Committee on Educational Policy has wanted to 
know who is delivering instruction to the students.  Dr. Carney commented that one problem identified 
generally—an increase in the number of non-tenured/non-tenure-track faculty doing the teaching—is not 
true of all research universities.  If the number of regular faculty at a small liberal-arts college declines, 
that is a cause for concern.  At the University, there has been a decline in some parts of the institution in 
the number of faculty teaching courses—for example, Minnesota is doing exactly the same as its peers in 
the delivery of language instruction in using P&A experts and upper-level graduate students.  She said she 
looked to see if Minnesota is doing something different from its peers; it is not, and the University's 
number of tenured and tenure-track faculty is increasing, not going down.  In a number of institutions, as 
they become more advanced and obtain more grant funding, the faculty must dedicate time to the grants; 
such institutions have a mission different from those that do not seek grant funding.  The institutions that 
have grants typically also have a strong role in teaching graduate students (in most fields), so they have a 
complex mission.   
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 These data reassured her, Dr. Carney said.  By the time a student gets to 3XXX-level lecture 
courses, he or she is seeing faculty as instructors (it would not be expected that faculty would teach most 
discussion sections).  Within individual departments, changes do happen (e.g., Spanish).  Professor Garcia 
said that every year they receive the usual complaints that students graduate without ever seeing a 
professor.  They also, however, ask students to do a lot of study abroad, which limits the number of 
credits they take on campus.  And that perceived problem could increase in the future as the University 
asks more students to do study abroad, Dr. Carney commented.  She went on to say that as she looks 
further into the issue of who teaches what, she is sometimes surprised at the number of students who do 
not know who the instructor in their course is or whether or not the person is a professor.  The data make 
it clear there are regular faculty in the classrooms, and while a number may be on leave in any year, it 
seems unlikely the faculty would be pleased if the University did away with leaves and sabbaticals. 
 
 One reason students never see a professor is that some undergraduates never attend class, 
Professor Cherkassky remarked.  Some undergraduates are in a course only to get a grade while graduate 
students more often want to learn something.  Dr. Carney said that varies by field; in hers, it is rare for 
undergraduate students not to come to class.   
 
 In any event, Dr. Carney concluded, these data are a starting point, and she will bring the data for 
Fall, 2009, when they are available.  Professor Hanna thanked Dr. Carney and Mr. Kellogg for their work. 
 
3. Promotion and Tenure Summary 
 
 Vice Provost Carney next reported to the Committee on the data she had presented to the Board 
of Regents on promotion and tenure.  The Provost's office reports to the Board each year on promotion 
and tenure results, including both tenured and non-tenured/tenure-track faculty; in the latter case, the 
report is on promotion only.  She outlined the tenure-granting process (slightly different in the Academic 
Health Center (AHC) only because the recommendations go through the office of the Senior Vice 
President for Health Sciences before reaching the office of the Provost).  She reviews every file, she told 
the Committee; in the case of colleges that report to the Provost, in addition one other vice president or 
vice provost also review them, so in both cases (AHC and non-AHC colleges) hers are not the only eyes 
that see the file before they reach the Provost.  (Duluth has a separate process.)   
 
 For 2009: 
 
-- There were 118 tenured or tenure-track candidates, 67 male and 51 female (see below, *A*) 
-- There were 27 non-tenure-track candidates, 22 male and 5 female (primarily AHC clinical 
appointments) 
-- Total 145 cases, 89 male and 56 female, of which 12 were from Duluth, 11 from Morris, 1 from 
Crookston, and the remainder from the Twin Cities (see below, further on, *B*).   
 
This total is a significant decrease from last year (175), Dr. Carney said, but it will be back up next year; 
the number just depends on decision timing and the number of cases of promotion from associate to full 
professor. 
 
*A*  Of the 118 tenured/tenure-track faculty candidates: 
 
-- 63 were assistant to associate professor with tenure 
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-- 2 were non-reappointments of assistant professors 
-- 4 were untenured associate professors to tenured associate professors (usually Law, which appoints 
untenured at the associate level, but in this case not, were likely individuals appointed from research 
institutes and the like who had not previously taught) 
-- 46 were tenured associate professors to tenured full professors 
-- 1 was a continuation in rank 
-- 2 are pending (but resolved by May 15) 
 

There were a number of difficult cases this year, Dr. Carney reported.  There were no common 
themes, she said.  Grants are more difficult to obtain in the sciences, although the University's faculty did 
well despite the challenge.  The difficult cases are when there is a split vote (and there are different stories 
about each one).  The case goes to the college P&T committee (which is usually also split if the 
department is split), and then the dean must make a recommendation, which inevitably means disagreeing 
with some significant number of faculty.  Two of the cases had special-review committees, composed of 
blue-ribbon faculty who were not in the department, to look at the files vis-à-vis the department's 7.12 
statement.   
 
 In terms of the 67 males and 51 females (of the 118 tenured/tenure-track candidates): 
 
-- for assistant to associate with tenure:  35 males and 28 females 
-- for non-reappointment:  2 males 
-- associate without tenure to associate with tenure:  2 males and 2 females 
-- associate to full with tenure:  28 males, 18 females  (61%/39%) 
-- continuation in rank, pending:  all 3 female. 
 
The 61% males/39% females promoted to full professor is a dramatic change for the better, Dr. Carney 
told the Committee; a 60/40 distribution matches the distribution of males and females in rank.  In 2007, 
24% of those promoted to full professor were females; in 2008 the percentage female was 30%.  The 
percentage is increasing significantly, and she speculated that the workshops on promotion from associate 
to full professor have helped.  (Overall, tenured and tenure-track faculty are 71% male and 29% female; 
probationary faculty are 57% male and 43% female; and the 2009 cohort was 61% male and 39% female.)   
Since 1999-2000, the percentage of promotion and tenure decisions involving women has varied between 
30% and 40%.   
 
 Dr. Carney reported that she had looked at the data from 2005-06 through 2008-09 for tenure 
denial/non-reappointment; there was no gender effect.  Of 374 decisions, 12 denials were males and 3 
were females. 
 
 Dr. Carney reviewed briefly the promotion and tenure for the non-regular faculty (21 were 
promoted from assistant to associate professor, 6 from associate to full professor) and noted that 22 of the 
27 cases were male, contrary to the belief by some that these non-regular faculty appointments are held 
predominantly by women. 
 
 *B*  Of the total 89 male and 56 promotion and tenure candidates system-wide, 27 (19%) were 
faculty of color.  Of those, 23 were Asian or Pacific Islander.  There were 2 African Americans, 1 
American Indian, and 2 Hispanics.  The overall percentages, for the system are 86% white/non-Hispanic 
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and 14% faculty of color; in the 2009 cohort, whites made up 80.6% and faculty of color 19.4%.  Faculty 
of color have been about 19% of the promotion and tenure decisions over the last ten years, on average. 
 
 Dr. Carney then pointed out that only 2 of 67 faculty members evaluated for tenure and 
promotion to associate professor were denied tenure.  That may make it appear that almost all faculty 
members achieve tenure at the University, but that conclusion would be incorrect.  If one uses a metric 
adopted by the University of Michigan, one that Minnesota uses as well and that others are trying, the 
conclusion is different.  The metric looks at an entering cohort of assistant professors and follows them 
over the probationary period of seven years.  There are four possible outcomes for members of a cohort:  
(1) received tenure and remain at the University, (2) received tenure but left the University, (3) left the 
University without tenure, and (4) are still at the University on the tenure track.  The Rate of Tenure 
Success equals (1) + (2):  the percentage of those who received tenure and remain at the University plus 
those who received tenure but left.  She looks at three-year periods and calculates a rolling average. 
 

She has looked at three incoming cohorts:  1999, 2000, and 2001.  There were a total of 484 
individuals in the three cohorts.   
 
-- 53.1% received tenure and stayed at the University 
-- 4.1% receive tenure and left the University 
-- 28.7% left the University without tenure 
-- 14% are still on the tenure track. 
 
Of those who left without tenure, there were a wide range of reasons:  a negative annual review, a lack of 
fit, family issues, recruited away.  Of those still on the tenure clock, some stopped the clock and others 
are either in the Carlson School (which has an 8-year tenure clock) or in the Medical School (which has a 
9-year tenure clock).    
 
 So the overall tenure-success rate for those three cohorts was 57.2% (tenure and stayed plus 
tenured and left).  59.3% of the men achieved tenure and 10.7% remain on the tenure track.  42.9% of the 
women received tenure and 19.6% remain on the tenure track.  56.9% of white faculty members and 
57.7% of faculty of color received tenure.  It appears likely that more women have stopped the tenure 
clock. 
 

For the 1998-2000 cohorts (dropping 2001 and adding 1998), the overall success rate was 59.3%, 
63% for men and 47.8% for women.  58.9% of white faculty members received tenure and 60.5% of 
faculty of color.   

 
Michigan sees overall tenure-success rates between 51% and 59%.  Penn State was 62% a few 

years ago.  So it is NOT true that all who start at the University receive tenure.  And of the people who 
are denied tenure, there are more males than females.   

 
Professor Litman inquired why the Carlson School has a different set of rules (an 8-year tenure 

clock).  The tenure code allows colleges to vote for a different probationary period, Dr. Carney said, if 
they make a compelling case to the Provost.  This is a national trend in business schools, and while she 
has heard the same argument about the sciences, no one has argued for changing the probationary period 
in the sciences.   
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Professor Garcia asked how long it takes for faculty to go from associate to full professor.  On 
average, associate professors are in rank 8 years at the University, Dr. Carney said.  But 35% of associate 
professors have been in that rank for more than 8 years, and she is looking to see if intervening changes in 
tenure policy will have an impact on that percentage. 

 
Professor Hanna thanked Dr. Carney for her report. 

 
4. The Composition of the Faculty 
 
 Professor Hanna now asked Ms. Wilhelmson to lead a discussion of the composition of the 
faculty. 
 
 Ms. Wilhelmson began by noting that there is an administrative policy, dating from 2001, that 
established categories of appointment for those involved in teaching.  [Academic Appointments with 
Teaching Functions, http://policy.umn.edu/groups/hr/documents/policy/teaching_pol.cfm]  Along with it 
came a requirement that colleges (except for UMD and UMC) to create a personnel plan for delivering 
teaching and identify the categories of appointment it would use and an assessment of the number of 
contract faculty and P&A instructional staff in relation to the number of regular faculty.   The Committee 
(and the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure) has expressed an interest in knowing the total 
number of regular faculty in relation to the number of contract and P&A instructional faculty.  
 
 A majority of the college personnel plans were approved in 2002 and 2003, and the Office of 
Human Resources prepares each year an annual report documenting the numbers of individuals appointed 
in each of the five categories.  All of the college plans are due for review and each has received a message 
through their Human Resources leader indicating the plans are to be reviewed during 2009-10.  She noted 
that the newly-structured colleges (Design, CFANS, and Education and Human Development) do not yet 
have plans but are expected to have them in place and approved by fall, 2009. 
 
 Ms. Wilhelmson referred to a table of data she had distributed providing data from the 18 college 
personnel plans for 2006, 2007, and 2008.  In the college personnel plans, the college must indicate, either 
for the college or by department, if the ratio of contract faculty and P&A instructional staff is anticipated 
to be more than 25% of the regular faculty.  In those cases, the college must also file a supplemental 
personnel plan justifying any percentage in excess of the 25%.   
 
 Of the 18 colleges, 5 have supplemental plans, which are to indicate the appropriate balance of 
faculty and academic staff responsibility and levels and types of courses for which members of the groups 
will be responsible. 
 
 The numbers of regular (tenured, tenure-track) faculty for the three years, from the plans, are  
 
2006:  2654.8 
2007:  2651.4 
2008:  2685.2  
 
The corresponding numbers of contract faculty (career positions) are  
 
2006:  380.4 
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2007:  409.2 
2008:  501.1 
 
Vice Provost Carney noted that virtually the entire increase in the numbers of contract faculty occurred in 
the Academic Health Center—and within the AHC, in the Medical School (which increased from 277.8 to 
358.6) and Nursing (which increased from 2.0 to 32.18).  There were no significant increases in any of the 
non-AHC colleges and in some there were decreases in the number of contract faculty.  The numbers of 
P&A instructional staff were 506.8, 496.6, and 539.0 for the three years.  In the case of this category, all 
of the colleges fluctuated from year to year, some up and some down, none very significantly. 
 
 Aggregated data for the three years show that the number of contract faculty plus P&A 
instructional staff exceeded 25% of the regular faculty; the percentages for 2006, 2007, and 2008 are 
33.42%, 34.16%, and 38.73%.  (The percentage is obtained by dividing the total number of contract 
faculty plus P&A instructional staff by the total number of regular faculty.)  Vice Provost Carney 
emphasized again that it is most meaningful to look at the data by college, because the aggregated data 
takes the substantial increases in the AHC and makes them look institution-wide, which they are not.   
 
 Professor Sheets inquired about the change in the Medical School:  Is it because it is moving 
away from tenured and tenure-track faculty to clinical faculty?  Dr. Carney pointed out that the actual 
number of tenured and tenure-track faculty in the Medical School increased slightly over the three years 
(467 to 486) but said that would be a good question to ask Senior Vice President Cerra.  She said she did 
not know if the increase in clinical faculty was because of a change in policy or a change in the nature of 
health care.  Ms. Wilhelmson noted that in the School of Nursing, the change represents a policy decision 
to move P&A instructional staff to contract faculty status.  Professor Bornsztein commented that the 
change in the regulated number of hours of clinic time faculty may spend could have had an impact on 
hiring. 
 
 Professor Hanna noted that the rate of increase of tenured/tenure-track faculty is very different 
from the rate of increase in P&A and contract faculty.  If one projects those changes into the future, the 
faculty will be mostly contract and P&A.  It is the trajectory that is troublesome.  Vice Provost Carney 
said that one must take into account the different ways to deliver a curriculum, which in turn affects the 
way a department may hire.  The delivery of the curriculum is in flux and the decisions made could affect 
hiring.  Professor Hanna inquired why the tenured and tenure-track faculty could not change the delivery 
of education; the institution should be able to evolve, she said.  Dr. Carney responded that the University 
must be sure teaching obligations are established that allow faculty members to meet their research 
obligations—and departments must abide by their 7.12 statements.  Some of the change may be drift and 
some may be purposeful. 
 
 How will the budget situation affect hiring, Professor Bruin asked?  One way to balance the 
budget is to decrease the number of adjuncts and increase the teaching load of the tenured and tenure-
track faculty.  Workloads are established by colleges, not by central administration, Dr. Carney said.  She 
said she would be more concerned if the number of tenured/tenure-track faculty were decreasing, 
although that does not mean one should ignore the number of contract and P&A instructional staff.  One 
frequently reads articles in The Chronicle of Education about the declining number of tenured and tenure-
track faculty—that would be worrisome if it were happening at the University.   
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 Professor Sheets asked why the 25% figure was chosen.  It represented a compromise between 
two different task forces that studied the issue in the late 1990s and 2000, one composed primarily of 
regular faculty and one composed primarily of deans. 
 
 Dr. Carney commented that the University is seeing more faculty out on disability (not permanent 
disability), so departments are hiring more contract faculty to fill in.  She surmised there may be more 
faculty out on temporary disability over time, particularly since the tenure code (Section 5.5) allows 
faculty to stop the tenure clock in the case of serious illness.  A chair has little choice when someone goes 
out on disability; he or she cannot make a permanent appointment if the individual may return.  The 
University should be empathic about illnesses, but they do make the numbers fluctuate.  And without 
mandatory retirement, faculty could be out ill more often. 
 
 Professor Hanna thanked Ms. Wilhelmson for her report. 
 
5. Faculty Expertise Database 
 
 Professor Hanna turned last to Vice Provost Carney to provide a report on the faculty-expertise 
database.  She noted that there was a joint subcommittee of this Committee and the Senate Research 
Committee that had recommended to the Senate that the University move ahead in implementing a faculty 
expertise database; the Senate endorsed the recommendation.   
 
 Vice Provost Carney reported that she and Vice President Carrier sit on a committee with other 
central administrators, the Strategic Technology Assessment Team, that meets monthly to look at 
priorities for funding for technology that affects the entire University.  The faculty-expertise database is a 
project that is large in scope but not in budget.  She also recalled that the Senate had endorsed a report 
that called for an enterprise-level system to keep track of what faculty do.  Some colleges have their own 
systems but those systems do not talk to each other.  There is also a public/private issue, because only a 
certain amount of information can be public.   
 

One of the benefits of a system would be that faculty could find collaborators in writing grants, 
Dr. Carney said, but there are other reasons that such a system might be desirable.  The system could 
generate faculty-activity reports and documents for the promotion-and-tenure process.   

 
The committee looked at the options available, as did she and staff in the Office of Information 

Technology (OIT).  The focus turned to a couple of the available options.  It is clear that no system will 
satisfy every faculty member—she said she is not searching for that Holy Grail.  She said they wanted to 
find a system that OIT could support, that would interface with PeopleSoft, and that would be affordable.  
They have identified a product from Digital Measures that appears promising.  They have assembled 
groups of faculty to look at demos of the Digital Measures system.  It allows a report for everyone and 
also allows colleges to develop their own reports at no additional cost per year.  Some elements of the 
database would cut across the University; it is her goal, she said, that information in promotion-and-
tenure documents be consistent.  People have also liked Digital Measures because it allows individuals to 
print out their CVs any way they want them, but it also has templates for NIH and NSF biosketches and 
for responding to ABET accreditation, and institutions can add other reports that they need. 

 
A number of demos have been scheduled, Dr. Carney said, and a wide variety of faculty have 

been invited to participate, including from the Faculty Consultative Committee, the Academic Health 
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Center, Law, Management, CFANS, CLA, the Academy of Distinguished Teachers, the Council on 
Liberal Education.  Vice presidential offices, faculty associate deans, and the coordinate campuses have 
also been included.  They do not propose to start the project on a University-wide basis, but some colleges 
have volunteered to begin in order to help work out any bugs.   

 
Another reason she likes the Digital Measures tool is that it allows the University to keep track of 

Student Learning Outcomes evidence.   
 
The Academic Health Center is looking at another system for its curricula and for accreditation 

but would not buy that system's faculty module and would use the Digital Measures system.   
 
The adoption of the Digital Measures system would not mean units would have to give up their 

favorite reports, Dr. Carney said.  For example, colleges can keep their own forms.  But the system 
would, for example, allow faculty to find each other and would allow printing of promotion-and-tenure 
documents.  Some of the University's peers have recently purchased the Digital Measures system and 
there is a CIC users group that has great potential.  The system, in addition to helping with faculty activity 
reports, can also track courses taught, independent studies supervised, etc.  She said she believed it would 
cut down on the work faculty are now doing—she said she would love to have a program that would 
generate her NIH biosketch as well as those of her collaborators.   

 
This is a big plan that they are approaching college by college and trying to do so in as 

consultative a fashion as they can, Dr. Carney concluded.  She invited all Committee members to join the 
next demonstration of the system.   

 
Dr. Carrier asked if the University would buy the software or a license.  A license, Dr. Carney 

said, and would pay a fixed amount no matter what it added to the system.  The data would be stored in 
multiple secure and guarded sites and is not sold.  Several hundred institutions are using Digital 
Measures.  One of the biggest advantages is pasting in a CV—but the most difficult part for most faculty 
members is simply keeping their CV up to date. 

 
Professor Cherkassky suggested soliciting the views of research administrators in each 

department because they are the ones who actually submit proposals.  Dr. Carney said they have invited 
individuals in those positions to the demonstrations.   

 
Do they plan to communicate about the system once it is in place, Dr. Littlefield asked.  Dr. 

Carney said one exemplar is the new student-rating-of-teaching form, which is part of her portfolio.  She 
lets faculty know about the form every semester and spent a lot of time on the communication effort for 
the new form.  She would do the same with the new database.  The effort would be college by college, but 
she is also working with the faculty associate deans to assess specific issues that might arise in individual 
colleges.  This is a large enterprise that will not be completed in six months but it will help with a lot of 
activities.  Faculty are asked to do the same thing so many times in different ways; if the information can 
be stored in one place and drawn on as needed, that should cut down the work required.  But she agreed 
that a good communication plan would be needed. 

 
Professor Hanna said she assumes people have been impressed with the Digital Measures system; 

if the University goes ahead with it, what is the timeline?  Dr. Carney said the project spent a year in the 
Senate and now a year in evaluation; she said she is ready to recommend purchase this summer unless 
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someone sees something devastating that she has missed.  She said she would like to see implementation 
start this fall in several colleges.   

 
Professor Wojtaszek asked if the system would be available to the coordinate campuses.  It will, 

Dr. Carney said, because the University would buy it for all campuses.  She would work to get it set up 
for the other campuses as soon as possible. 

 
Professor Hanna thanked Dr. Carney for the report and adjourned the meeting at 4:30. 

 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


