TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY

College of Liberal Arts
Office of the Dean

September 8, 2008

MEMORANDUM

To: Department Heads and Interdi ci nary Directors
From: Charles A. Johnson, Dean 0

Subject: Interdisciplinary Joint Appointment Guidelines

After review by the Executive Council and a comment period for the past few weeks, I am
attaching a final copy of “Guidelines for Interdisciplinary Joint Appointments.” These
guidelines are intended for departments and interdisciplinary programs who participate as
partners in 50/50 joint appointments. You will recall that the guidelines were developed by the
members of the Joint Appointment Oversight Committee, which included two department heads,
an interdisciplinary director, a joint appointee, a faculty member, and assistant and associate
deans in the College of Liberal Arts.

These guidelines address aspects of joint appointments from planning and initiating a joint
search through annual faculty reviews. Upon the recommendation of the Oversight Committee, I
highly recommend that departments follow these guidelines as closely as possible. I should also
note that these guidelines also strike me as being applicable to many new faculty hires,
regardless of whether they are in departments only or involve interdisciplinary programs.

Please share these guidelines with your search committees, especially if they involve an
interdisciplinary search. Thank you for your consideration of the Guidelines and for following
through with the recommended processes they describe.

cc: Karan Watson
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Joint Appointment Oversight Committee: Guidelines for
Interdisciplinary Joint Appointments

Search Guidelines

The intent of this document is to provide flexible guidelines for 50-50 joint appointment
searches and hires, with the recognition that the structure of these searches and hires
will vary: department-department; department-program; program-program. In some
cases, “Questions to Consider” may be more appropriate than hard and fast
“Guidelines” that may not work in every case. Whatever their form, the underlying
premise of these “Guidelines/Questions” is: Clear, open, and frequent communication
between the directors of both units as early as possible in the process, and careful
advance planning, is the best way to ensure a successful collaborative search.

Deviation from these guidelines should be noted and explained in the initial request for
the joint appointment.

First Decisions and Meetings
I. Deciding to Request a Joint Appointment

A successful search process is shaped by shared communication and expectations
between the units involved. This shared communication should begin as a precondition
for drafting a request for a joint appointment with an interdisciplinary program.

When the decision is first made that a department and interdisciplinary program (IDP),
or two IDPs, are going to conduct a search, there should be a joint meeting in which
different options are discussed. It may be that one unit might be better equipped to
handle more of the responsibility in the search. However, in spite of this difference in
resources, budget, staff help and so forth, both units must be mindful of the percentage
of the appointments. Since the appointment is 50-50, the search process should not
privilege one unit over the other with regard to access to the candidates.

Before drafting a request for a joint appointment with an Interdisciplinary Program, the
head/director of each unit should consult with their respective faculties and consider
the following:

e Does a joint appointment meet the programmatic needs of both units?

o Are there courses available for the proposed joint appointee to teach in both
units?

o Are the research/creative activity outlets in which a successful candidate might
publish/work intelligible to both units? Are the faculty in both units willing to
give due consideration to research/creative achievements that are



interdisciplinary in nature? Are they willing to "count" publications and creative
activities that appear in venues outside of discipline-specific ones?

Do faculty in both units understand and agree on the needs and benefits of the
proposed position?

Do faculty in both units understand the nature of joint appointments generally
(i.e., that these are 50/50 appointments, that P&T and scheduling issues are
shared, that conventional search logistics may need to be reconfigured, that there
may be implications for both units’ staff time and workload, etc.)?

II. Drafting a Request for an Interdisciplinary Joint Appointment

The two unit heads should jointly draft the Request for an Interdisciplinary Joint
Appointment AFTER ensuring and demonstrating that there is both consensus about,
and an understanding of, the nature of such appointments generally, and the specific
appointment, in both units. In addition, important logistical issues should be discussed
as part of the position request.

The chair and composition of the search committee. Who will chair the search
committee? How many members from each unit will be on the committee?
NOTE: Units vary widely in the number of faculty involved. In some cases,
program faculty may have multiple demands on their time. It is important for
both units to understand this, and to ensure that there is a committee structure in
place to equitably accommodate input from both units.

A Draft Position Description can be constructed at this time. The description
should be based on the preliminary discussions recommended in I. above.

A plan for recruitment should be jointly developed. The plan should include
contacts in both units, especially in cases where there is not a clear subfield
standard, or clear overlap. Individuals within both units with recruitment
responsibilities should be clearly identified.

As part of the recruitment plan, a recruitment budget should be jointly
developed. This should include anticipated search expenses from beginning to
end; placement of print ads (where, timing, frequency, length, cost); candidate
interview procedures and protocols (search committee interviewing, on campus
and/ or conference interviewing, phone interviews, bringing final candidates to
campus, airfare, lodging and meals).

III. Joint Search Planning

Once permission to search is received, the heads/ directors of both units must jointly
decide the following:



o How will search costs be handled? Note: Resources and administrative
support staff vary widely between programs; in some cases, the Department
may be working with the College on division of resources for the search.

e  Who will track applicants, send the Self-Identification forms, and send final
letters? See note above.

o Where will files be kept so that they are easily accessible by committee
members and faculty in both programs?

The Search

Among the options for the search and hiring process, the following are particularly
important:

¢ How the position is conceptualized

e The composition of the Joint Search Committee

e Whether to interview applicants on campus, off campus (at national meetings,
for example), or a combination of locations

e How to report the results to the two faculties

¢ How to schedule interviews (who makes contact, what dates and where)

e Who will be present in the interviews

e What questions will be asked of the candidates to allow comparisons

e What happens after the interviews (e.g., are candidates invited to campus?
Offered positions?)

Joint Search Committees should plan carefully to maximize the resources.

I. The Joint Search Committee composition and procedures:

The Search committee should comprise equitable (although not necessarily equal
numbers) representation from both units. The committee should meet before beginning
any deliberations about specific candidates to establish the process rules for the
committee. Such rules, which should be written, will include how decisions about
drawing up a final list of candidates will be accomplished, how many candidates will
be chosen, interviewing, ranking and preferences, etc.

II. Making files available: Candidate files should be readily accessible by search
committee members and other members of both units. When feasible, this can be done
by creation of pdf files made available in a password-protected medium. If paper files
are involved, these should be located in a central place where everyone could access
them. The unit holding the files is encouraged to create pdf files for the files of the
finalists and make them available in a password-protected medium.

II1. Process of Initial Evaluation and Recommendation: Search committees may vary
on how they proceed in the ranking of candidates. The committee prepares a



recommended slate of candidates based upon the already established decision process.
This slate is presented to the faculties in both units. At this point, the departmental and
program procedures are followed.

IV. Search Certification:

The memo to CLLA requesting certification of the search comes from the
heads/ directors of both entities, or in some cases from the search committee chair(s) but
routed through both entities. Both will be supplying information (e.g., lists of contacts,
descriptions of entities” diversity efforts). The initial draft of the chart providing
information on applicants can be supplied by the staff member responsible for logging
applications, but any additional information (e.g., on candidates” ethnicities, if
available) may well come from both entities.

V. Off Campus Interviews (if applicable):

If a particular search will involve off campus interviews, there should be
discussion of who will be interviewing and how the interviews will be conducted.
Partnering units should be represented equitably (if not necessarily equally) among the
interviewers. Questions should be, to the extent possible, standardized and distributed
equitably among committee members. Other decisions concerning the attendance of
other faculty members, and whether and how offers will be extended are made jointly
by the units.

VI. On campus interviews (if applicable):

It is important that the two hiring units convey agreement and enthusiasm for the
joint appointment so that visiting candidates feel that they would be fully supported
should they be offered the position.

Prior to the campus interviews, indeed at the beginning of the search process, both
units need to acknowledge that one unit might be better equipped to handle more of the
responsibility in the search. However, in spite of this difference in resources, budget,
staff help and so forth, both units must be mindful of the percentage of the
appointments. Since the appointment is 50-50, then the search process, including
campus interviews, should not privilege one unit over the other with regard to access to
the candidates.

Typically the chair of the search committee calls the candidates to schedule on-
campus interviews. The chair should consult with both unit directors/heads and obtain
a range of dates for interviews. The interview schedule should take into account that
both unit directors/heads will need to meet with the candidates.

Individuals in charge of scheduling the visits need to be sure that the time spent
with both units is equitable. How this time is arranged will be up to the two units:
individual events and/or jointly sponsored events.



The units should consult with each other before the candidates come to campus, and
as early as possible in the search process, to determine how the responsibilities and
workload will be distributed. Special attention should be paid to not overburdening
one unit and excluding the other unit from the process.

Opportunity should be provided to the members of both units to meet with the
candidates, but again how this is done will be determined by the units involved in the
search: meals, drop-in meetings, etc.

Time should be allocated on the itinerary for the candidate to schedule his/her own
meetings, or to have meetings scheduled, with individuals/ programs/centers that are
not yet on the itinerary. A few examples of campus networks with whom candidates
might meet are the African American Professional Organization; the Gay, Lesbian,
Bisexual, and Transgender Professional Network; the International Faculty and Scholars
Network; the Mexican American / Latino Faculty Association; and the Women's
Faculty Network.

Ample opportunity should be provided for both units to give feedback about the
candidates.

VIL Decisions to Rank Candidates after an On Campus Interview: Typically, the
faculties of each unit meet independently to discuss and vote on the candidates
according to their respective procedures. In cases where a faculty member is both a
member of a department and an affiliated (voting) member of an IDP, s/he may cast a
vote within both bodies. The decisions are kept independent; the results of the vote are
not reported to the partnering entity until after both units have voted. In the event that
the votes are not identical it may be necessary for the heads/ directors of the two units
and the Joint Search Committee to meet and reconcile the votes.

VIIIL Request to Hire Memo: After the top candidate has been identified by both units
(see above), the request to hire is made jointly by the two heads/directors, who will be
consulting jointly with the dean’s office about the appropriate parameters for
negotiating (what may be offered in terms of salary, start-up funds, travel support, etc.).
By this time both heads/directors should already be clear on issues such as where the
new faculty member will be housed, which unit will be providing computer and
administrative support, and so on.

IX. Making the Offer: After approval from the dean to make the offer, the offer should
come jointly from the heads/ directors of the two units, typically via a conference call.
Logistically, it works best to designate one person as the contact person for
negotiations, but the other should be copied on all emails and present for any additional
telephone calls if these are scheduled. The negotiating member of the team should not
commit to aspects of the start-up package that affect both units (e.g., release time,






