MEMORANDUM

To: William Dutton, President, Academic Senate

From: Gregory A. Davis, Chair, Senate Academic Policies and Procedures Committee

Re: Committee Review and Analysis of "Senate Report on Sabbatical Policy"

Date:  February 2, 2001

Dear Bill:


Last semester you asked the Senate's Academic Policies and Procedures Committe to review the Senate white paper on USC sabbatical leave policy  

                     
<http://www.usc.edu/academe/acsen/about_senate/whitepapers/wp99_sabbatical.html> 

and to forward "a recommendation to the Executive Board in the form of a draft motion" on such policy "IF ... a policy change is called for." 


Our Committee has reviewed the white paper, with special attention to its "Summary of Recommendations."  The Committee's analysis of the white paper's six recommendations is given below (I).  That will be followed by a general statement on sabbatical leaves at USC (II), and a draft motion for consideration by the Executive Commitee (III). 

I.  Committee analysis of the white paper's "Summary of Recommendations" 

The white paper's six summary recommendations are presented verbatim as 1. to 6., followed by APP Committee comment.
1. We believe that if USC is to maintain and enhance its recognized excellence as a research university sabbatical leaves for faculty are an essential component of that effort.


APP Com. Comment:   The Committee agrees.

2. We recommend that efforts be made to provide more sabbatical leave options for clinical faculty. To the extent that the annual sabbatical funding pool is not used by tenured faculty, central funds should be available for these leaves. If this resource is exhausted, then such leaves should be the financial responsibility of the individual school or department. While this will not give clinical faculty the same "status" as full-time tenured faculty, it will go a long way toward recognizing the important role these individuals serve within the university. 

APP Com. Comment:   While endorsing the spirit of this recommendation, its current wording "To the extent that the annual sabbatical funding pool is not used by tenured faculty" seems  not  to adequately guarantee that tenured faculty will be given priority over clinical faculty in sabbatical leave funding.  This is because not all tenured faculty applications for sabbatical leave are approved.  We see no clear way to oversee this potential splitting of sabbatical leave funds between tenured and clinical faculty.

3. It is important that sabbatical time be used effectively to foster growth and development, and to  participate in activities that foster the development of the individual's career (APP Com italics). Engaging more intensely on one portion of a faculty member's work, be it research, performance, or even development of a new course, is what is important. Exactly what is done and accomplished is the responsibility of the individual who takes advantage of the sabbatical leave.

APP Com. Comment:  Omit italicized repetitive words.  See 4. below for a modified statement combining 3. and 4.

4. We believe that accountability can best be approached through careful analysis of the plans submitted in advance of the sabbatical.  Faculty research plans should be held to the highest standards of research, and only approved if they meet those standards.  (APP Com italics) Accountability can then be assessed in terms of the success each individual has in meeting the goals they establish for themselves. 

APP Com. Comment:  The narrow research-oriented wording of this recommendation appears to the Committee to be at odds with the wording of recommendation 3. with its broader description of the diversity of goals of sabbatical leave programs.  We believe that the research emphasis in 4. (see italicized wording) is too strong and not in the interests of faculty who seek leaves for other laudible goals.  We endorse the broader AAUP statement of principles on sabbatical leaves (see p. 1 of Senate white paper) that the main purpose of such leaves "is to provide opportunity for continued professional growth and new, or renewed, intellectual achievement through study, research, writing, and travel."

APP Com. Recommendation: rewrite and combine white paper recommendations 3. and 4. as follows:  


3.  It is important that sabbatical time be used effectively to participate in activities that foster both the development of the individual's career and the University's academic standing. Engaging more intensely on one portion of a faculty member's work, be it research, performance, or even development of a new course, is what is important.  Exactly what is done and accomplished is the responsibility of the individual who takes advantage of the sabbatical leave.  We believe that accountability can best be approached through careful analysis of the plans submitted in advance of the sabbatical.  Accountability can then be assessed in terms of documenting the success that the leave taker has had in meeting the goals he/she established in the sabbatical leave plan. 

5. We recommend that the University develop procedures to allow junior tenure track faculty to take a sabbatical leave during their third or fourth year of service to facilitate their development and research agenda. Should they take advantage of this program, we believe they should not be eligible for a second sabbatical leave until their fourteenth year. Thus early sabbaticals would be treated as a "loan" rather than an adjustment of the sabbatical clock. 

APP Com. comment:  Renumber as recommendation 4.  This recommendation seems unduly harsh in that junior tenure track sabbaticals could not be followed by a tenured position sabbatical until the 14th year of service — up to 10 or 11 years after the junior sabbatical leave.  In marked and enlightened contract to this recommendation, the School of Letters, Arts, and Sciences offers junior tenure-track professors the possibility of special one semester, fully paid leaves of absence that are not considered mini-sabbaticals and do not set back the sabbatical clock.  This is a more enlightened and faculty-favorable policy, which the Committee would like to recommend to the University for USC-wide adoption.   The LAS policy was initiated in July of 1988 and can be found at:



<http://www.usc.edu/dept/LAS/Faculty/temp/200.70.1.htm>

6.  We recommend that the University increase the pay for year-long sabbaticals to 2/3 of an individual's salary. We believe this would encourage more faculty to take longer leaves, providing them more opportunity to advance learning and the academic excellence of USC. 

APP Com. Comment:  Renumber as recommendation 5.  The Committee strongly affirms this recommendation.  USC aspires to be a "top ten" private University.  To attract outstanding new faculty members, and to retain oustanding current faculty members, USC must not simply match the benefits afforded to faculty of the top ten universities, but exceed them in meaningful ways.  Increasing year-long sabbatical leave funding to 2/3's annual salary would be a groundbreaking symbol of USC's support of its faculty, and for financial reasons would enable many more faculty to take 2 semester leaves rather than a single semester.  

We note that several institutions, some with higher academic standing than USC (and some with lower), already offer more favorable sabbatical leaves support levels than does USC. The University of Utah and Utah State University offer full year sabbaticals at 80% of salary.  NYU and the University of Chicago offer one academic year at 75% pay.  Columbia University has programs that allow some faculty to take one semester at 100% salary, and a second semester at 50%.  UC Santa Cruz, the University of Washington, Bryn Mawr (on special occasions) and UNLV all offer full year sabbaticals @ 66.7% of annual salary.   Why should USC do less?

II.   APP Committee statement to the Executive Board


The Committee is in unanimous agreement that the University should continue to recognize and encourage the diversity of sabbatical leave activities.  While at times endorsing such diversity, the Senate white paper seems to tilt somewhat to emphasizing research objectives for sabbatical leaves in contrast to leaves with other objectives (such as those proposed by Zahorski [1994; white paper page 3], including promoting course and curriculum development; enhancing artistic performance, creative growth, and/or teaching improvement; extended travel for study purposes in one's discipline could also be a valid objective).  We do not believe that USC's self-recognition as a research university should limit or cast in a negative light, non-research oriented sabbatical leave requests.


In President Dutton's charge to the Committee to review the Senate white paper he implies that a successful University-wide policy of approving sabbatical leaves might be one that 

"tries to use sabbatical monies to leverage and encourage sabbaticals that have the highest promise, such as a Fulbright grant. which might involve international travel and lodging expenses that would be financially infeasible without support from USC.  The right priorities  (APP Com. italics) could encourage more applications for and more acceptances of Fulbright and other prestigious awards, which would benefit the research and interantional aims of the university as a whole."

The Committee is wary about these statements if they are meant to convey the idea that sabbatical leave requests unaccompanied by supplementary funding through "prestigious" external awards be assigned low (or lower) priorities for funding.  All faculty members who submit sabbatical leave requests should be encouraged to seek supplemental funding — funding that may enable activities  or leave periods beyond what USC's financial support allows, but the Committee does not believe that the application for such funds should be either mandatory or requisite for sabbatical leave approval.  This may not have been what President Dutton meant by his wording to the APP Committee.

III.  APP Commitee draft motion to the Senate Executive Committee on "Sabbatical Leave Policy"


The Academic Policies and Procedures Committee of the USC Academic Senate proposes that the "Recommendations" of the Senate's white paper on Sabbatical Policy be largely adopted, but with several significant changes as described below.  


We propose that the Senate endorse existing University policy for the granting of sabbatical leaves for tenured faculty members (cf. Faculty Handbook and supplemental memoranda by Provost Armstrong to Academic Deans, Dec. 16, 1998), but with one significant modification, i.e. that USC increase the pay for year-long sabbatical leaves to 67% of an individual's salary (in contrast to the present 50% subsidy). 


We do not support the white paper's recommendation of third or fourth year sabbatical leaves for junior tenure track faculty that defer a second sabbatical leave to the fourteenth year of service.  Rather, we propose that USC enact a University-wide policy of granting special one semester, fully paid leaves of absence to junior tenure-track faculty.  Such non-automatic leaves, introduced by the College of Letters, Arts, and Sciences in 1988, are considered full-service leaves, not mini-sabbaticals.  As such, they do not set back the sabbatical clock. 


We endorse the white paper recommendation that clinical faculty members be eligible for non-automatic sabbatical leaves, but believe that effective safeguards are needed to insure that tenured faculty members receive first priority for leave funding from the annual sabbatical leave funding pool.  If funds from this pool are exhausted by tenure-track requests, the financial responsibility for clinical faculty leaves rests with the clinical faculty member's school or department.


Finally, we propose that the University encourage sabbatical leave applicants to seek external supplemental funding for their leaves through such means as research grants, Fulbright, Guggenheim, and other special awards.  However, we propose that the University affirm the principle that applying for such external support is neither a requirement for receiving a sabbatical leave nor a factor establishing a higher priority in its granting of sabbatical leave requests.


Respectfully submitted in unanimity by the Academic Policies and Procedures Committee:



Frank Mason, Librarianship, Health Affairs, HSC



Massoud Pirbazari, Civil Engineering, Environmental Engineering Program



Mario Saltarelli, Spanish, Italian, and Linguistics, LAS



Ruth Zemke, Occupational Therapy, Independent Health Professions, HSC



Gregory Davis, Earth Sciences, LAS, Chair

