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Introduc�on   
    
The   Interdisciplinary   Educa�on   Ad   Hoc   (IEAH)   Commi�ee   was   convened   by   Academic   Senate   Chair   
Michael   Meranze   in   March   2020   to   address   current   and   future   challenges   facing   interdisciplinary   
educa�on   at   UCLA.   The   establishment   of   this   commi�ee   was   prompted,   in   part,   by   significant   changes   in   
state   financial   support   and   a   new   campus   budget   model.   
    
The   commi�ee   membership   included   faculty   from   interdisciplinary   programs   across   campus.   The   
commi�ee   held   nine   mee�ngs   and   met   with   wide-ranging   representa�ves   from   campus   administra�on   
and   interdisciplinary   programs.   Guests   included:   

  
Chris   Erickson,   Senior   Associate   Vice   Provost   and   Director,   Interna�onal   Ins�tute   
Cindy   Fan,   Vice   Provost,   Interna�onal   Studies   and   Global   Engagement   
Anthony   Friscia,   Director,   UCLA   Cluster   Programs   
Miguel   Garcia-Garibay,   Dean,   Physical   Sciences   
Gregg   Goldman,   Vice   Chancellor   and   Chief   Financial   Officer   
Leigh   Harris,   Director   of   Curricular   Ini�a�ves,   Undergraduate   Educa�on   Ini�a�ves   
Darnell   Hunt,   Dean,   Social   Sciences   
Tracy   Johnson,   Dean,   Life   Sciences   
Brian   Kite,   Interim   Dean,   School   of   Theater,   Film   and   Television   
Hannah   Landecker,   Director,   Ins�tute   for   Society   and   Gene�cs   
Kelsey   Mar�n,   Dean,   School   of   Medicine   
Gregory   Payne,   Director,   Graduate   Programs   in   Bioscience   
Jeff   Roth,   Associate   Vice   Chancellor,   Academic   Planning   and   Budget   
David   Schaberg,   Dean,   Humani�es   
Eileen   Strempel,   Dean,   School   of   Music   
Ron   Sugano,   Assistant   Vice   Provost   and   CFO/CAO,   Interna�onal   Ins�tute   
Brooke   Wilkinson,   Director   of   Academic   Ini�a�ves,   Undergraduate   Educa�on   Ini�a�ves   
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Summary   
    
The   Interdisciplinary   Educa�on   Ad   Hoc   (IEAH)   Commi�ee   is   at   least   the   sixth   commi�ee   established   over   
the   last   44   years   with   the   charge   of   iden�fying   and   addressing   the   challenges   faced   by   interdisciplinary   
educa�on   programs   at   UCLA.   The   most   recent   report   of   the   Senate   Task-force   on   interdisciplinary   
programs   (2007)   iden�fied   the   following   key   challenges:   

   1.   Lack   of   support   funds   
2.   Lack   of   stable   faculty   
3.   Inability   to   secure   and   plan   teaching   even   one   year   in   advance   
4.   Inability   to   conduct   long-range   planning   for   the   intellectual   development   of   the   
interdisciplinary   program   because   there   are   o�en   no   secure   faculty   lines   
5.   The   course   buy-out   model   makes   interdisciplinary   programs   too   expensive   
6.   Lines   of   administra�ve   authority   and   financial   responsibility   are   o�en   confusing   (which   Dean   is   
in   charge   if   the   interdisciplinary   program   includes   faculty   from   several   divisions   or   from   two   or   
three   different   schools)   
7.   Lack   of   space   for   interdisciplinary   program   faculty   and   students   to   interact   

    
The   IEAHC   was   dismayed   to   find   that   these   problems   persist   to   varying   degrees,   depending   on   the   
program.   However,   the   commi�ee   found   that   the   new   budget   model,   whereby   resource   alloca�on   has   
an   ac�vity-based   component   (ex:   teaching   and   research)   and   a   priori�es-based   component   gives   the   
university   a   unique   opportunity   to   implement   las�ng   changes   in   support   of   interdisciplinary   teaching,   
learning,   and   service.   Unfortunately,   the   model   also   has   the   poten�al   to   leave   interdisciplinary   programs   
vulnerable   to   funding   shortages.     

Interdisciplinary   educa�on   at   UCLA   has   a   strong   history   of   providing   intellectual   vibrancy   and   innova�on.   
Programs   developed   around   interdisciplinary   educa�on   provide   opportuni�es   for   new   collabora�ons   
and   new   programs   that   s�mulate   faculty   and   students.   On   many   occasions,   these   interac�ons   have   
resulted   in   new   undergraduate   and   graduate   programs,   centers   for   interdisciplinary   instruc�on   (CIIs)   and   
even   new   departments.   This   commi�ee   was   impressed   �me   and   �me   again   in   its   mee�ngs   with   various   
Deans   regarding   both   the   history   of   interdisciplinary   studies,   as   well   as   current   ac�vi�es   and   ini�a�ves   
across   departments   and   across   schools.   These   programs   are   o�en   ini�ated   by   highly   mo�vated   faculty,   
wishing   to   bring   new   interac�ons   that   are   only   possible   when   tradi�onal   departmental   and   
school/college   boundaries   are   crossed   to   create   offerings   that   students   find   compelling .   
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Commi�ee   Findings   
    
Interdisciplinary   Structures   

  
There   are   currently   13   graduate   IDPs   (excluding   Biosciences)   distributed   as   follows:   Humani�es   (1),   
Interna�onal   Ins�tute   (3),   Life   Sciences   (3),   School   of   Medicine   (2),   Public   Health   (1),   Social   Sciences   (3).   
The   Graduate   Program   in   Biosciences   has   7   IDPs.   These   Bioscience   programs   draw   extensively   on   faculty   
in   both   Life   Sciences   and   the   School   of   Medicine.   There   are   10   undergraduate   IDPs   as   follows:   
Humani�es   (1),   Interna�onal   Ins�tute   (3),   Life   Sciences   (2),   Music   (1),   Physical   Sciences   (1),   Social   
Sciences   (2).   There   are   two   Centers   for   Interdisciplinary   Instruc�on   (CIIs),   the   Ins�tute   for   Society   and   
Gene�cs   and   the   Ins�tute   for   the   Environment   and   Sustainability.   There   are   also   currently   15   Free   
Standing   Minors   (FSMs)   as   follows:   Center   for   Community   Learning   (1),   Humani�es   (5),   Interna�onal   
Ins�tute   (2),   Music   (1),   Life   Sciences   (1),   Physical   Sciences   (1),   Public   Affairs   (2),   Public   Health   (1),   School  
of   Arts   and   Architecture   (1).   
    
The   commi�ee   conducted   an   extensive   assessment   of   63   Academic   Senate   8-Year   Program   Reviews   for   
interdisciplinary   programs   and   units   and   iden�fied   two   themes   that   were   common   to   these   reviews:   

1. Lack   of   long-term   funding   commitments   makes   planning   difficult   from   year   to   year.   
2. Free-Standing   Minors   cri�cally   suffer   from   a   lack   of   staff   support,   sufficient   space   alloca�ons,   

and   dedicated   faculty.   
  

Mee�ngs   with   administrators   and   faculty   revealed   a   set   of   posi�ve   experiences,   including   exci�ng   
scholarship   and   external   recogni�on/pres�ge,   and   a   set   of   consistent   concerns,   which   echoed   the   
findings   of   previous   reviews.   Interdisciplinary   units   find   it   par�cularly   challenging   to   thrive   in   the   face   of   
unstable   funding   sources;   lack   of   space   in   which   to   meet   and   build   community;   and   a   lack   of   support   
staff   to   handle   the   vast,   �me-consuming   administra�ve   tasks   required.     

  
The   history   of   instability   for   these   programs   is   especially   prevalent   when   the   program’s   faculty   are   drawn   
from   different   units.   In   the   cases   the   commi�ee   discussed,   the   resources   for   summer   teaching,   for   
example,   were   granted   to   the   faculty   member’s   home   department,   thereby   depriving   the   IDP   or   
Free-Standing   Minor   from   cri�cal   revenue   sources.   Without   stability,   it   is   hard   to   predict   the   need   for   
course   offerings   and   the   number   of   instructors,   which   yields   addi�onal   stress   to   faculty   as   well   as   
addi�onal   stress   to   students   who   cannot   always   access   the   courses   they   need   to   fulfill   degree   
requirements.   

  
It   is   important   to   note   that   despite   these   challenges,   every   faculty   member   and   administrator   the   
commi�ee   spoke   with   was   highly   suppor�ve   of   interdisciplinary   educa�on.   They   expressed   sheer   delight   
at   the   intellectual   community   and   academic   innova�on   that   is   made   possible   when   their   programs   run   
well.   Many   of   them   con�nue   to   pursue   interdisciplinary   teaching   and   service   despite   severe   bureaucra�c   
and   financial   challenges.   The   commi�ee   recognizes   the   crucial   value   of   this   work   for   the   mission   of   a   
public   university   and   we   ask   that   the   Administra�on   priori�ze   such   interdisciplinary   endeavors.   
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Strategic   U�liza�on   of   Interdisciplinary   Structures   

  
The   commi�ee’s   thorough   review   made   it   clear   that   interdisciplinary   programs   are   vitally   important   
intellectual   resources   on   campus.   They   are   the   home   to   some   of   the   most   innova�ve   teaching   and   
research   happening   at   UCLA.   Intellectually,   educa�onally,   and   academically,   these   successful   programs   
offer   faculty   and   students   opportuni�es   to   research,   teach,   and   learn   crea�vely.   
    
It   appears   that   the   new   ac�vity-based   budget   is   likely   to   leave   interdisciplinary   programs   threatened   by   
revenue   shortages   which   will   impair   stability   and   growth.   This   is   of   par�cular   concern   for   IDPs   and   
free-standing   minors   (FSMs)   that   do   not   have   a   documented   and   sustainable   source   of   funding.   A   likely   
scenario   is   that   these   programs   will   be   impaired   in   capturing   resources   within   the   new   budget   model.    

  
Characteris�cs   of   Successful   Interdisciplinary   Units   

  
Among   the   key   a�ributes   of   a   successful   interdisciplinary   unit,   the   most   important   is   funding.   Without   
dedicated   funding   streams,   UCLA   risks   almost   random   survival   of   interdisciplinary   units.   Survival   without   
dependable   funding   streams   falls   to   commi�ed   but   largely   uncompensated   faculty,   suppor�ve   (or   
unsuppor�ve)   whims   of   colleges,   schools   or   departments,   word-of-mouth   interest   (or   
misunderstandings)   among   students,   and   a   patchwork   of   inconsistent   and   unpredictable   curricular   
ac�vi�es.   With   the   new   budget   model   implementa�on,   the   �me   is   ideal   to   restructure   how   to   provide   
dependable   financial   resources   to   not   only   indicate   that   interdisciplinarity   is   here   to   stay   in   mul�ple   
dimensions   and   forms   but   also   to   grow   and   evolve   such   en��es.   As   was   described   to   the    ad   hoc   
commi�ee,   the   current   budget   model   has   resulted   in   modest   support   of   interdisciplinary   programs   (not   
quite   zero,   but   reasonably   close)   in   recent   years.   Under   the   new   model,   there   is   room   for   specific   
iden�fica�on   of   mechanisms   for   support   –either   at   the   EVC   discre�onary   level   or   to   provide   specific   
incen�ves   and   metrics   at   the   departmental   level.     

  
Interdisciplinary   scholarship   promises   to   be   the   future   of   learning   and   innova�on.   The   new   budget   
model   can   incen�vize   interdisciplinary   units   unlinked   with   a   (or   any)   department,   school   or   college.   The   
ever-increasing   rise   in   students   pursuing   more   than   one   major   with   one   or   more   minor(s)   demonstrates   
the   demand   for   interdisciplinary   learning.   Calls   for   interdisciplinary   proposals   at   local,   state,   and   federal   
levels   con�nue   to   emerge   and   some   even   require   such   diverse   collabora�on.   The   commi�ee   was   
impressed   with   the   history   of   interdisciplinary   studies   (that   created   innova�ve   programs,   some   of   which   
evolved   into   departments)   as   well   as   current   ac�vi�es   across   departments   and   across   schools.     

  
The   second   key   a�ribute   of   a   successful   interdisciplinary   program   is   a   highly   mo�vated   faculty,   wishing   
to   bring   new   interac�ons   that   are   only   possible   when   tradi�onal   departmental   and   school/college   
boundaries   are   crossed   to   create   offerings   that   students   find   compelling.   Even   here,   however,   it   is   
funding   that   will   sustain   these   efforts   and   allow   them   to   develop   into   programs.   UCLA   needs   to   reflect   
this   strong   demand   for   interdisciplinary   units   with   a   formal   funding   structure   and   other   components   that   
originated   in   academia   for   strictly   disciplinary   en��es.     
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It’s   �me   to   restructure   the   very   basis   for   teaching   and   knowledge   development   at   universi�es   to   
embrace   interdisciplinary   units   as   the   core   instead   of   as   add-ons.   

  
The   third   commonality   of   successful   interdisciplinary   programs   is   the   crea�ve   use   of   academic   and   staff   
personnel   opportuni�es   and   administra�ve   structures.   Examples   such   as   term   chairs   in   the   Food   Studies   
Minor   allow   key   faculty   to   buy-out   courses   from   their   home   departments   to   develop   and   teach   courses   
in   the   interdisciplinary   program.   Shared   staff   and   admissions   func�ons   in   the   Graduate   Programs   in   
Biosciences   and   the   Interna�onal   Ins�tute   create   cost   savings.   Shared   staff   also,   cri�cally,   develop   
exper�se   in   the   nuances   of   administering   and   suppor�ng   interdisciplinary   units.   In   all   cases,   the  
importance   of   having   documenta�on   of   financial   and   administra�ve   commitments,   including   revenue   for   
teaching,   space,   and   administra�ve   support   is   cri�cal.   Interdisciplinary   units   lend   themselves   to   more   
chaos   than   tradi�onal   academic   disciplines,   because,   by   defini�on,   they   do   not   have   “departmental”   
opera�ons.   Thus,   administra�ve   flexibility   is   of   the   essence.   Administra�ve   flexibility   pertains   to   the   
alloca�on   of   space   and   staff   as   well   as   to   their   daily   func�oning.   Successful   units   have   these   alloca�ons   
tailored   to   the   specific   interdisciplinary   units’   needs,   and   are   clearly   delineated.   Some   may   need   to   
physically   co-exist   in   the   same   space   for   op�mal   teaching   and   research.   Others   may   do   fine   with   being   
geographically   dispersed.   Interdisciplinary   units   with   successful   staff   support   develop   bou�que   training   
to   balance   the   differences   in   how   disciplinary   and   interdisciplinary   units   operate.   The   development   of   
common   interdisciplinary   staff   resources   would   benefit   both   interdisciplinary   units,   and   the   departments   
they   interface   with.   Such   staffs’   skills   will   transcend   curricula,   research,   and   promo�on   of   faculty.   The   
cul�va�on   of   an   interdisciplinary   staff   will   support   the   professional   development   of   the   staff,   efficiency   
of   interdisciplinary   programs,   recogni�on   of   interdisciplinary   service,   and   fiscal   responsibility   of   
university   resources.   

  
Fourth,   successful   interdisciplinary   programs   foster   strong,   sustaining   partnerships   with   deans   and   
departments.   Successful   programs   have   had   access   to   course   release   resources,   and   fostered   strong   
partnerships   with   faculty   home   departments   to   approve   course   releases.   Deans   are   o�en   suppor�ve   of   
interdisciplinary   scholarship,   but   face   administra�ve   barriers.   UCLA   needs   to   lead   in   developing   protocols   
and   models   for   incen�vizing   interdisciplinary   teaching   and   research   as   well   as   establish   a   minimal   
funding   base   on   par   with   other   established   units   on   campus   including   departments,   schools,   and   
colleges.   Historically,   engaging   with   interdisciplinary   units   could   be   viewed   as   dilu�ng   the   effec�veness   
of   the   departmental   mission.   However,   as   research   becomes   an   ever-more   interdisciplinary   and   
collabora�ve   enterprise,   departments   that   contribute   to   such   efforts   may   reap   rewards   in   terms   of:   

1. faculty   sa�sfac�on   in   connec�ng   with   students   that   may   not   otherwise   be   in   their   ‘siloed’   
classroom;   

2. fer�liza�on   of   cross-disciplinary   research   leading   to   collabora�ve   research   proposals,   training   
grants   etc.;   

3. recogni�on   as   contribu�ng   to   interdisciplinary   work   at   the   intellectual   forefront   during   review   
processes.   

Successful   interdisciplinary   programs   partner   with   departments   that   recognize   these   clear   benefits.   
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Development   of   New   Interdisciplinary   Programs   
  

Guidelines   for   minimum   resourcing   should   be   developed   for   each   type   of   program.   These   standard   
resources   should   be   flexible   in   accommoda�ng   the   needs   of   the   various   interdisciplinary   programs.   Each   
will   have   common   elements   iden�fied   above:   students,   staff,   faculty,   space,   administra�ve   and   financial   
aspects.   Each   may   require   differing   levels   of   commitment   and   support   for   the   various   categories.   For   
example,   all   programs   will   need   substan�al   staff   support   for   administra�on   of   the   program.   Some   
programs   will   need   to   have   a   formal   admissions   process   while   others   will   have   to   coordinate   students   
pursuing   the   program   requirements   (e.g.   Graduate   IDPs   may   have   their   own   admissions   process,   while   
FSMs   may   have   undergraduate   students   pe��on   to   join   their   FSM   program).   Each   interdisciplinary   unit   
needs   at   least   one   staff   member   designated   as   the   formal   liaison   with   the   disciplinary   units   and   who   
oversees   their   rela�ons,   complementarity,   and   resource   sharing   when   applicable.   

  
Interdisciplinary   programs   appear   in   many   different   configura�ons   with   varying   degrees   of   formality.   
New   combina�ons   will   likely   emerge.   Like   with   administra�on   and   space,   flexibility   is   required   but   so   is   a   
common   core   of   guidelines   on   the   establishment   and   review   of   them.   These   guidelines   will   be   dynamic   
and   need   to   con�nually   adapt   to   new   structures   and   demands.   New   interdisciplinary   units   may   not   only   
develop   but   also   combine,   in   part   or   whole,   with   other   disciplinary   and   interdisciplinary   units.   As   such,   
the   crea�on   and   review   of   them   will   require   a   greater   frequency,   most   likely,   and   be   shorter   than   the   
established   8-year   reviews   of   academic   units.   More   frequent   reviews   are   intended   to   provide   the   
programs   with   more   frequent   opportuni�es   for   advocacy   with   the   administra�on   and   to   ensure   that   the   
programs   remain   healthy.   It   is   not   the   inten�on   to   overburden   interdisciplinary   units   with   academic   
program   reviews,   and   if   the   other   recommenda�ons   in   this   report   are   implemented   successfully   then   
more   frequent   reviews   may   cease   to   be   necessary.   

  
Although   informa�on   exists   on   defining   and   characterizing   exis�ng   interdisciplinary   units   at   UCLA,   it   
presents   as   unwieldy.   One   idea   is   to   create   more   of   a   visual   topology   in   which   the   specific   types   of   
interdisciplinary   units   appear   in   rela�on   to   one   another.   Such   topologies   may   appear   in   different   forms   
with   one   illustra�ng   the   different   types   of   interdisciplinary   units   and   their   required   resources   and   others   
illustra�ng   their   enrollment   sizes.   For   example,   if   an   interdisciplinary   unit   emerged   from   another   
interdisciplinary   unit,   the   topology   can   reflect   their   rela�onship   as   well   as   reveal   what   resources   were   
extended   or   duplicated,   if   at   all,   in   this   evolu�on.   Moreover,   given   the   dynamic   nature   of   
interdisciplinary   units   described   above,   preconceived,   possible   paths   of   their   evolu�on   should   be   
outlined.   Descrip�on   of   these   pathways   would   be   accompanied   by   descrip�ons   of   what   would   be   
required   to   move   from   one   state   (e.g.   IDP)   to   another   (e.g   department)   with   an   emphasis   on   providing   
guidance   as   to   what   resources   would   be   required   (again,   financial,   space,   etc.)   for   the   transi�on   from   
one   type   to   another   and   what   the   process   would   be   for   that   transi�on   (academic   senate   review,   etc.).   
Proposals   for   new   interdisciplinary   programs   and   units   must   sufficiently   address:   

A. Student   issues,   such   as:   
a. How   students   are   recruited   into   the   program.   
b. How   they   enter   the   program   (e.g.   through   a   formal   admissions   process   or   through   some   

other   mechanism   such   as   pe��oning   the   program,   etc.).   
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c. Curriculum   requirements   including   minimum   course   hours,   any   required   courses,   
possible   elec�ves   to   meet   requirements,   etc.   

d. Other   items   needed   to   fulfil   program   requirements   (e.g.   undergraduate   Capstone   
projects   or   graduate   program   requirements   such   as   qualifying   exams,   advancement   to   
candidacy,   disserta�on   requirements,   final   oral   exams,   etc.).   

e. Financial   support   of   students,   which   may   range   from   modest   support   for   lab   fees   for   
Capstone   projects   to   full   support   for   tui�on,   fees   and   s�pends   for   graduate   students.   

f. How   students   will   be   advised,   guided,   mentored   in   the   program   to   meet   program   
requirements   (from   faculty   and   staff).   

B. Staff   issues,   such   as:   
a. Iden�fica�on   of   tasks   needing   staff   support   for   the   program   (admissions,   student   

advising,   arranging   instruc�on,   tracking   numbers   of   students   in   the   program,   
gradua�ons,   subsequent   posi�ons,   etc.)   

b. Number   of   staff   FTE   required   to   carry   out   administra�ve   work   for   program   
c. Staff   training   required   to   support   the   program   (how   to   support   an   FSM   or   IDP),   and   how   

this   training   will   differ   from   departmental   staff   straining.   
d. Financial   support   for   staff   including   iden�fica�on   and   clear   ar�cula�on   of   resources.   

C. Faculty   issues,   such   as:   
a. Recruitment   and   establishment   of   faculty   iden�fied   with   the   program   (formal   affilia�on,   

formal   vo�ng   processes   for   faculty   to   par�cipate   in   the   program,   etc.).   
b. Iden�fica�on   of   faculty   to   teach   various   courses   (and/or   if   there   are   minimum   teaching   

or   other   requirements   –   such   as   student   mentoring   or   supervision   -   for   par�cipa�on   in   
the   program).   

c. Address   issues   regarding   teaching   credit   and   how   it   will   be   recognized   (especially   for   
mul�-listed   courses)   between   home   department   and   interdisciplinary   program   and   
ar�culate   agreements   made.   

d. Iden�fy   if   there   are   any   financial   resources   for   faculty   par�cipa�ng   in   the   program   (All   
interdisciplinary   programs   should   have   ar�culated   faculty   resources   available).   

D. Space   
a. Iden�fica�on   of   space   requirements   including:   

i. Space   needed   for   instruc�on   
ii. Space   needed   for   research   

iii. Space   needed   for   staff   
iv. Space   needed   for   faculty   and   students   
v. Iden�fica�on   of   available   space   for   program   to   use   (if   known)   

E. Program   Administra�on   
a. This   should   iden�fy   how   the   program   will   be   administered   such   as:   

i. By   a   program   director   –how   that   person   will   be   appointed   and   what   their   
responsibili�es   are.  

ii. The   Commi�ee   to   Administer   the   IDP,   its   composi�on,   and   areas   within   its   
purview.   

iii. How   the   program   will   interact   with   related   departments,   school(s)   or   college(s)   
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b. How   the   program   will   carry   out   its   various   func�ons   including:   
i. Recruitment   and   admissions   of   students   

ii. Recruitment   and   par�cipa�on   of   faculty  
iii. Curricular   decisions   (e.g.   via   a   curriculum   commi�ee)   
iv. Student   advising   and   mentoring   
v. Equity,   Diversity   and   Inclusion   ac�vi�es   

F. Financial   Resources   
a. Iden�fy   financial   needs   such   as   support   for   staff,   students,   faculty,   space   and   other   

unique   requirements.   
b. Iden�fy   sources   of   support   to   meet   these   needs   –   as   men�oned   above,   this   is   

fundamental   to   the   sustained   success   of   any   interdepartmental   program.   
i. Suppor�ng   departments   

ii. Philanthropic   if   available   
iii. Training   grants   
iv. Graduate   Division   funds   
v. Alloca�ons   from   Funds   Flow   directly   to   the   interdisciplinary   program   (from   EVC)   

    
Key   Challenges   for   Interdisciplinary   Units   

  
Financial:     
Interdisciplinary   Majors   and   Minors   are   ‘free-floa�ng,’   yet   campus-endorsed,   educa�onal   en��es.   The   
revenue   generated   through   fees   and   tui�on   go   to   home   departments   of   faculty.   Most   IDPs   need   to   
nego�ate   for   money   and   faculty   �me   with   department   chairs.   There   is   no   incen�ve   beyond   goodwill   for   
IDP   chairs   to   reach   across   boundaries   and   engage   faculty   in   more   siloed   environments   (Anderson,   David  
Geffen   School   of   Medicine,   etc.),   par�cularly   at   the   undergraduate   level.   This   poses   a   challenge   
especially   for   entry-level   courses   that   might   be   less   ‘fun’   and   a   lot   more   work   to   develop   than   presen�ng   
lectures   that   are   at   the   center   of   interest   of   a   par�cular   faculty.   
    
Procedural:   
There   are   no   direc�ons   available   that   would   guide   faculty   and   administrators   in   crea�ng   each   type   of   
interdisciplinary   endeavor.   Currently,   much   �me   and   energy   is   wasted   on   re-discovering   approaches,   
procedures   and   rules.   Providing   a   path   for   the   ini�al   crea�on   of   an   interdisciplinary   unit   and   benchmarks   
for   moving   ‘up   the   ladder’   from   smaller   units   to   larger   levels   of   organiza�on   would   be   highly   beneficial   in   
helping   to   remove   these   barriers.     

  
Conclusions   

  
At   UCLA   as   with   other   UCs,   faculty   control   the   curriculum.   Different   disciplinary   faculty   already   co-exist   
in   singular   disciplinary   departments,   schools   and   colleges,   and   the   university   curriculum   should   and   does   
reflect   these   interdisciplinary   structures.   Yet,   interdisciplinary   faculty   remain   a   small   percentage   of   
faculty.   Interdisciplinary   faculty   struggle   to   teach   discipline-specific   courses   that   are   not   from   their   own   
discipline.   Clear   policies   and   protocols   need   to   guide   both   faculty   and   the   broader   academic   structures   in   
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making   interdisciplinarity   an   integral   and   not   supplemental   part   of   UCLA’s   core   teaching   and   research.   To   
accomplish   integra�ng   interdisciplinary   units   formally,   all   need   to   have   at   least   par�al   FTEs   allocated,   
encouraged   teaching   �me   from   across   campus   en��es,   and   changes   to   the   promo�on   and   advancement   
process   to   promote   and   recognize   interdisciplinary   teaching.   Such   incen�ves   to   teach   need   to   be   at   least   
equivalent   to   current   incen�ves   to   do   interdisciplinary   research.   In   fact,   aside   from   space   granted   to   
original   academic   units   such   as   departments,   schools,   and   colleges   for   both   research   and   teaching,   
interdisciplinary   units   need   to   have   their   own   space   for   teaching.   

  
Rather   than   looking   backward   at   how   such   programs   were/are   currently   funded   (which   seems   to   vary   
depending   on   how/when   each   unit   was   ini�ally   instan�ated),   the   commi�ee   recommends   that   the   
university   look   forward   with   an   eye   to   the   new   budget   model.   Revenue   streams   ought   to   track   not   just   
the   department   from   which   the   faculty   teach,   but   also   the   interdisciplinary   unit,   either   as   a   fixed   amount   
as   a   func�on   of   each   student’s   tui�on,   or   a   ra�o   between   the   interdisciplinary   unit   and   the   home   
department.     

  
Centers   for   Interdisciplinary   Instruc�on   (CIIs)   seem   to   present   a   logical   approach   to   addressing   the   issues   
faced   by   many   interdisciplinary   units.   Incen�vizing   �me   commitment   to   interdisciplinary   enterprises   
could   come   through   the   forma�on   of   organiza�onal   units   such   as   CIIs   in   which   contribu�ons   are   
formalized/recognized.   The   Center   for   Society   and   Gene�cs   serves   as   an   example.   Formalized   CIIs   can   be   
used   to   ‘set   the   tone’   and   ‘provide   the   mee�ng   room’   for   bridging   such   cultures.   CIIs   can   ‘legi�mize’   
requests   for   interdisciplinary   instruc�on,   e.g.   across   divisions.   For   example,   why   would   a   professor   in   the   
Business   School   agree   to   teach   a   Biology   course?   If   the   request   comes   from   a   recognized   
interdisciplinary   center   and   ‘thought   leader,’   it   can   carry   more   weight   and   promises   a   greater   sense   of   
recogni�on.   Further,   interdisciplinary   work   cuts   across   divisions   and   schools   that   have   different   staffing   
and   compensa�on   requirements.   Again,   CIIs   can   address   some   of   these   issues   by   providing   a   core   of   
dedicated   staff   and   faculty   who   can   navigate   the   remaining   challenges   such   as   distribu�ng   compensa�on   
across   divisions.   CIIs,   as   compared   to   other   non-departmental   units,   can   offer   FTEs   and   Joint   
appointments.     

  
The   new   budget   model   might   also   provide   the   Execu�ve   Vice   Chancellor/Provost   with   funds   that   could   
be   used   to   support   especially   smaller   interdisciplinary   units   that   might   not   teach   large   courses.   
Unfortunately,   at   the   moment,   it   is   s�ll   unclear   precisely   how   the   EVC/P   funds   will   be   dispensed   and   
what   ‘bargaining   power’   interdisciplinary   units   will   have.     
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Recommenda�ons   
To   ensure   that   interdisciplinary   educa�on   and   research   have   the   support   they   need   to   thrive   at   UCLA,   
the   commi�ee   submits   the   following   recommenda�ons:   

  
To   the   Execu�ve   Vice   Chancellor/Provost,   Vice   Chancellor   for   Academic   Planning   and   Budget,   the   
Undergraduate   and   Graduate   Council,   and   the   Legisla�ve   Assembly:   

1. The   campus   should   li�   the   moratorium   on   the   crea�on   of   new   Centers   for   Interdisciplinary   
Instruc�on   (CIIs).   The   commi�ee   found   that   while   not   appropriate   for   all   interdisciplinary   
ac�vity,   CIIs   are   the   most   stable   and   sustainable   form   of   interdisciplinary   unit.   Unlike   
Interdepartmental   Programs   (IDPs)   and   Free   Standing   Minors   (FSMs),   CIIs   can   hold   FTEs,   which   
allows   for   stable   faculty   and   enables   long-term   planning.   In   the   cases   where   a   program   does   not   
aim   to   become   a   CII,   similar   sustainable   prac�ces   should   apply.   

  
To   the   Execu�ve   Vice   Chancellor/Provost   and   Vice   Chancellor   for   Academic   Planning   and   Budget:   

1. Ar�culate   Interdisciplinary   educa�on   as   a   key   priority   for   the   university,   enabled   by   the   new   
budget   model.     

2. The   administra�on   should   establish   predictable,   documented   revenue   streams   for   all   IDPs   and   
FSMs.   These   must   include   stable   specific   teaching   resources.   The   Vice   Chancellor   for   Academic   
Planning   and   Budget   should   provide   a   report   on   these   revenue   streams   to   the   Graduate   and   
Undergraduate   Council   by   June,   2023,   when   the   new   budget   model   will   have   been   in   effect   for   a   
complete   academic   year.     

3. Sufficient   and   stable   sources   of   funding   must   be   established   for   all   interdisciplinary   programs   to   
enable   long-term   planning.   To   facilitate   this   stability,   a   Vice   Chancellor   level   posi�on   repor�ng   
directly   to   the   Execu�ve   Vice   Chancellor/Provost   should   be   created   and   endowed   with   
substan�al   resourcing   for   interdisciplinary   programs.   The   job   descrip�on,   authori�es,   and   
funding   model   for   this   posi�on   should   be   developed   in   close   coordina�on   with   the   
Undergraduate   and   Graduate   Council   and   should   consider   the   weaknesses   iden�fied   in   the   
construc�on   of   the   recently   disestablished   Office   of   Interdisciplinary   and   Cross   Campus   Affairs.     

4. The   administra�on   should   also   recognize   and   provide   revenue   from   teaching   performed   within   
interdisciplinary   units.   Importantly,   summer   teaching   revenues   should   be   redirected   to   the   
programs   that   are   offering   the   course   and   not   to   the   instructors’   home   departments.     

5. Direct   the   Development   Office   to   designate   dedicated   staff   to   fundraise   for   interdisciplinary   
programs.     

  
To   the   Council   on   Academic   Personnel   

6. Develop   mechanisms   to   be�er   recognize   interdisciplinary   service   during   the   academic   personnel   
review   process.     

  
To   the   Graduate   and   Undergraduate   Council   and   the   Council   on   Planning   and   Budget   

7. Approvals   for   new   IDPs   and   FSMs   should   ar�culate   stable   funding   sources   and   a   formalized   
commitment   in   this   regard   from   the   administra�on.   Financial   and   administra�ve   commitments   
from   Deans   should   always   be   wri�en   and   made   explicit.   
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8. If   an   IDP,   FSM,   or   CII   is   opera�ng   on   spoken   or   informal   commitments   at   the   �me   of   an   Academic   
Program   Review   of   the   unit,   the   Review   should   not   be   closed   un�l   the   commitment   is   made   
explicitly   in   wri�ng,   at   the   discre�on   of   the   Councils.     

9. Recognize   and   encourage   donor   rela�ons   during   Academic   Program   Reviews.   
10. Consider   establishing   standards   for   ini�a�ng   Appendix   V   ac�ons   for   units   which   no   longer   have   

commi�ed   faculty   or   enrolled   students.   
11. Consider   temporarily   implemen�ng   an   interdisciplinary   unit   review   cycle   that   is   shorter   than   the   

standard   8-year   reviews   to   provide   greater   oversight   and   interac�on   with   interdisciplinary   units  
and   their   deans.   

12. Develop   a   visual   topology   or   flow   chart   in   which   the   specific   types   of   interdisciplinary   units   
appear   in   rela�on   to   one   another.   Such   typologies   may   appear   in   different   forms   with   one   
illustra�ng   the   different   types   of   interdisciplinary   units   and   their   required   resources   and   others   
illustra�ng   their   enrollment   sizes.   The   topology   should   also   provide   a   roadmap   for   how   and   
under   what   circumstances   an   interdisciplinary   unit   should   consider   developing   into   a   different  
structure.   
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