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Joshua	Socolar	(Chair	of	Academic	Coun‐
cil/Physics):	Okay	everybody,	let’s	get	start‐
ed.	Welcome	to	our	second	meeting	of	the	
year	of	the	Academic	Council.		I	hope	your	
semester	is	going	well	and	that	you’re	enjoy‐
ing	the	change	of	seasons.		I	want	to	start	to‐
day	by	noting	the	recent	openings	of	two		
great	venues	on	our	campus:		the	renovated	
Baldwin	Auditorium	and	the	new	space	for	
the	Mary	Lou	Williams	Center	for	Black	Cul‐
ture.		I	had	the	pleasure	of	hearing	music	in	
both	places	this	past	week,	and	I	want	to	
thank	all	the	people	who	have	worked	hard	
to	bring	these	places	to	life.	They’re	really	
great.	But	much	as	I’d	like	to	tell	you	more	
about	the	wonderful	programs	that	I	got	to	
see,	we	have	work	to	do	today.	
	
We’re	going	to	hear	from	several	of	our	col‐
leagues	who	are	proposing	new	degree	pro‐
grams.		While	each	of	these	has	already	been	
reviewed	and	approved	by	a	number	of	
committees	with	strong	faculty	representa‐
tion,	it	is	up	to	the	full	Academic	Council	to	
approve	them	or	not	for	submission	to	the	
Board	of	Trustees.		One	great	thing	about	
having	this	responsibility	is	that	we	get	to	
learn	more	about	the	academic	interests	of	
fellow	faculty	and,	in	particular,	about	the	
emerging	directions	that	they	have	found	ex‐
citing	enough	to	warrant	all	the	work	re‐
quired	to	make	it	through	the	long	pipeline	
that	leads	to	this	point.			
	

We’ll	get	to	all	that	soon,	in	fact	our	whole	
meeting	will	be	taken	up	with	these	three	
proposals,	but	the	first	order	of	business	is	to	
approve	the	minutes	from	the	September	19	
meeting,	which	were	posted	with	our	agenda	
on	Monday.	Are	there	any	corrections	or	ed‐
its	for	the	minutes?		
	
(approved	by	voice	vote	with	no	dissent)	
	
Attendance	sheets	are	being	circulated,	so	
please	initial	and	return	these	to	Sandra	at	
the	end	of	our	meeting.	And	I’ll	remind	you	to	
please	identify	yourself	if	you	ask	a	question	
or	offer	a	comment.		
	
Now,	it	turns	out	that	we	have	a	lot	of	new	
programs	coming	through	this	semester	for	
approval.	As	promised	in	our	agenda,	we’re	
going	to	hear	about	three	of	them	today,	pro‐
posals	for	new	master’s	degrees.		And	three	is	
a	lot	for	one	meeting.		The	reason	it	is	neces‐
sary	is	that	there	are	several	more	in	the	
pipeline	from	colleagues	who	are	hoping	to	
get	approval	in	time	to	begin	recruiting	in	
December.		That	situation	requires	that	we	
hear	additional	proposals	in	November.		Our	
two‐meeting	rule	then	means	those	pro‐
posals	cannot	be	approved	by	the	Council	un‐
til	its	next	meeting.		Given	the	need	for	finish‐
ing	our	work	in	time	for	recruitment	to	begin,	
and	the	fact	that	there	are	additional	topics	
deserving	our	attention	this	fall,	ECAC	would	
like	to	add	a	Council	meeting	to	the	calendar	
on	December	5.		You	will	receive	an	email	
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confirming	this	soon,	which	will	request	that	
you	indicate	whether	you	can	be	present	so	
that	we	will	know	whether	we	can	expect	a	
quorum.	It’s	an	unusual	semester;	a	lot	of	de‐
gree	programs	need	to	be	approved.		
			
PROPOSED	MASTER’S	DEGREE	IN		
BIOETHICS	&	SCIENCE	POLICY	
	
Okay,	let’s	get	right	to	it	then.	Professor	Nita	
Farahany	holds	appointments	in	the	Law	
School,	the	Institute	for	Genome	Sciences	&	
Policy,	and	the	Philosophy	Department.		She	
is	here	to	present	the	proposal	for	a	Master	of	
Arts	in	Bioethics	&	Science	Policy.		The	pro‐
posal	and	other	supporting	materials	were	
posted	with	your	agenda.		And	we	now	have	
the	chance	to	ask	questions	and	raise	any	is‐
sues	that	we	may	want	to	see	addressed	be‐
fore	we	vote	on	the	proposal	at	the	Novem‐
ber	meeting.	Nita?	
	
Nita	Farahany	(Law	School/Institute	for	Ge‐
nome	Sciences	&	Policy/Philosophy):	It’s	a	
pleasure	to	be	here	with	you	today,	and	
thank	you	for	your	time.	I	know	you	have	a	
lot	on	your	agenda,	so	I	will	be	brief	with	just	
a	few	introductory	remarks	to	what	the	mas‐
ter’s	in	bioethics	and	science	policy	is,	hoping	
to	leave	time	for	your	questions.	As	we’ve	
been	going	through	the	process	at	each	of	the	
different	steps,	it	has	been	enormously	useful	
to	continue	to	shape	the	proposal.	I	know	
your	comments	and	questions	today	will	
help,	hopefully,	make	this	an	extraordinarily	
successful	program	for	new	incoming	Duke	
students.		
	
So,	just	to	give	you	a	sense	because	bioethics	
and	science	policy	sounds	like	it	could	cover	
absolutely	everything	on	earth:	what	is	it	and	
where	is	it	situated?	I	wanted	to	give	you	a	
bit	of	the	intellectual	scope	of	what	it	covers.	
The	basic	idea	is	to	focus	on	the	ethical,	legal,	
and	social	policy	concerns	that	arise	from	

science	and	medical	technology.	And	in	par‐
ticular,	bioethics	focuses	on	the	intersection	
of	life	sciences,	biotechnology,	medicine,	poli‐
tics,	law,	and	philosophy.	As	a	result,	it	is	a	
very	interdisciplinary	degree,	and	this	degree	
comes	to	you	from	quite	a	few	faculty	mem‐
bers	across	quite	a	few	schools,	departments,	
and	institutes	who	have	come	together,	and	
who	will	come	together,	to	offer	the	course	
offerings	in	this.		
	
The	basic	principles	of	bioethics	were	best	
articulated	in	a	report	called	the	Belmont	Re‐
port,	and	the	process	of	principlism	informs	
many	different	bioethical	analyses.	There	are	
the	general	canons	known	as	respect	for	per‐
sons,	beneficence,	justice,	and	democratic	de‐
liberation,	which	is	a	newer	one	added	by	the	
President’s	Commission	on	Bioethics,	on	
which	I	serve.	The	methodology	that	we	plan	
to	introduce	and	to	provide	in	this	particular	
master’s	degree	focuses	on	foundations	of	
principlism	as	a	methodology	of	bioethics,	
starting	from	the	top	down.	The	casuistic	ap‐
proach,	which	is	more	of	a	case	study	induc‐
tive	method,	allows	us	to	remain	nimble	
about	the	different	types	of	major	advances	
that	happen	in	technology	and	in	science	and	
to	incorporate	that	into	the	curriculum,	to	
take	into	account	the	political	systems,	delib‐
erative	decision	making	and	data	analysis	
from	science	policy.	Because	from	our	per‐
spective,	bringing	together	bioethics	with	
science	policy	in	today’s	world	is	essential.	
Far	too	many	bioethics	programs	in	the	coun‐
try	focus	on	clinical	or	research	bioethics	ra‐
ther	than	actually	situating	it	within	policy.	
You	can	ask	the	“should	we?”	but	unless	you	
focus	also	on	the	“how	can	we?”	it’s	very	dif‐
ficult	to	advance.		
	
So,	to	give	you	a	sense	of	who	the	intended	
audience	for	this	is,	we	expect‐‐and	we’ve	al‐
ready	heard	plenty	of	rumblings	of	people	
who	would	be	interested	in	this	program‐‐
our	intended	audience	is	a	little	bit	more	fo‐
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cused	and	directed	than	the	many	people	
who	might	be	attracted.	In	particular,	we	are	
interested	in	mid‐career	professionals,	peo‐
ple	who	have	had	several	years	of	work	expe‐
rience	and	people	who	hold	an	advanced	un‐
dergraduate	degree	in	science.	These	people	
generally	will	have	done	science	as	an	under‐
graduate,	will	have	spent	a	few	years	in	the	
workplace	focusing	on	areas	that	touch	on	
health	care,	biotechnology,	or	they’ve	spent	
many	years	in,	for	example,	a	biotech	compa‐
ny	or	a	research	company	and	are	interested	
in	transitioning	to	serve,	for	example,	on	
their	institutional	review	board,	to	serve	in	a	
more	administrative	capacity,	to	serve	in	
end‐of‐life	decision	making	within	a	hospital,	
and	more.	The	students	could	also	be	en‐
rolled	in	a	complimentary	degree	program,	
and	in	fact	that’s	a	great	target	audience	be‐
cause	it	expands	their	horizons	significantly.	
So	a	law	student,	or	a	particular	medical	
school	program	with	a	third	year,	would	be	
terrific	students	to	be	able	to	bring	into	this	
program.	We	want	to	start	by	having	the	
master’s	degree	go	forward	and	then	con‐
template	and	work	with	individual	schools	to	
develop	joint	degree	programs	that	could	be	
sensible.	We	could	admit	advanced	under‐
graduate	students,	although	this	is	not	our	
target	audience.	Very	few	students	who	are	
advanced	undergraduates,	having	just	com‐
pleted	their	undergraduate	program,	would	
make	sense	for	this	program.	And	that’s	be‐
cause	having	some	work	experience	is	better	
for	giving	you	the	best	possible	job	opportu‐
nities,	such	as	a	lecturer	of	bioethics,	an	ethi‐
cist,	an	attorney	at	NIH,	or	an	editor	of	a	
health	or	a	law	journal,	ethics	education	and	
consultation	programs	that	exist	around	the	
country,	working	in	science	policy	in	medi‐
technology,	or	different	subcommittees	and	
committees	within	DC.		
	
To	give	you	a	sense	of	the	program	structure:	
there	is	the	option	to	do	this	in	a	single	cal‐
endar	year,	three	semesters,	which	is	pretty	

fast	and	pretty	intensive.	But	every	other	
master’s	in	bioethics	program	in	the	country	
enables	student	to	do	it	within	one	calendar	
year.	That	makes	sense	if	you	think	about	the	
people	who	are	the	mid‐career	professionals	
who	are	wanting	to	make	the	transition.	They	
can	come	in	to	spend	an	intensive	year,	and	
they’re	prepared	to	really	delve	into	the	ma‐
terial.	But	they	may	not	be	able	to	afford	to	
spend	more	time	away.	So,	our	core	courses	
focus	on	foundations.	They	don’t	do	just	clini‐
cal	and	research	bioethics,	which	is	what	a	lot	
of	areas	do,	they	give	a	broader	foundation	in	
science,	law,	and	policy	with	a	contemporary	
issues	and	bioethics	and	science	policy	com‐
ponent	that	spans	across	two	semesters.	Our	
goal	is	to	provide	these	classes	in	the	late	af‐
ternoon,	early	evening	in	order	to	accommo‐
date	people	who	are	doing	it	on	a	part‐time	
schedule	as	well.	They	can	do	it	on	a	part‐
time	schedule	over	three	years,	and	this	core	
course	curriculum	would	enable	them	to	do	
so.	One	of	the	distinctive	features	about	the	
program	is	that	many	other	master’s	in	bio‐
ethics	programs	in	the	country	focus	on	
skills‐based	learning,	primarily	in	clinical	and	
research	bioethics	for	hospital	practice.	We	
focus	on	an	area	of	Duke	strength,	which	is	
topical	areas,	in	particular	in	genomics,	neu‐
roscience,	and	impact	ethics.	This	draws	from	
the	strengths	we	already	have	at	Duke.	It	also	
focuses	on	the	strengths	in	the	world	where	
people	are	really	having	high	demand	for	
people	trained	in	this	intersection.	Genomics	
and	neuroscience	are	cutting‐edge	issues	of	
the	day.	We	have	significant	strength	at	Duke.	
We	can	train	people	to	be	uniquely	well‐
suited	to	address	the	questions	that	need	to	
be	addressed.	We	also	leave	open	the	option	
of	an	ad	hoc	track	where	students	can	create	
in	the	spirit	of	the	Program	II	undergraduate	
degree	and	other	programs	at	Duke	that	ena‐
ble	entrepreneurial	students	to	focus	in	par‐
ticular	areas.	And	we’ve	talked	with	a	num‐
ber	of	schools	about	things	like	engineering	
tracks	and	other	tracks	where	they	can	focus	
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on	several	courses.	They	finish	with	a	cap‐
stone	project,	ideally	over	the	summer,	either	
working	in	a	place	like	a	hospital,	somewhere	
in	DC,	in	a	think‐tank,	with	a	professor,	or	
writing	a	substantial	research	paper	where	
they	actually	get	to	put	some	of	these	skills	to	
use.		
	
Our	core	faculty	is	derived	from	places	across	
campus,	including	from	within	IGSP,	from	the	
Philosophy	Department,	from	the	Trent	Cen‐
ter	of	Bioethics,	a	person	who	has	been	teach‐
ing	for	years	in	the	business	school	in	the	
health	informatics	and	clinical	informatics	
space	who’s	a	lawyer	and	a	science	policy	ex‐
pert	by	training.	And	then	we	bring	in	a	post‐
doc	regularly	who	will	be	administering	the	
two	semester	program	that	is	the	contempo‐
rary	issues	program,	which	brings	in	regular	
speakers	on	an	every	other	week	basis.	And	
by	having	that	as	a	year‐long	program	it	ena‐
bles	students	to	have	a	common	course	that	
they	come	together	for	allowing	for	a	culture	
to	develop.		
	
The	financial	model	you’ll	see	in	the	details	
that	we	provided.	I	put	up	just	some	of	the	
basics	here,	but	the	financial	model	is	quite	
detailed.	It	should	enable	us	to	pay	back	the	
original	investment	loan	with	conservative	
enrollment	numbers	by	year	two	of	the	pro‐
gram.	Year	zero	is	this	year,	the	investment	
that	we’re	putting	in	to	actually	develop	it.	
And	then	you	should	start	to	see	positive	re‐
turns.	Those	positive	returns	we	ideally	use	
to	hire	research‐track	faculty	who	can	be	the	
core	faculty	to	ensure	the	steady	success	of	
this	program.	That’s	the	basic	overview.	I	
would	welcome	any	questions	about	any	de‐
tails	of	the	proposal	or	anything	that	I’ve	
mentioned	here.		
	
Philip	Benfey	(Biology):	Can	you	expand	a	
little	on	the	competitive	landscape?	The	
number	of	students	that	are	actually	out	
there,	and	you	mentioned	already	a	bit	of	

your	competitive	advantage	but	it	might	be	
good	to…	
	
Farahany:	Sure.	So,	it	turns	out	that	our	
highest	competition,	the	people	who	we	focus	
on	as	the	best	programs	in	the	country,	the	
two	we	think	are	the	best	programs	in	the	
country	are	the	Penn	bioethics	program	and	
the	Columbia	bioethics	program.	The	Penn	
bioethics	program	is	over‐enrolling	and	turn‐
ing	people	away	with	about	a	hundred	people	
per	year	right	now	in	their	program.	That’s	
extraordinary.	And	there	continues	to	be	high	
demand,	not	just	from	within	Penn,	but	from	
around	the	country.	They’re	doing	things	
well,	but	we	could	do	things	much	better,	in	
part	because	we’ll	have	a	much	more	indi‐
vidualistic	opportunity	for	students.	They	
don’t	have	a	very	good	faculty	to	student	ra‐
tio,	and	they’re	over‐subscribing	such	that	
they	have	a	lot	of	people	who	are	not	ending	
up	with	jobs	that	make	sense	commensurate	
to	the	program	that	they	have.	The	Columbia	
program,	which	is	in	the	division	of	continu‐
ing	education,	which	you	would	expect	to	ac‐
tually	have	a	lower	enrollment‐‐it	would	suit	
well	the	part‐time	individuals,	but	wouldn’t	
have	the	same	cache	and	prestige	as	the	rest	
of	the	programs‐‐they’re	only	in	their	third	
year	of	the	program.	Their	target	estimates	
were	to	enroll	fifteen	and	then	a	steady‐state	
of	twenty‐five,	and	they	have	forty‐five	in	
their	class	right	now.	And	they’re	turning	
people	away	as	well.	Wake	Forest	has	a	pro‐
gram,	and	they’re	doing	well.	They	have	fif‐
teen	people	per	year	right	now	in	their	pro‐
gram.	Other	programs	across	the	country	
have	had	no	problem	attracting	people.	We	
think	both	within	the	Duke	community	and	
more	broadly	in	the	Research	Triangle	Park	
area	and	nationally,	that	we’ll	be	very	com‐
petitive.	There	is	a	strong	demand	for	this	
degree,	and	we’re	well	positioned	to	receive	
those	students.		
	
Alex	Rosenberg	(Philosophy):	Nita,	can	you	
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give	us	an	idea	of	the	comparative	advantage	
of	this	program	over	Penn,	Columbia,	and	the	
other	significant	players?	
	
Farahany:	So	first	is	the	positioning	of	it.	The	
Penn	program	is	positioned	in	the	medical	
school	and	the	Columbia	program	is	posi‐
tioned	within	the	division	of	continuing	edu‐
cation.	Positioning	this	as	an	interdepart‐
mental,	across‐campus	program	that	really	
draws	from	the	tremendous	resources	we	
have	as	an	interdisciplinary	institution	gives	
us,	in	part,	a	competitive	advantage.	It	also	is	
because	we	are	uniquely	interdisciplinary	by	
design.	This	is	an	interdisciplinary	program;	
the	fact	that	we’ve	already	overcome	so	many	
barriers	to	interdisciplinary	design	makes	us	
well‐situated.	The	best	thing	that	makes	us	
well‐situated	is	the	tremendous	demand	for	
these	research	tracks	that	we’ve	developed.	
In	genomics	and	neuroethics	training,	there	
is	virtually	no	specialized	training	within	a	
master’s	in	bioethics	and	science	policy.	We	
would	be	the	first	program	of	its	kind.	No	
other	place	in	the	country	has	an	impact	eth‐
ics	track.	This	enables	us	to	really	draw	from	
the	tremendous	science	and	society	offerings	
we	already	have	at	Duke	and	grow	those	
through	this	program.		
	
Fritz	Mayer	(Sanford	School):	I	have	a	pa‐
rochial	question	and	then	a	more	general	
one,	maybe	more	general	even	than	your	
presentation.	The	parochial	is,	we	talked	be‐
fore‐‐very	interesting,	fascinating	idea‐‐I	
guess	that	we	had	a	conversation	at	Sanford	
about	how	we	might	work	to	articulate	more	
fully	the	relationship	between	this	program,	
especially	the	science	policy	piece	of	it,	and	
public	policy,	and	there	was	some	concern	
raised	there	that	we	would	like	to	be	more	
engaged	with	you	than	we	have	been.	And	I	
guess	the	question	would	be,	you	know,	
might	we	do	that	going	forward?	The	word	
policy	shows	up	a	number	of	times	but	we’ve	
really	not	been	a	major	partner	in	this.	Which	

is	not	that	our	feelings	are	hurt	(laughter)	but	
I	think	when	we	have	a	program	that	says	
“science	policy”	that	there’s	probably	some	
things	that	we	could	add	or	help	to	strength‐
en.	I	don’t	know	what	thinking	you’ve	had	
since	we	met.	
	
Farahany:	So	first	of	all,	as	you	know,	we’d	
very	much	like	a	strong,	collaborative	rela‐
tionship	with	the	Public	Policy	School.	So	the	
institute	for	science	and	genome	policy	has	
always	been	doing	the	kind	of	science	policy	
in	the	genome	space,	but	the	relationships	
need	to	be	strengthened	with	science	policy	
in	this	program.	And	our	hope	is	to	have‐‐we	
have	a	faculty	council	we’ve	identified	as	one	
mechanism	for	the	program‐‐but	a	second	
mechanism	for	the	program	that	we’ve	been	
trying	to	work	on	in	anticipation	of	approval	
of	this	is	to	come	up	with	a	set	of	topics	that	
each	of	these	core	classes	would	actually	cov‐
er.	So	each	faculty	member	is	going	to	have	
an	innovative	way	that	they	are	going	to	ad‐
dress	the	materials,	but	to	have	a	set	of	topics	
that	are	the	core	topics	that	are	covered,	I	
think	is	essential	to	ensure	the	continuity	of	
education	in	an	interdisciplinary	program.	So	
our	hope	is	to	work	closely	with	Public	Policy	
in	developing	the	core	curriculum	classes	and	
the	topics	that	should	be	covered.	Bob	Cook‐
Deegan	from	Public	Policy	has	already	been	
helping	us.	Peter	Ubel	has	offered	to	teach	
one	of	the	elective	classes.	But	we	hope	to	sit	
down	after	approval	of	this	process	and	real‐
ly	be	able	to	nail	down	what	the	key	topics	
are	and	what’s	the	additional	expertise	that	
we	can	really	bring	to	bear	to	ensure	a	strong	
relationship.		
	
Mayer:	Can	I	ask	you	if	I	could,	I’ll	just	throw	
out	a	question	that’s	probably	not	best	ad‐
dressed	here	but	I	didn’t	see	where	else	we	
could,	which	is	that	we	have	a	number	of	
these	degrees	programs	coming	forward,	
more	the	next	meeting,	and	I	know	that	a	lot	
of	people	have	thought	about	this,	but	I’d	be	
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curious	to	hear	what	the	thinking	is	about	the	
proliferation	of	these	degrees?	We’re	consid‐
ering	these	serially	and	each	will	have	its	
merits	and	this	looks	really	great,	but	I’m	cu‐
rious	about	the	cumulative	effect	of	this.	I	
know	that	we	have	a	committee	that	thinks	
about	that	and	I	know	that	these	issues	have	
been	vetted	elsewhere,	but	I’d	love	to	hear	
the	thinking	about	that	as	a	background	to	
our	consideration	of	these	separately.		
	
Socolar:	So,	let	me	just	say	that	ECAC	is	with	
you	on	that.	We	realize	that	there’s	an	issue	
here	that	deserves	some	attention.	For	the	
present	though,	it	wouldn’t	be	fair	to	the	
people	who	have	put	all	the	work	in	to	hold	
anything	up	for	that	conversation	now.	But	
it’s	on	our	agenda,	and	we	may	well	have	
some	opportunity	at	a	future	Council	meeting	
to	address	it	more	fully.		
	
Paul	Baker	(Nicholas	School):	And	I’d	like	
to	second	Fritz’s	last	part	of	the	question,	I	
think	that’s	a	very	important	point.	Wonder‐
ful	proposal,	really	thoroughly	presented	and	
very	well	justified.	I	think	I	heard	your	last	
sentence	that	I	was	a	little	puzzled	and	trou‐
bled	by.	And	that’s,	did	you	say	research‐
track	faculty	who	will	become	the	core	facul‐
ty?		
	
Farahany:	So,	to	add	to	the	faculty,	right?	We	
already	have	core	faculty,	and	some	of	those	
people	are	research‐track	faculty.	So	the	In‐
stitute	for	Genome	Sciences	and	Policy	
doesn’t	have	the	power	to	appoint	tenure‐
track	faculty,	and	unfortunately	one	of	the	
consequences	of	this	interdisciplinary	field	
across	institutions,	at	nearly	every	institu‐
tion,	is	some	pretty	extraordinary	people	
who	would	clearly	be	tenured	faculty	if	there	
was	a	bioethics	kind	of	departmental	home	
that	had	that	position.	But	the	norm	in	the	
field	actually	has	been	to	have	research‐track	
faculty.	And	so	our	hope	is	to	take	some	of	
the	resources‐‐not	all	of	them	because	they’ll	

support	some	of	the	other	activities	and	the	
broader	space	that	is	here‐‐but	to	take	some	
of	that	to	actually	dedicate	to	core	faculty	
who	can	be	dedicated	to	this.	Now	to	the	ex‐
tent	that	we	can	actually	hire	faculty	through	
joint	appointments	that	have	departmental	
homes,	that	will	also	be	an	opportunity	that	
we’ll	explore.		
	
Baker:	Just	as	a	statement	I’d	like	to	say	that	
I’m	old	fashioned,	you	know,	and	I	do	support	
regular	tenure‐track	faculty.	And	I	think	we	
should	try	to	promote	that	as	much	as	possi‐
ble.	
	
Farahany:	And	we	already	have	been	in	con‐
versations,	for	example	with	Philosophy,	
about	having	a	tenure‐track	faculty	member	
who	would	have	a	focus	in	this	particular	
space.	That’s	certainly	my	preference	as	well	
and	the	preference	of	others	who	are	in	the	
program.	To	the	extent	that	there’s	an	ex‐
traordinary	person	who	makes	sense	in	this	
space	in	research	faculty,	that’s	somebody	we	
would	contemplate	as	well.	
	
George	Truskey	(Biomedical	Engineer‐
ing):	Could	you	describe	a	little	bit	the	physi‐
cal	space	of	the	program,	particularly	where	
the	students	will	interact	outside	of	the	class‐
room?	
	
Farahany:	That’s	a	great	question.	So,	there’s	
the	short‐term	and	then	there’s	the	longer‐
term.	So	the	short	term	is	there’s	space	in	
both	CIEMAS	and	in	the	North	building.	We	
have	a	space	in	the	North	building	that	is	
dedicated	to	the	student	lounge	space	for	this	
program,	as	well	as	some	office	space	that’s	
surrounding	it	that	will	be	used	in	the	short‐
er‐term.	We’re	in	conversations	about	the	
longer‐term	depending	on	where	space	actu‐
ally	opens	up	and	assuming	the	success	of	the	
program,	to	have	broader	space	that’s	dedi‐
cated.	A	lot	of	the	classes	will	happen	in	vari‐
ous	places	that	are	within	the	departmental	
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home	since	this	is	an	interdisciplinary	de‐
gree.	But	there’s	common	meeting	space	for	
the	students	that’s	already	been	dedicated	in	
North	and	some	of	it	will	also	occur	in	CIE‐
MAS.		
	
Dona	Chikaraishi	(Neurobiology):	Do	you	
have	metrics	that	highlight	the	success	of	the	
program?		
	
Farahany:	We’re	developing	them.	So	we	
have	some	metrics,	one	outcome	metric	for	
us	is	placement.	That’s	because	the	type	of	
student	that	we’re	attracting	has	various	dif‐
ferent	options	that	they	would	be	exploring.	
So	the	joint	degree	students	or	the	dual	stu‐
dent	will	look	very	different	in	their	place‐
ment	than	the	student	who	goes	straight	
through.	Our	first	and	primary	metric	that	
we’ve	been	developing	at	the	backend	is	
making	sure	that	we	have	excellent	opportu‐
nities	for	students	for	employment	after‐
wards	that	are	relevant	and	that	actually	use	
this	degree.	We’ve	been	developing	metrics	
for	additional	ways	that	we	want	to	measure	
the	success	of	the	program,	including	the	
quality	of	the	applicants,	the	type	of	experi‐
ence	they’re	having,	the	faculty	involvement,	
the	mentorship,	etc.	But	our	first	and	fore‐
most	is	employment	in	this	space	with	rele‐
vant	skills	that	are	demonstrable	and	suc‐
cessful.		
	
Craig	Henriquez	(Biomedical	Engineer‐
ing):	I	was	a	little	surprised	to	hear	that	Pub‐
lic	Policy	was	kind	of	an	outsider	here	and	we	
have	the	Kenan	Institute	for	Ethics.	I	was	
wondering	why	they	weren’t	more	promi‐
nent	in	this	proposal?	And	the	second	ques‐
tion	has	to	do	with	your	plan	for	the	budget.	
How	many	students	do	you	expect	to	be	re‐
lated	to	other	programs,	like	law	or	medicine,	
and	are	they	paying	full	tuition	and	how	does	
that	fit	into	the	bottom	line	of	the	budget?	
	
Farahany:	So	let	me	address	them	in	turn.	

The	first	one	with	respect	to	Public	Policy	is	
we’ve	been	cultivating	that	relationship	and	
have	invited	them	to	be	part	of	the	conversa‐
tion	since	the	inception.	So	as	we	started	on	
this	program	we	reached	out	to	multiple	
people	in	Public	Policy.	Because	they	were	in	
a	dean	transition	they	asked	that	we	wait	un‐
til	the	new	dean	arrived.	The	second	that	he	
arrived	we	met	and	discussed	it.	I	then	met	
with	the	executive	committee	of	Public	Policy	
and	invited	them	to	be	part	of	it.	We’d	really	
very	much	like	for	them	to	be	part	of	it,	and	
we	have	people	and	faculty	who	are	interest‐
ed	in	this	space.	This	isn’t	a	primary	space	
that	Public	Policy	is	focused	within,	and	so	
understandably	it’s	not	one	of	their	highest	
priorities.	But	we’ve	actively	engaged	them	in	
conversation	from	the	beginning.	We’ve	also	
actively	engaged	Kenan	since	the	beginning.	
And	so	you’ll	see	one	of	the	letters	of	support	
is	from	Suzanne	Shanahan	because	she	was	
the	acting	director	at	the	time.	I’ve	met	regu‐
larly	with	Noah	to	discuss	it	as	well.	We’ve	
been	talking	about	ways	in	which	we	dove‐
tail.	This	is	also	a	space	that	they	don’t	focus	
on.	They	focus	more	generally	on	ethics,	and	
so	we’ve	been	talking	about	ways	in	which	
this	can	complement	the	undergraduate	cer‐
tificate	program	and	ways	in	which	we	can	
work	together.	And	we’ve	invited	them	to	be	
a	supporting	institution	as	well	for	this	pro‐
gram.	So	all	of	the	folks	have	been	part	of	the	
conversation	and	the	answer	has	been	gener‐
ally	this	is	a	space	people	are	really	excited	
about,	it	doesn’t	actually	poach	on	anybody’s	
existing	space	so	that	they’re	happy	to	be	
supportive	of	it,	but	it’s	not	one	of	their	pri‐
mary	areas	of	dedication.		
	
PROPOSED	MASTER’S	DEGREE		
IN	HISTORICAL	&	CULTURAL		
VISUALIZATION	
	
Socolar:	Thanks,	Nita.	As	with	all	the	pro‐
grams	that	we’ll	hear	about	today,	we’ll	be	
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voting	on	them	in	November.	And	the	pur‐
pose	of	that	is	to	give	people	a	chance	to	mull	
over	what	they’ve	heard	today,	and	if	any	
concerns	arise	we	can	discuss	them	further	in	
November.	I	would	just	ask	that	you	alert	me	
if	anything	comes	up	that	you	think	is	going	
to	require	a	substantial	amount	of	time	be‐
fore	we	can	take	the	vote	so	that	we	can	plan	
the	meeting	agenda.	But	there’s	no	time	limit	
on	that.	Anytime	something	comes	up,	just	let	
me	know.		
	
Our	next	presentation	is	from	Professor	Hans	
Van	Miegroet,	chair	of	the	Art,	Art	History	
and	Visual	Studies	department.	And	he’ll	pre‐
sent	the	proposal	for	a	new	Master	of	Arts	in	
Historical	&	Cultural	Visualization.	Hans?		
	
Hans	Van	Miegroet	(Chair,	Art,	Art	History	
and	Visual	Studies):	Good	afternoon	to	all	of	
you,	and	what	I	would	like	to	do	today	is	
briefly	go	over	the	principles	of	our	proposal	
here.	The	full	content	you	can	find	on	the	
website	and	also	on	the	website	from	the	
Wired!	group	where	all	the	current	projects	
are	fully	documented.	If	you	want	to	know	
more	about	what	we	are	doing	in	this	part	of	
the	university	campus,	look	at	Duke	Today.	
We	have	one	of	the	cover	stories	there	on	
media	arts	and	sciences.	The	master’s	degree	
in	Historical	&	Cultural	Visualization	started	
really	in	the	department	of	Art,	Art	History	
and	Visual	Studies	as	well	as	in	the	visual	
studies	initiative,	which	was	initially	a	uni‐
versity‐wide	initiative	to	work	for	the	hu‐
manities	outward	towards	the	sciences	and	
the	social	sciences.	And	in	the	process,	of	
course,	we	learned	a	lot	of	new	things.	We	
learned	from	the	sciences,	we	learned	from	
the	social	sciences,	and	we	wanted	to	inte‐
grate	these	new	digital	technologies	in	solid	
scholarship,	not	only	in	art	history,	but	also	
in	what	we	now	have	called	historical	and	
cultural	visualization	that	spans	all	the	way	
from	archeology,	art	history,	urban	planning,	
architecture,	and	so	on	and	so	forth.	You	need	

digital	technologies	to	reconstruct	an	ancient	
sculpture	or	ancient	sites‐‐that	does	not	need	
a	lot	of	explanation‐‐but	what	is	relatively	
new	in	our	part	of	the	university	is	that	we	
began	to	set	up	new	experimental	labs.	This	
is	of	course,	standard	operating	procedure	in	
the	sciences	and	social	sciences,	but	not	in	
the	humanities,	which	allowed	us	to	teach	
and	do	research	with	a	team,	to	work	with	
students	who	really	can	gain	experience	in	
historical	and	cultural	visualization	and	bring	
in	new	types	of	scholarship	that	are	usually	
not	connected	with	humanities:	coders,	com‐
puter	scientists,	and	engineers.	Now	we	work	
with	mathematicians.	This	is	actually	the	first	
time	I’m	really	enjoying	myself	tremendously	
(laughter)	in	an	environment	like	that.	This	is	
what	we’re	best	at.		
	
We	first	began	to	implement	an	undergradu‐
ate	program.	Caroline	Bruzelius	is	the	lead	
figure	there,	and	she	developed	an	under‐
graduate	program	that	is	vertically	integrat‐
ed‐‐so	basically	undergraduates,	early	stage	
graduates,	late	stage	graduates,	post‐docs	all	
working	together	on	major	projects.	So	what	
I’m	going	to	do	today	is	go	over	the	intellec‐
tual	scope	very	briefly.	I’m	not	going	to	read	
all	my	power	points,	I	think	you	can.	I	want	to	
allow	some	time	for	discussion,	our	intended	
audience,	our	basic	structure,	the	faculty,	and	
then	the	sustainable	model.	Again	the	whole	
detailed	budget	sits	in	the	proposal,	so	I’m	
not	going	to	go	into	that	budget	here.	But	it’s	
for	us	in	humanities	a	unique	opportunity	to	
do	something	that	is	more	than	just	go	to	the	
dean	and	wait	for	a	handout	to	organize	a	
program.	Now	what	we	really	want	to	do	is	to	
prepare	students	for	the	twenty‐first	century	
with	hands‐on	experience	in	digital	technolo‐
gies,	and	this	is	an	integrated	teaching	and	
research	endeavor	to	deal	with	historical	ma‐
terials	that	could	be,	again,	architectural	his‐
tory,	urban	planning	and	so	on	and	so	forth.	
We	built	on	existing	courses	so	that	we	do	
not	start	from	scratch.	We	also	use	teaching	
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surpluses	in	particular	areas,	especially	in	art	
history,	and	then	we	try	to	bring	in	all	kinds	
of	new	media	specialists	to	cross‐fertilize	
schools	that	are	used	to	working	on	their	
own,	they’re	not	used	to	working	in	teams,	
and	this	in	turn	allows	us	to	formulate	entire‐
ly	new	questions.	This	is	not	a	gimmick;	this	
is	not	just	constructing	a	3D	room	or	some‐
thing	like	that.	This	is	really	about	serious	
scholarship.	We	now	have	teams	run	that	in‐
clude	engineers	and	architects	to	reconstruct	
archeological	sites.	So	it	really	helps	us	to	
study	archeology,	but	also	architecture.	Caro‐
line	and	her	team	together	with	researchers	
from	Padua	and	Venice	are	working	also	on	
the	Visualizing	Venice	project	for	instance.	
And	basically	some	of	the	projects	that	we	
have	done	already	since	2008	are	training	
workshops	and	digital	tools	for	humanists.	I	
mean	you	have	no	idea	how	much	time	and	
effort	you	have	to	spend	to	teach	somebody	
how	to	code	something.	For	humanists	that’s	
a	foreign	universe.	Visualizing	Venice,	model‐
ing	historical	artifacts,	we’re	also	working	
with	the	Nasher	Museum	to	visualize	the	
Brummer	Collection.	We	work	together	with	
engineering,	as	I	said	earlier,	but	also	with	
computer	science	and	so	on	and	so	forth.		
	
I	think	you’ve	got	more	or	less	the	sense,	and	
here	once	again	if	you	want	to	know	more	de‐
tails	about	all	these	projects,	I’m	not	going	to	
talk	over	it,	please	go	to	the	website	of	the	
Wired!	team	and	you’ll	find	all	the	details.	
The	same	thing	for	Visualizing	Venice.	It’s	a	
very	important	project	where	the	Wired!	
team	is	also	collaborating	with	environmen‐
tal	science.	So	this	was	again	completely	un‐
expected	but	we	ended	up	studying	the	evo‐
lution	of	urban	design,	which	until	now	was	
never	studied	in	a	dynamic	way.	You	always	
saw	the	little	captions,	but	how	can	that	alter	
how	you	think	about	the	material?	Again	de‐
tails	are	there	on	the	website	and	just	brief	
text	that	you	also	can	consult	if	you	don’t	
want	to	go	to	the	entire	proposal.	But	basical‐

ly	what	this	does	is	model	urban	growth,	and	
this	is	one	of	the	projects	that	the	Wired!	
team	is	interested	in‐‐in	natural	space,	ani‐
mated	models	that	show	urban	change	over	
time.	And	again	initially	we	experimented	
with	it	on	an	undergraduate	level,	and	that’s	
where	they	began	to	learn	about	the	demand	
that	could	exist	for	a	program	like	this.	Be‐
cause	many	of	the	undergrads	said,	“well	we	
do	not	know	enough,	this	is	not	serious	
enough,	we	need	more	courses	in	a	very	par‐
ticular	direction	and	especially	the	marriage	
of	new	media	and	historical	materials.”	And	
our	audience	is	students	who	are	interested	
in	all	kinds	of	professional	careers	in	the	cul‐
tural	sector,	and	there	are	many‐‐museums,	
architecture,	landmarks.	Also	innovative	mul‐
timedia	corporations	at	work	with	the	cul‐
tural	sector	to	do	big	reconstructions	of	par‐
ticular	cities	or	what	have	you.	But	also	an	
academic	career	and	graduate	work‐‐art,	ar‐
chitecture,	architectural	history,	archaeology,	
and	you	have	a	whole	gambit	of	possibilities.		
	
As	far	as	the	basic	structure	is	concerned,	this	
is	basically	a	three	semester	master’s	pro‐
gram	with	a	summer	session	that	allow	the	
students	to	go	in‐situ	in	our	digs	for	instance	
in	Catalhoyukin	Turkey	or	in	Athens	where	
students	can	do	on‐site	laser	scanning	and	
bring	that	stuff	back	to	Duke.	So	basically	30	
credit	hours,	8	credit	labs,	this	is	just	stand‐
ard	master’s	to	have	some	core.	We	also	have	
visualization	core	and	pro	seminar	I	and	II,	
which	is	again	meant	to	create	a	necessary	
core.	So	that	these	student	stay	together	in	
very	basic	methodology	and	visualization	
core	courses	and	then	it	also	contains	a	the‐
sis.	And	here	the	thesis	is	comprised	out	of	
two	parts,	a	written	part	and	also	a	project	
part,	where	they	have	to	show	in	a	rigorous	
manner	how	that	is	significant	to	one	of	the	
other	historical	fields.	So	it’s	not	just,	“I’m	go‐
ing	to	play	a	little	bit,”	but	“I’m	going	to	re‐
construct	the	forum	romanum	and	that’s	it.”	
The	faculty	involved,	this	is	all	taught	by	reg‐



10 

ular‐rank,	tenured	faculty	in	Duke.	Several	of	
the	courses	are	already	being	taught,	both	on	
the	graduate	and	the	undergraduate	level.	
And	we	have	core	faculty	that	can	teach,	so	
basically	the	staffing	needs	are	not	a	problem	
for	this	program.	We	also	have	post‐docs‐‐
which	is	also	quite	unusual	for	a	humanities	
program‐‐who	are	also	going	to	be	involved	
in	the	teaching.	But	we	have	overload	as	far	
as	faculty	engagement	is	concerned.	As	far	as	
the	sustainable	model	is	concerned,	again	the	
detailed	budget	you	can	find	in	the	proposal	
itself.	We	go	about	this	in	a	rather	sort	of	
modest	way,	ten	students	per	year.	But	that	
gives	us	enough	revenue	to	sustain	basically	
the	infrastructure,	the	M&O,	the	FMD	for	
Smith	Warehouse	base,	and	the	lab.	This	will	
allow	us	also	to	have	enough	critical	mass	on	
an	intellectual	level	and	basically	what	we	al‐
so	have	in	mind	is	to	have	some	administra‐
tive	personnel	for	the	MA.	We’re	learning	our	
way.	I	don’t	pretend	that	everything	is	neatly	
in	place,	it’s	not,	but	one	of	the	great	things	in	
collaborating	in	Bay	11	and	Bay	10	is	that	we	
also	allow	ourselves	to	make	mistakes.	But	I	
hope	seriously	that	that	is	not	one	of	them	
(laughter).	So	that’s	my	presentation	du	jour,	
and	please,	I	welcome	your	questions.		
	
Baker:	You	said	that	the	core	faculty	will	be	
primarily	presently	employed	Duke	faculty.	
How	would	this	impact	your	teaching	in	ei‐
ther	your	doctoral	program	or	your	undergad	
program.	It	must	be	a	drain	on	them.		
	
Van	Miegroet:	Not	really	because	that	is	dis‐
cretional.	And	to	be	very	honest	with	you,	we	
have	a	teaching	surplus	in	some	of	our	areas.	
For	instance,	we	have	teaching	surpluses	in	
art	history	and	we	have	a	teaching	surplus	in	
the	early	areas	of	art	history,	which	is	not	
surprising.	Most	art	historians	are	contempo‐
rary	people	and	not	really	interested	in	older	
cultures.	It’s	too	complicated,	sometimes	they	
have	to	learn	a	language,	sometimes	they	
don’t	want	to	do	that	anymore.	So	there	is	a	

considerable	surplus	there.	The	interesting	
part	is	the	old	seasoned	faculty	who	got	in‐
terested	in	the	new	digital	media	and	began	
to	run	with	it.	And	that	created	a	fantastic	
atmosphere	also	for	the	students,	so	the	im‐
pact	is	really	very	positive.	Double	positive	
really,	because	they	have	critical	mass	in	
their	courses	and	they’re	also	rejuvenated	in	
their	methodologies.	And	that’s	again	a	Duke	
thing.	I	mean,	that’s	what	we	do	best.		
	
Benfey:	Could	you	elaborate	a	little	bit	more	
about	the	type	of	research	questions	that	
come	out	of	this?	I	get	very	well	the	3D	visu‐
alization,	but	I	haven’t	yet	grasped	what	are	
the	research	questions	that	can	be	answered	
using	this	sort	of	technology?		
	
Van	Miegroet:	For	instance,	ones	that	are	re‐
lated	to	urban	design.	For	instance,	how	is	a	
city	being	shaped	over	three	centuries?	Usu‐
ally	that’s	not	visualized,	and	when	you	do	
not	visualize	something,	you’re	missing	a	
number	of	steps	or	you’re	missing	the	dy‐
namics	of	how	a	building	was	shaped	or	how	
a	city	was	shaped.	And	then	the	question	can	
for	instance	be,	like	what	Caroline	is	doing	
with	Venice,	the	relationship	between	the	de‐
velopment	of	the	city,	which	is	a	standard	
question	for	an	architectural	historian,	and	
then	the	cisterns	for	instance,	the	water	cis‐
terns	that	were	placed	in	there,	which	is	a	
question	for	an	environmental	scientist.	And	
in	bringing	these	two	people	together	you	
begin	to	look	at	those	dynamics	completely	
differently.	I	must	say,	I’ve	been	several	times	
to	Venice	and	I	never	wondered	where	do	
they	get	their	water	from	because	it’s	sur‐
rounded	by	water.	But	the	point	is	that	by	
studying	this	together‐‐the	architectural	
question,	the	dynamics	of	the	city,	where	are	
the	cisterns‐‐we	can	learn	a	few	things	for	the	
future.	Because	this	is	all	about	preserving	
water,	preserving	nature,	how	did	they	use	
cisterns	to	be	efficient?	That’s	one	instance	
where	they	really	brought	something	to	the	
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table.	And	the	Lausanne	Polytechnique	is	
very	interested	to	join	the	project.	And	these	
are	really	hardcore	MIT‐types	basically	
(laughter).	I	say	that	with	the	fullest	respect!		
	
Walter	Sinnott‐Armstrong	(Philosophy):	I	
was	interested	in	to	what	extent	the	pro‐
gram’s	going	to	focus	on	art	history	because	
they	all	seem	to	be	required	to	take	this	
methodology,	but	I	can	imagine	people	com‐
ing	in	with	an	interest	in	military	history	who	
could	use	visualization	and	have	no	interest	
in	art	history	whatsoever	and	still	being	re‐
quired	to	take	that	course.	How	does	that	fo‐
cus	on	art	history	fit	with	the	way	the	stu‐
dents	may	be	interested?		
	
Van	Miegroet:	You’re	absolutely	right,	but	
the	reason	why	we	want	to	do	that,	at	least	in	
the	beginning	stages,	is	to	keep	the	focus	and	
to	first	learn	from	this.	And	if	there	is	really	
enough	pressure	on	the	system,	if	people	say,	
well	we	don’t	really	want	to	do	all	the	time	in	
art	history	or	we	don’t	want	to	be	completely	
based	in	art	history,	then	we	move	out	of	it.	
But	we	wanted	to	start	really‐‐and	you’ll	see	
that	in	the	proposal	too‐‐with	five	really	fo‐
cused	projects,	so	that	the	students	know	this	
is	what	I’m	signing	up	for,	this	is	the	sort	of	
project	I	wanted	to	be	connected	to.	If	we	get	
a	lot	of	push	back	from	our	audience,	who	
say,	well	you	should	expand	it,	then	we’ll	do	
that.	But	in	the	atmosphere	of	full	disclosure,	
we’re	working	on	another	program,	which	is	
basically	going	in	that	direction.	This	is	sort	
of	dealing	with	historical	visualization.	Our	
other	program	is	more	MIT‐style	media	arts	
and	science	where	that	sort	of	student	would	
have	a	space.	And	these	two	are	going	to	
work	together.	Again,	have	a	look	at	Duke	
Today	and	you’ll	see	the	story	on	media	arts	
and	sciences	and	what	we’re	doing	there,	and	
you’ll	get	it.	I	hope	that	answers	your	ques‐
tion.		
	
Justin	Wright	(Biology):	I	was	wondering	if	

you	could	talk	a	little	bit	more	about	the	
downstream‐side	of	this.	Is	there	a	market	
for	students	with	these	particular	skills	or	is	
there	money	for	job	placement?	I’m	sure	
there	are	people	who’d	want	to	take	this	
course,	but	would	we	then	be	creating	indi‐
viduals	who	wouldn’t	have	anything	to	go	on	
to?		
	
Van	Miegroet:	The	cultural	sector	is	a	big	
market.	And	for	instance	if	you	look	over	at	
the	museum	world,	the	whole	museum	world	
is	really	changing	dramatically	because	you	
have	a	whole	generation	which	is	still	in	the	
old,	sort	of	setting‐up	exhibitions	and	things	
like	that	whereas	they	really	need	to	be	very	
well	conversant	with	new	technologies	be‐
cause	the	people	who	come	to	museums	and	
young	students	who	come	to	museums	are	
conversant	with	that	technology.	But	there	is	
that	gap	there.	So	that’s	the	sort	of	specialist	
who	could	be	trained	there.	This	is	also	
someone	who	could	go	into	academe	in	his‐
torical	visualization	because	we	see	that	ob‐
ject	of	inquiry	gaining	more	serious	academic	
traction	over	the	years.	So	definitely	the	mu‐
seum	sector,	academe	to	a	lesser	degree,	and	
what	we	have	not	yet	fully	explored	and	what	
we	will	be	doing	in	the	future	is	all	these	new	
media	start‐ups	who	also	need	someone	of	
this	skill‐set	who	deals	with	advanced	visual‐
ization,	it’s	a	bit	softer,	but	these	three	we	
identify.		
	
Christina	Williams	(Psychology	&	Neuro‐
science):	I	just	wondered	who	you	expect	the	
students	to	be?	Are	they	likely	Duke	under‐
grads	who	graduated	and	want	to	go	on	or	do	
you	expect	a	broad	international	population	
of	students?	
	
Van	Miegroet:	Both,	both.	Because	nationally	
the	Wired!	team	and	Caroline	Bruzelius’s	
work	is	highly	respected,	she’s	a	member	of	
the	academy,	she’s	regularly	invited	to	Har‐
vard	and	MIT.	I	mean,	they	know	what	we’re	
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doing	here.	And	that’s	how	we	began	to	learn	
we	should	set	up	a	master’s	program	because	
we	have	already	a	lot	of	demand	from	our	
undergraduate	students.	And	that’s,	as	far	as	
survey	is	concerned,	a	very	limited	pool.	And	
then	we	began	to	talk	to	our	colleagues	who	
said	that	would	be	fantastic.	But	with	any‐
thing,	when	you	set	up	a	business	you	have	to	
set	it	up	and	see	what	is	happening.	So	I	can	
make	a	very	rosy	picture.	I	can	only	tell	you	
when	I	started	with	the	PhD	in	Art	History	in	
the	beginning,	and	it	was	also	in	this	commit‐
tee	here,	people	said	to	me,	why	do	you	want	
a	PhD	in	Art	History?	You’re	never	going	to	
get	jobs	for	these	people.	Most	of	our	PhDs	
are	employed.	And	we	didn’t	know	either.	So	
to	be	honest	with	you,	I	think	we’re	going	to	
be	good	with	applications;	that’s	safe.	And	I	
expect	anywhere	between	50	to	60	so	that	
we	have	a	good	ratio	of	applications	vis‐a‐vis	
admissions	to	that	we	can	keep	the	quality	
high	enough.	And	we	learned	that	with	the	
MFA	too.	The	MFA	is	also	a	program	that	we	
developed	in	our	quarters,	completely	self‐
supporting	and	the	same	argument:	Duke	has	
no	tradition	in	MFA,	nobody’s	going	to	come	
to	Duke	to	study	art.	And	in	addition,	study‐
ing	art	and	paying	for	it?	Artists	are	poor!	
Artists	don’t	pay	for	stuff	(laughter).	And	it	
was	exactly	the	opposite.	So	we	have	over	a	
hundred	applications	in	our	first	year	of	op‐
eration.		
	
Henriquez:	I	was	curious,	you	were	mention‐
ing	the	fact	that	the	students	need	to	have	
some	enhanced	computational	realization	
skill‐set	perhaps	to	be	employable.	Are	these	
things	being	taught	to	undergraduate	stu‐
dents	at	Duke	who	are	in	these	programs	and	
are	they	learning	these	skill	sets	as	well?		
	
	Van	Miegroet:	Yeah,	because‐‐and	this	is	an	
area,	of	course,	where	we	need	to	give	you	
some	explanation	of	what	we’re	doing	there	
in	Bay	11‐‐because	we	have	there	a	team	in	
place	that	is	constituted	purely	of	scientists.	

So	it	is	headed	by	a	physicist,	there	are	two	
coders	there,	there	is	a	data‐mining	special‐
ist.	So	we	are	trying,	not	only	to	be	conver‐
sant	with	these	techniques,	but	also	to	learn	
them.	And	they	are	teaching	both	our	stu‐
dents	and	our	faculty,	which	is	great	fun	for	
us	too.	Because	for	the	first	time,	for	instance,	
in	art	history	we	have	introduced	code	as	a	
language	requirement.	That	was	a	small	revo‐
lution	in	that	department.	But	this	is	where	
we	give	the	correct	signal:	if	you	want	to	do	
this,	you	need	to	learn	code.	We	began	to	de‐
velop,	for	instance,	art	market	simulation	
programs	and	things	like	that.	Really	the	sky	
is	the	limit,	but	that’s	how	good	experimental	
environments	should	be.	I	can	give	you	more	
specifics	on	that	one.		
	
Janet	Ewald	(History):	I	think	a	version	of	
this	question	has	been	asked	before,	but	I’m	
going	to	simply	reword	it.	To	what	extent	will	
your	teaching	relay	on,	say	non‐tenure	track,	
faculty?		
	
Van	Miegroet:	None	whatsoever.		
	
Socolar:	You	did	mention	post‐docs.		
	
Van	Miegroet:	One.		
	
Ewald:	I	was	thinking	of	like	a	research	pro‐
fessor.	It	was	my	understanding	that	re‐
search	professor	wasn’t	necessarily	tenure‐
track?		
	
Van	Miegroet:	There	is	one	research	profes‐
sor	involved,	and	that’s	Victoria	Szabo.	But	
that’s	regular	rank.	All	the	rest	is...	
	
Ewald:	So	she’s	tenure‐track?		
	
Van	Miegroet:	No,	she’s	on	five‐year…	
	
Ewald:	Oh,	but	that	was	my	question,	wheth‐
er…	
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Van	Miegroet:	Yes,	only	one.		
	
Ewald:	Okay.		
	
Socolar:	Another	question	for	Hans?	Okay,	
thanks	very	much.	
	
Van	Miegroet:	Thank	you.		
	
PROPOSED	MASTER’S	IN	MEDICAL	
PHYSICS	AT	DKU	
	
Socolar:	Okay,	so	before	we	hear	about	the	
DKU	Medical	Physics	program,	I	want	to	re‐
mind	everyone	of	the	context	for	the	Aca‐
demic	Council’s	consideration	of	this	pro‐
posal.		This	is	a	Duke	degree	to	be	offered	at	
Duke‐Kunshan	University‐‐it	is	not	a	DKU	de‐
gree‐‐and	it	is	the	third	such	degree	that	has	
come	before	this	body.		The	first	was	the	
Fuqua	School’s	Master	in	Management	Stud‐
ies	degree,	which	was	approved	in	December	
2011,	and	the	second	was	the	Master’s	in	
Global	Health,	which	was	approved	at	the	
May	2012	Council	meeting.		
	
On	March	22,	2012,	this	Council	passed	a	
resolution	stating	its	support	for	proceeding	
with	the	development	of	Duke	degree	pro‐
grams	at	DKU.		So	here	is	the	resolution	that	
was	passed,	and	I’ve	just	highlighted	in	red	
the	crucial	sentence,	that	the	Academic	Coun‐
cil	is	prepared	to	consider	graduate	program	
proposals	at	DKU	that	lead	to	Duke	degrees	
or	Duke	credit.		
	
Our	job	regarding	the	present	proposal	is	to	
evaluate	it	on	its	own	merits,	not	to	hold	a	
referendum	on	the	larger	DKU	project	(laugh‐
ter).		This	does	not	mean,	however,	that	we	
should	ignore	the	complexities	of	running	the	
program	in	Kunshan,	and	I	hope	we	have	re‐
served	enough	time	for	Council	members	to	
be	satisfied	that	the	relevant	issues	have	
been	raised	and	addressed.	

	
One	issue	that	I	would	like	to	anticipate	with	
a	brief	explanation	is	the	process	by	which	
DKU	faculty	will	be	hired.		First,	any	faculty	
member	with	a	Duke	appointment	will	be	
hired	through	the	usual	channels	at	Duke,	fol‐
lowing	our	standard	procedures	for	searches,	
evaluations,	and	offers.		Now	for	DKU	faculty	
in	master’s	degree	programs	who	do	not	
have	Duke	appointments,	the	search	will	be	
carried	out	as	shown	here.	It	will	be	carried	
out,	initiated	at	Duke	in	the	usual	way	by	the	
relevant	hiring	unit.	Their	recommendation,	
the	successful	candidate,	will	then	be	rec‐
ommended	to	the	DKU	Faculty	Appointments	
Committee,	which	consists	of	five	members	
of	the	Duke	University	faculty,	two	faculty	
from	our	partner	university,	Wuhan,	and	two	
DKU	faculty.		And	that	committee	will	for‐
ward	the	recommendation	to	the	Executive	
Vice	Chancellor	of	DKU	who	will	generate	the	
offer.		It’s	a	little	bit	different	for	undergradu‐
ate	programs.	There’s	a	nominating	commit‐
tee,	but	that’s	not	something	we	have	to	con‐
cern	ourselves	with	today.	And	this	proce‐
dure,	this	committee	structure,	is	actually	
specified	in	the	Articles	of	Association	of	
DKU.	
	
So,	I	also	just	want	to	mention	for	those	of	
you,	and	I	assume	it’s	many	of	you,	who	are	
interested	in	how	the	overall	picture	is	shap‐
ing	up	at	DKU,	I’ll	let	you	know	that	Dr.	Mary	
Brown‐Bullock	will	address	this	Council	in	
February	when	she’s	in	town.	So	at	our	Feb‐
ruary	20th	meeting	we’ll	have	a	chance	to	
hear	from	her	directly.	
	
Okay	so,	I’d	now	like	to	call	on	Professors	Jim	
Dobbins,	who’s	the	Director	of	Duke’s	Medi‐
cal	Physics	Graduate	Program,	and	Fang‐Fang	
Yin,	who	will	direct	the	program	at	DKU	if	
approved,	to	present	the	proposal	for	a	Mas‐
ter	of	Science	in	Medical	Physics	at	DKU.		
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James	Dobbins	(Director,	Medical	Physics	
Graduate	Program):	Thank	you,	Josh.		I	also	
would	like	to	thank	the	Academic	Council	for	
allowing	us	to	put	forward	our	proposal	for	a	
new	graduate	program	in	medical	physics	at	
DKU.		As	Josh	mentioned,	I’m	Jim	Dobbins,	
the	director	of	the	medical	physics	graduate	
program	here	on	the	Durham	campus,	and	I	
would	like	to	make	a	few	introductory	com‐
ments	to	give	you	a	little	context	about	our	
graduate	program	and	about	medical	physics	
before	I	turn	it	over	to	Fang‐Fang	Yin,	who	
will	be	directing	our	program	there.		
	
Let	me	start	by	giving	a	brief	description	of	
the	field	of	medical	physics	for	those	of	you	
who	are	not	familiar	with	it.		Jokingly,	I	like	to	
say	that	medical	physics	has	more	Nobel	
Prizes	that	any	field	you’ve	never	heard	of.		
Medical	Physics	began	about	a	hundred	years	
ago	with	the	discoveries	of	x‐rays	and	natural	
radioactivity,	which	went	on	to	be	awarded	
two	of	the	first	Nobel	Prizes	in	physics.		Not	
only	were	these	discoveries	important	in	
ushering	in	the	era	of	modern	physics,	but	
they	were	also	the	beginning	of	very	im‐
portant	contributions	that	physicists	were	
going	to	make	over	the	past	century	to	the	
development	of	modern	medicine.		More	re‐
cently,	there	have	been	two	Nobel	Prizes	in	
Physiology	or	Medicine	awarded	for	work	
that’s	essentially	medical	physics	work,	and	
that	is	namely	the	development	of	Computed	
Tomography	and	Magnetic	Resonance	Imag‐
ing.	
	
Medical	Physics	is	an	interdisciplinary,	cut‐
ting‐edge	field	at	the	intersection	of	physics,	
engineering,	and	medicine.		It	comprises	the	
science	behind	the	development	of	three	im‐
portant	specialties	of	modern	medicine‐‐
namely,	radiology,	radiation	oncology,	and	
nuclear	medicine‐‐and	it	also	contributes	to	
other	fields	in	medicine	as	well,	such	as	car‐
diology.		And	it	also	plays	an	important	role	
in	molecular	medicine	and	other	things	that	

are	relevant	to	the	future	of	biomedical	re‐
search.		Students	who	study	medical	physics	
have	a	wide	array	of	career	opportunities	
available	to	them,	including	work	in	academ‐
ia,	work	in	the	clinic,	industry,	and	govern‐
ment	labs.	
	
Our	medical	physics	graduate	program	at	
Duke	was	approved	by	the	Board	of	Trustees	
in	2004,	and	we	are	currently	in	our	ninth	
academic	year.	We	offer	both	a	master’s	and	
a	PhD	degree.	Over	the	past	eight	years,	we	
have	grown	to	become	the	second	largest	
medical	physics	graduate	program	in	the	U.S.	
and	one	of	the	top	three	or	four	in	quality.		
We	have	quite	a	large	faculty	and	student	
body,	with	over	50	faculty	members	from	five	
departments	and	generally	50‐60	graduate	
students	at	any	given	time.		We	have	gradu‐
ated	about	120	students	so	far,	and	they	have	
competed	excellently	in	the	marketplace	for	
jobs	or	for	additional	residency	training	in	
our	field.		Our	students	have	shown	outstand‐
ing	scholarly	output	with	over	400	publica‐
tions	and	presentations	given	to	date.		And	
we	have	become	a	leader	in	the	national	en‐
terprise	of	medical	physics	education	by	be‐
ing	the	founding	organization	for	a	new	pro‐
fessional	society	called	the	Society	of	Direc‐
tors	of	Academic	Medical	Physics	Programs.	
That	new	international	body	came	out	of	our	
work	here	at	Duke.		
	
So	I	want	to	thank	you	for	allowing	me	to	
present	this	brief	introduction.		I	thought	it	
would	be	important	to	understand	the	con‐
text	about	what	medical	physics	is	and	what	
we	have	done	here	before	you	hear	about	our	
plans	for	DKU.	At	this	point	I	would	like	to	in‐
vite	Fang‐Fang	Yin	to	come	to	the	podium.	
Fang‐Fang	is	the	Associate	Director	of	our	
program	here	at	Duke	and	the	director	of	our	
DKU	initiative.	
	
Fang‐Fang	Yin	(Associate	Director,	Medi‐
cal	Physics	Graduate	Program):	Thank	you,	
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Jim.	About	nine	years	ago	my	first	job	in	com‐
ing	here	was	to	work	with	Jim	to	do	things	for	
the	approval	of	the	medical	physics	program.	
So	nine	years	later	now	today	we	are	talking	
about	a	different	program,	the	Duke‐DKU	
program.	To	follow	up	on	what	Jim	talked	
about,	I’m	going	to	just	summarize	what	
we’re	going	to	do	for	DKU	to	build	a	similar	
high‐quality	medical	physics	program	in	Chi‐
na.	So	the	rational	for	this	proposal	is	that	we	
see	there	is	a	substantial	need	for	medical	
physics	professionals	both	in	China	and	in	
other	Asian	countries.	The	reason	is	that	
there	are	growing	facilities	in	both	those	re‐
gions,	in	China	and	other	Asian	countries,	and	
they	need	scientifically	prepared	profession‐
als.	And	just	for	China	alone,	they	would	need	
more	than	fifteen	hundred	medical	physicists	
in	the	hospitals	by	the	year	2020,	and	that’s	
not	including	the	needs	in	industry	and	gov‐
ernment	organizations.	And	also	we	consider	
this	a	good	opportunity	for	our	Duke	medical	
physics	faculty	because	they	will	enrich	their	
teaching	and	the	research	experience	as	well	
as	their	collaboration	in	other	regions	and	
other	countries.	Third,	we	think	this	will	ad‐
vance	the	best	practices	for	medical	physic	
education	as	well	as	research	through	Duke‐
DKU	exchanges.	And	finally,	we	consider	this	
to	be	furthering	Duke’s	mission	to	advance	
the	civic	and	global	engagement	of	Duke	Uni‐
versity	as	well	as	to	promote	and	enhance	
Duke’s	brand	of	academic	quality.		
	
So	the	master’s	degree	in	medical	physics,	the	
curriculum	will	be	including	forty	credit	
hours	and	that	would	be	completed	in	two	
years.	We	will	emphasize	three	tracks	from	
the	existing	four	tracks	at	Duke.	One	is	for	
radiation	therapy,	which	will	be	the	majority,	
and	then	diagnostic	imaging	as	well	as	nucle‐
ar	medicine.	And	typically	it	will	include	
credit	hours	for	six	core	courses,	which	are	
eighteen	hours,	and	seven	credit	hours	of	re‐
quired	seminars	and	practicum	courses,	and	
nine	credit	hours	that	are	devoted	to	one	

track	specifically,	and	one	elective	course,	
and	one	frontier	course.	And	also	we’ll	have	
six	credit	hours	towards	thesis	research	or	
some	students	might	choose	to	do	scholarly	
papers	plus	one	additional	track‐specific	
course.	We	have	an	optional	summer	intern‐
ship	program	for	students	who	wish	to	en‐
hance	their	clinical	skills.		
	
The	class	size,	the	timing,	and	the	location	in	
brief	for	the	student	studying	and	taking	
courses	at	DKU,	and	before	that	I’m	going	to	
summarize	the	class	sizes.	Each	class	will	en‐
roll	fifteen	students	for	the	first	three	years.	
And	then	we’re	planning	to	increase	to	eight‐
een	to	twenty	in	the	fourth	and	the	fifth	
years.	This	number	is	calculated	based	on	the	
experience	we	had	at	Duke	as	well	as	bearing	
on	the	financial	need.	So	as	I	said,	the	student	
would	take	courses	at	DKU	for	the	first	year,	
both	the	fall	and	the	spring.	And	then	we’ll	of‐
fer	students	to	continue	from	June	to	Decem‐
ber	to	do	research	in	their	courses	at	Duke,	
and	they	will	travel	here	and	join	our	medical	
physics	program	at	Duke.	And	also	they	will	
take	a	qualifying	exam	for	graduation	as	well	
as	for	some	students,	they	may	want	to	move	
to	a	PhD	and	we	will	enroll	a	few	students	
from	DKU	in	the	Duke	program	here.	For	the	
second	year	the	spring	semester,	the	stu‐
dents	will	go	back	to	DKU	to	continue	their	
research	and	a	few	courses	and	mainly	com‐
plete	and	defend	their	thesis	work.	So	in	
terms	of	research	work,	that	could	be	done	
three	places.	One,	they	will	do	research	at	
Duke’s	campus	during	the	second	year,	June	
to	December.	Or	they	could	do	it	at	DKU	affil‐
iated	hospitals	because	we	have	very	similar	
equipment	between	Duke	and	some	affiliated	
Chinese	hospitals.	And	also	they	could	do	re‐
search	at	the	DKU	campus	to	do	software	or	
hardware	work.		
	
The	teaching	and	the	mentoring:	let’s	first	
talk	about	faculty.	As	Josh	mentioned,	all	the	
faculty	will	be	Duke	faculty	or	DKU	adjunct	
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faculty	approved	by	Duke’s	graduate	school.	
And	all	courses	will	be	taught	in	English.	The	
course	schedule	may	be	flexible	to	accommo‐
date	faculty	time	and	schedules.	The	class	
will	mostly	be	classroom	teaching,	and	the	
classroom	teaching	will	be	offered	by	three	
types	of	faculty.	One	is	locally	hired	DKU	fac‐
ulty	or	adjunct	faculty	working	for	the	uni‐
versities	or	hospitals	in	China	or	affiliated	re‐
gions.	And	also	there’s	faculty	from	Duke	who	
will	travel	to	DKU	to	offer	teaching.	We	have	
a	pool	of	27	faculty	members	who	have	ex‐
pressed	the	interest	to	do	so.	And	lastly,	we	
will	have	teaching	offered	by	faculty	at	
Durham	through	remote	learning	tools.	This	
is	only	for	seminars	because	there	is	one	
credit	seminar	per	semester	that	will	be	of‐
fered.		
	
Co‐mentorship	for	each	student:	Durham	
faculty	will	serve	as	the	primary	advisors	for	
all	the	students,	and	that	will	be	done	by	stu‐
dents	coming	to	Durham	and	by	visitation	of	
the	Duke	faculty	to	DKU.	Also	each	student	
will	have	a	DKU	faculty	member	or	DKU	ad‐
junct	faculty	member	as	a	co‐advisor.	The	
quality	research	assessment:	we	want	the	re‐
search	to	be	able	to	be	presented	at	a	nation‐
al	or	international	meeting.	Ideally	we	expect	
the	student	to	write	up	a	manuscript	for	pub‐
lication.	So	how	do	we	assess	the	quality	and	
the	ethical	standards?	For	academic	quality,	
we	want	Duke	quality.	In	order	to	do	so,	ini‐
tially	the	DKU	medical	physics	program	will	
be	directed	by	Duke	faculty.	The	medical	
physics	program	has	selected	me	to	be	the	in‐
itial	director,	so	I’ll	try	to	do	my	best	to	fulfill	
the	standards	of	Duke	quality.	And	also	we	
have	DGS	at	DKU	on‐site,	and	they	will	be	
hired.	Any	program	changes	will	be	overseen	
by	DKU	and	administrative	consultants	at	
Duke.	We	will	also	make	sure	students	get	
the	Duke	experience.	That’s	why	during	the	
third	semester	in	Durham	we	have	co‐
mentorship	arrangements.	And	finally	the	

graduate	school	will	evaluate	the	DKU	medi‐
cal	physics	program	after	three	years.		
	
Ethics	and	scientific	integrity	training	will	be	
offered	for	every	student	initially	when	they	
enter	the	graduate	program,	and	this	is	man‐
datory.	The	research	design	ethics:	we	will	
make	sure	that	we	have	Duke	IRB	or	IACUC	
approval	for	all	projects	involving	human	
subjects	or	animals.	Although	most	medical	
physics	research	projects	involve	hardware	
or	software	design,	occasionally	we	have	
some	project	related	to	human	subjects	and	
clinical	data.	So	some	faculty	will	also	serve	
as	a	PI,	as	I	have	myself.	I	have	had	a	few	pro‐
tocols	where	I	have	served	as	a	PI.	So	we	will	
follow	IRB	and	IACUC	approval.	And	also	
some	projects	may	involve	hospitals	in	China	
or	some	other	countries,	so	we	will	try	to	
make	sure	we	meet	additional	required	local	
approval	and	meet	the	regulatory	and	ethical	
requirements	for	projects	in	China	and	other	
countries.	At	minimum,	all	projects	will	meet	
Duke	IRB	and	IACUC	standards.		
	
Very	briefly	about	the	financial	model,	the	
major	income	will	come	from	tuition,	and	the	
major	expense	will	be	faculty	teaching	and	
administrative	efforts.	The	administrative	
staff,	operation,	and	office	expenses	and	
some	faculty	mentoring	and	travel	will	be	
minor.	Additional	notes	for	the	financial	
model,	this	financial	model	because	it’s	DKU	
is	developed	and	prepared	with	assistance	
from	budgetary	staff	in	the	Provost’s	office	so	
that	we	can	get	better	bearings.	The	program	
will	cover	direct	costs	including	start	up	by	
the	fifth	year.	Contributions	to	overall	DKU	
expenses	are	built	into	the	budget.	Any	sur‐
plus	from	the	program	remains	in	China.	
However,	Duke	bills	DKU	for	all	necessary	
expenses	of	the	Durham	program,	including	
faculty	time.	DKU	and	the	Provost	will	back‐
stop	the	finances,	and	there	will	be	no	nega‐
tive	finances	of	the	DKU	program.	That’s	my	
brief	description.	Thank	you.		
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Socolar:	Questions	for	Jim	or	Fang‐Fang?	
	
Warren	Grill	(Biomedical	Engineering):	
How	many	students	from	mainland	China	
currently	come	to	Durham	for	a	master’s	de‐
gree?	How	much	does	it	cost	for	them?	And	
who	pays	for	the	expenses	of	that	program	
for	the	student?		
	
Yin:	Currently	we	estimate	about	twenty,	
sometimes	twenty	to	thirty,	students	from	
mainland	China.	And	for	PhD	students	they	
get	a	fellowship,	and	that	means	the	universi‐
ty	will	pay	or	the	faculty	will	pay	and	they	get	
a	tuition	fellowship	too.	For	the	master’s	de‐
gree,	they	all	pay	their	own	expense,	tuition	
plus	living	costs.		
	
Grill:	How	many	are	pursuing	a	master’s	in	
Durham,	did	you	say	twenty	or	thirty?	
	
Yin:	Durham?	Yeah,	between	twenty	to	thirty	
percent.		
	
Dobbins:	Yeah,	our	graduate	program	here	
over	the	past	eight	years	has	been	about	thir‐
ty	percent	international	students	and	about	
half	of	those	are	from	People’s	Republic.	And	
in	terms	of	the	finances	as	well,	as	Fang‐Fang	
said,	the	PhD	students	of	course	all	get	full	
fellowships	and	the	master’s	student	pay	tui‐
tion.	We	off‐set	that	tuition	by	a	fairly	healthy	
scholarship	amount	in	order	to	set	our	price‐
point	right	for	the	US	market.		
	
Grill:	Could	you	be	clear	on	what	that	is	in	
dollars?	What’s	the	price	tag	and	what	do	
they	actually	pay?	
	
Dobbins:	Yes.	The	price	tag,	the	list	price	in	
Durham	is	forty‐four	thousand,	that’s	the	cost	
of	a	master’s	degree	in	the	graduate	school	at	
Duke.	It	will	be	exactly	the	same	in	DKU.	In	
Durham	the	scholarship	amounts	that	we	
give	to	students	vary	on	the	quality	of	the	

student.	But	it	might	be	on	an	average	of	
eight	to	ten	thousand	dollars	per	year	per	
student	in	the	US.	In	DKU	the	exact	scholar‐
ship	amounts	are	still	being	worked	out	be‐
tween	the	DKU	leadership	and	the	pricing	
agency	in	China,	but	it	will	be	approximately,	
we	anticipate,	it	will	be	about	fifty	percent	
scholarship	for	PRC	students	at	DKU	off	of	
the	forty‐four	thousand	list	price.	For	stu‐
dents	who	are	not	from	China	the	scholarship	
amount	would	be	less.	So	again	those	are	still	
being	worked	out,	but	that’s	our	understand‐
ing	of	roughly	what	we’re	targeting	for	the	
cost	in	China.		
	
Grill:	So	it	would	be	less	expensive	for	a	stu‐
dent	to	attend	the	program	at	DKU	than	it	
would	be	to	attend	the	program	in	Durham?		
	
Dobbins:	Correct.	For	a	master’s	degree,	
that’s	right.		
	
Yin:	That’s	mainly	for	the	people	from	China.	
	
Dobbins.	For	China,	yeah.	For	the	students	
who	are	from	other	areas,	like	maybe	Singa‐
pore,	Japan,	Korea,	India,	who	may	also	be	at‐
tracted	to	the	DKU	program	the	cost	might	be	
about	the	same	out	of	pocket.		
	
Truskey:	Are	there	any	comparable	medical	
physics	programs	in	China?	
	
Yin:	There	are	some	programs	in	China,	
about	three.	There	are	some	universities	that	
are	considering	starting	new	programs.	They	
produce	about	twenty	students	every	year.	
So	this	is	way	below	what	is	needed	at	this	
time.		
	
Truskey:	And	what	is	the	cost	of	their	pro‐
gram	relative	to	what	you’re	going	to	change	
with	the	discount?		
	
Yin:	The	cost	in	China	in	universities‐‐
because	many	of	the	programs	are	sponsored	
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by	the	government‐‐for	them	the	cost	would	
be	much,	much	lower	than	what	we	provide.	
Different	universities	are	different,	so	I	can‐
not	provide	the	detailed	numbers.		
	
Garnett	Kelsoe	(Immunology):	You	men‐
tioned	that	students	might	do	research	on	the	
DKU	campus	or	at	the	affiliated	hospitals,	and	
I	have	a	two	part	question.	One,	what	is	the	
medical	physics	equipment	that	is	located	on	
the	DKU	campus,	and	which	are	the	affiliated	
hospitals	and	how	did	they	become	affiliated?		
	
Yin:	Those	are	good	questions.	The	equip‐
ment	in	China,	most	hospitals	will	have	very	
comparable	equipment	to	what	we	have	and	
some	will	have	identical	equipment	in	the	
hospitals.	And	around	DKU,	within	one	hour	
traveling,	there	are	five	hospitals	that	are	
very	interested	in	working	with	us	to	be	our	
affiliated	sites	for	students	to	do	practicum,	
for	their	hours	of	clinical	work,	as	well	as	
providing	the	potential	to	do	research	work.		
	
Kelsoe:	That’s	terrific.	I’m	just	curious,	have	
we	actually	had	any	participation	in	deciding	
whether	DKU	will	be	associated	with	these	
hospitals	or	is	that	a	decision	of	the	medical	
physics	program?		
	
Yin:	This	will	be	just	for	the	medical	physics	
program,	but	the	arrangement	probably	will	
have	to	go	through	DKU.		
	
Benfey:	So	what	market	research	has	been	
done	as	to	the	size	of	the	potential	customer	
base	and	their	ability	to	pay	this	amount?	
	
Yin:	The	number	I	mentioned,	fifteen	hun‐
dred	by	the	year	2020	of	medical	physicists	
needed,	that	is	given	by	the	Chinese	Associa‐
tion	of	Medical	Physics	and	the	Chinese	Asso‐
ciation	of	Radiation	Therapy/Oncology.	So	
those	are	hard	numbers.	The	paper	was	pub‐
lished	in	the	International	Journal	of	Radia‐
tion	Oncology,	Biology	and	Physics.	Now	

whether	we	have	done	enough	marketing	for	
how	many	students	will	be	willing	to	pay	this	
tuition,	we	have	not	done	this	kind	of	survey	
at	this	time.	But	from	informal	discussion	
with	students	who	are	here	and	visiting	phys‐
icists	and	radiation	oncologists	from	China,	
they	think	there	would	be	a	good	market	for	
this.		
	
Benfey:	But	what’s	the	yearly	salary	of	peo‐
ple	in	these	jobs	in	China?	
	
Yin:	After	they	graduate?	I	think	right	now	
the	average	salary,	you	know	it	has	a	big	
range	and	some	people	working	for	the	hos‐
pital	might	get	relatively	lower,	probably	
twenty,	thirty	thousand	dollars	a	year,	and	if	
they	work	for	industry	they	probably	would	
get	between	fifty	to	a	hundred	thousand	dol‐
lars	a	year.	Now	in	the	US,	it’s	much	higher.		
	
Benfey:	How	are	they	going	to	finance	twen‐
ty	thousand	dollars	a	year	for	three	years	if	
they’re	making	twenty	thousand	dollars	a	
year?	
	
Yin:	You	would	be	surprised‐‐they	will	find	
the	resources	to	pay	for	this	kind	of	tuition	if	
they	really	want	to.	Just	like	how	they	come	
here	to	study.	And	the	salaries	are	the	same.		
	
Sara	Beale	(Law	School/ECAC):		Can	you	
give	us	some	idea	of	how	many	applications	
that	the	Durham	program	is	now	getting	
from	China	because	I	think	that	might	give	us	
some	idea	of	the	pool	of	people	who	want	to	
spend	even	more	to	get	a	Duke	degree?	
	
Yin:	Jim,	do	you	have	that	amount?		
	
Dobbins:	Our	PhD	program	here,	which	is	
different	from	what	we’re	talking	about	in	
DKU,	is	highly	competitive.	We	have	about	
four	or	five	matriculates	per	year,	and	we	get	
over	a	hundred	applications.	So	that’s	a	little	
hard	to	say	because	we’re	highly,	highly	se‐
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lective	with	everyone	that	applies.	We’ve	had	
a	number	of	students	from	PRC	enroll	as	PhD	
students.	In	terms	of	the	master’s	students,	
we	end	up	getting	about	fifty	or	so	master’s	
applicants	per	year,	and	I	don’t	know	the	ex‐
act	number,	but	I	would	say	probably…	
	
Beale:	Fifty	total?		
	
Dobbins:	Fifty	total,	and	some	of	our	PhD	
pool	we	pull	over	into	the	master’s	pool	of	
applicants,	if	they	allow	us	to	do	that,	for	
people	who	are	not	admitted	into	our	PhD	
program.	And	I	would	say	that	since	about	fif‐
teen	percent	of	our	overall	student	body	is	
from	PRC,	I	would	say	that	we	get	probably	in	
the	twenty,	twenty‐five	percent	range	of	
those	people	being	from	China.	I	don’t	know	
the	exact	number;	I	could	get	the	exact	num‐
ber	for	you	if	you	wanted.		
	
Yin:	Just	to	add	one	more	point	to	answer	
your	question,	for	most	students	in	China	
their	parents	will	pay	the	tuition.	That’s	the	
tradition	in	China,	and	the	parents	will	do	
everything,	give	up	everything,	and	put	a	lot	
of	money	towards	their	kid’s	education.	So	
they	don’t	have	to	get	a	student	loan.		
	
Jennifer	Green	(School	of	Medicine):	I’m	
just	not	familiar	with	this	training	path.	Is	a	
master’s	degree	in	general	the	stepping	stone	
to	a	PhD	or	is	it	a	stand‐alone	degree	ade‐
quate	for	individuals	to	attain	employment	
with	a	master’s	degree?	
	
Yin:	A	master’s	degree	can	be	the	terminal	
degree	for	clinical	practice,	for	government	
agencies,	and	also	for	the	regulatory	industry	
as	well	for	service	as	a	medical	physicist.	And	
just	to	take	radiation	oncology	here	at	Duke:	I	
have	twenty‐five	medical	physicists	in	radia‐
tion	oncology	alone,	not	talking	about	radiol‐
ogy	as	a	whole.	And	I	have	six	master’s	de‐
gree	students	and	eighteen	are	PhD	degrees	
because	we	are	a	university,	so	we	hire	a	

higher	ratio	of	PhDs.	So	in	the	medical	field‐‐
we	call	it	the	American	Association	of	Medical	
Physicists‐‐of	the	people	working	in	clinical	
settings,	almost	fifty	percent	or	more	have	
master’s	degrees	that	are	practicing.		
	
Green:	You	are	not	planning	to	offer	the	PhD	
degree	at	the	present	time,	is	that	correct?	Do	
you	think	that	will	have	any	adverse	impact	
on	the	desirability	of	the	training	program?		
	
Yin:	Excuse	me,	I’m	trying	to	understand	
your	question	better.	Are	you	asking	whether	
adding	a	PhD	program	would	enhance	or	af‐
fect	our	current	program?	
	
Green:	I	guess	I’m	asking	the	reverse.	Are	
you	offering	the	PhD	program	or	are	there	
plans	to	do	that	soon?		
	
Yin:	For	DKU?	
	
Green:	Yes.	
	
Yin:	At	this	time	we	are	not	planning	to	offer	
it	immediately,	but	we	do	have	a	plan	to	pro‐
pose	it	in	the	future,	the	PhD	program	for	
DKU.	Now	the	reason	I	say	that	is	there	are	
no	PhD	programs	in	clinical	medical	physics	
of	a	high	quality	in	China.	And	there	is	sub‐
stantial	demand	for	high	quality,	both	aca‐
demically	and	for	clinical	professionals	in	
medical	fields,	and	they	can	only	be	trained	
by	going	to	a	PhD	program.	So	I	think	a	PhD	
will	be	very,	very	critical	for	DKU	in	the	fu‐
ture	if	we	want	to	survive.		
	
Henriquez:	I	have	a	question,	two	questions.	
One,	there’s	an	English	proficiency	require‐
ment	for	all	Duke	international	graduate	stu‐
dents	and	I	wondered	how	that	is	being	satis‐
fied	at	DKU,	is	there	somebody	on‐site	who	
would	do	that?	Like	Peter,	is	Peter	going	to	
do	it?	(laughter)	
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Peter	Lange	(Provost):	It’s	not	a	program	
specific	thing	at	DKU.	We	are	using	Duke	ESL	
folks	to	set	up	the	program	at	DKU.	They	will	
oversee	it,	and	there	are	people	from	here	go‐
ing	to	DKU	for	both	the	graduate	and	under‐
graduate	programs.		
	
Henriquez:	My	second	question	had	to	do	
with	the	facilities	to	do	things	like	equipment	
design	or	software	design.	Is	there	going	to	
be	a	lab	there	for	these	students	to	do	that	
sort	of	thing?	Is	that	going	to	be	staffed	and	
ready	to	go?	
	
Yin:	For	software	development	we	requested	
a	lab	and	DKU	has	enough	space	at	this	time	
to	satisfy	our	requirements,	and	I	think	it’s	
much	easier	than	here	because	DKU	is	new	
and	we’re	one	of	only	three	programs.	For	
hardware,	that’s	why	we	need	affiliated	hos‐
pitals,	and	they	will	be	used.	And	just	like	
here,	the	students	will	be	using	clinical	
equipment	for	research.		
	
David	MacAlpine	(Pharmacology/Cancer	
Biology):	I	just	wanted	a	little	clarification.	
Did	I	understand	right	that	after	their	first	
year,	they’re	going	to	come	to	Duke	for	six	
months?	
	
Yin:	Yes.	
	
MacAlpine:	Do	you	guys	have	the	infrastruc‐
ture	and	capacity	to	absorb	twenty	additional	
students?	
	
Yin:	Yes,	we	calculated	that.	Jim	could	proba‐
bly	give	you	more	information.		
	
Dobbins:	Right,	we	considered	that	question	
carefully.	We	think	it	adds	to	the	educational	
experience	for	students	at	DKU	to	come	here.	
It’s	also	a	way	for	us	to	ensure	that	we	put	
the	sort	of	the	imprimatur	Duke	quality	on	
the	graduate	school	education	that	they	re‐
ceive.	Now	in	terms	of	capacity,	we	do	have	

the	capacity	to	handle	these	additional	stu‐
dents.	As	an	example	of	that,	back	in	2010	the	
students	that	were	admitted	into	the	pro‐
gram	were	about	twice	the	number	that	we	
had	anticipated.	Our	yield	was	twice	as	high	
as	we	expected	because	it	was	the	recovery	
right	after	the	recession.	So	many	more	peo‐
ple	accepted	our	offers,	so	instead	of	getting	
sixteen	students	that	year,	we	got	almost	
thirty.	Now	we	were	a	little	concerned	about	
that	at	first,	are	we	going	to	be	able	to	handle	
adequate	mentoring	for	these	students?	But	
it	ended	up	happening	that	in	fact,	not	only	
did	we	handle	that	well,	but	the	professors	
still	told	us	they	would	like	more	students.	
Because	a	lot	of	faculty	members	who	partic‐
ipate	in	the	medical	physics	program	have	
appointments	in	clinical	departments	here,	
so	for	them	to	be	able	to	have	master’s	stu‐
dents	come‐‐and	they	don’t	have	to	pay	for	
them	like	you	would	for	a	PhD‐‐to	have	them	
come	and	work	on	a	research	project	that	
you’ve	just	been	waiting	to	do	but	haven’t	
had	the	resources	to	do	is	quite	a	plus	for	the	
faculty.	So	that	year	we	handled	those	thirty	
students	just	fine,	so	I	don’t	think	that	adding	
these	additional	fifteen	students	per	year	
here	will	be	a	problem.		
	
MacAlpine:	Well,	just	to	flip	it	around	to	the	
perspective	of	the	student.	I	mean,	my	gradu‐
ate	students	come	into	my	lab	and	might	be	
international,	and	I	mean,	that’s	a	big	transi‐
tion	for	them.	And	of	course,	we’re	paying	
them	a	full	stipend,	and	I	just	worry	that	
these	students	are	going	to	come	for	a	mas‐
ter’s	and	they’re	paying	their	way	or	their	
parents	are,	as	you	said,	and	now	they’ve	got	
to	find	housing	in	Durham	and	everything	
else	on	a	master’s	program?		
	
Dobbins:	Yeah,	but	all	of	our	other	master’s	
students	come	and	get	acclimated,	the	inter‐
national	students	as	well.	So	we	certainly	will	
do	everything	we	can	to	make	sure	that	
there’s	a	smooth	transition	for	them.	You	
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want	to	address	the	issue	specifically	for	the	
Chinese	students?	
	
Yin:	Yeah,	I	think	that	the	vice	president	of	
student	housing,	he	already	promised	that	if	
we	need	any	housing	or	health	insurance	that	
he	is	all	for	it.	And	he	has	a	reservation	for	
this.	Every	student	has	a	choice,	whatever	
they	want	to	do.	The	other	point	is	we	will	es‐
tablish	a	student	network	through	the	inter‐
net,	so	our	students	here	will	be	able	to	pro‐
vide	consultations	and	other	stuff	to	help	the	
students	over	there.		
	
Baker:	Could	you	tell	us,	you	mentioned	a	
role,	but	you	didn’t	say	how	big	the	role	is	for	
adjunct	faculty.	Could	you	tell	us	about	how	
you	select	the	adjunct	faculty	and	how	many	
courses?	And	what	percentage	of	the	courses	
the	adjunct	faculty	will	teach?	
	
Yin:	Adjunct	faculty	recruitment	or	hiring	
will	follow	the	exact	same	process	as	defined	
by	Josh	for	DKU.	So	there’s	no	substandard	in	
anything,	we’ll	follow	the	same	standard.	The	
only	difference	is	their	primary	appointment	
is	maybe	Fudan	University	in	Shanghai.	And	
one	who	has	expressed	that	he’s	extremely	
interested	is	a	radiation	oncologist.	He	has	
MD/PhD	degrees,	and	he’s	interested	in	
teaching	anatomy	and	physiology	for	us.	And	
he	has	a	PhD	degree	from	this	country	and	
went	back	to	China	to	practice	radiation	on‐
cology,	and	we	think	this	would	be	the	per‐
fect	person	to	do	this	kind…	
	
Baker:	Would	they	teach	ninety	percent	of	
the	courses?	
	
Yin:	No,	they	are	interested	in	teaching	four	
courses,	but	we	probably	will	have	a	DKU	
faculty	member	to	join	in	the	activity	and	ef‐
forts.	Just	like	here,	not	all	of	the	faculty	
teaching	the	courses	will	have	medical	phys‐
ics	primary	appointments.	I’m	teaching	one	
course,	and	I’m	primary	practice	in	radiation	

oncology.	And	I’m	chief	physicist;	I’m	respon‐
sible	for	six	hospitals,	technical	support,	and	
other	stuff.	But	my	teaching	is,	you	know,	re‐
ally	my	second	job.		
	
Socolar:	Further	questions?	Thanks	so	much.	
So	I	will	just	remind	you	that	we	vote	on	all	
three	of	these	proposals…Oh,	Earl?	
	
Earl	Dowell	(Mechanical	Engineering):	Is	it	
kosher	to	ask	a	question	about	the	chart	you	
showed	just	before	you	introduced	this	topic?		
	
Socolar:	We’ve	got	a	couple	minutes	and	Pe‐
ter	is	here,	so	go	ahead.		
	
Dowell:	The	question	is	if	someone	who	is	
recruited	to	DKU	as	a	faculty	member	ac‐
quires	tenure	at	some	point,	are	they	tenured	
at	DKU	only	or	could	they	choose	to	return	to	
the	Durham	campus	and	join	their	academic	
department	here?	
	
Lange:	For	the	current	period	there	is	no	
tenure	at	DKU.	If	we	hire	a	faculty	member	
for	DKU	and	the	department	here	wishes	to	
give	that	person	tenure,	then	an	appointment	
structure	could	be	worked	out	so	that	that	
could	happen.	And	the	department	would,	in	
doing	so,	be	taking	on	the	long	term	obliga‐
tion	to	have	that	faculty	member	come	back	
here	if	the	faculty	member	chose	to	do	that.		
	
Socolar:	Okay,	thank	you.	I’ll	just	remind	you	
that	we’re	going	to	vote	in	November,	and	to	
please	let	me	know	if	anything	comes	up	be‐
tween	now	then	that	you	think	really	re‐
quires	further	discussion.	And	with	that	we	
conclude	today’s	meeting	of	the	Council,	and	
I’ll	see	you	in	November.		
	
	


