
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, April 28, 2011 

1:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Chris Cramer (chair pro tem), Melissa Anderson, Peter Bitterman, Elizabeth Boyle, 

Thomas Brothen, Colin Campbell, Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, Shawn Curley, 
Nancy Ehlke, Janet Fitzakerley, Marti Hope Gonzales, Michael Hancher, Caroline Hayes, 
Jeff Kahn, Russell Luepker, Jan McCulloch, George Sheets 

 
Absent: Kate VandenBosch, Michael Oakes 
 
Guests: Peter Radcliffe (Office of Planning and Analysis); Deans Steven Crouch, Robert Elde, 

Greg Lindsey, Allen Levine, and James Parente 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) metrics; (2) committee business (vice chair, academic freedom); (3) discussion 
with deans] 
 
 
1. Metrics 
 
 Professor Cramer convened the meeting at 1:00 and welcomed Dr. Radcliffe to discuss metrics. 
 
 Dr. Radcliffe provided copies of a set of slides and began with the background:  During the 
strategic-positioning activities, there was a task force on measurements and metrics that sought to connect 
measures identified by the other task forces to create a dashboard.  They decided that was too ambitious 
an undertaking while the task forces were underway, so settled primarily on a set of existing measures 
developed at the University of Florida, but they are not performance measures; they are more quantity 
measures.  More recently the Board of Regents expressed an interest in metrics, so during 2009-10 a 
working group put together the basics of what he is presenting today, Dr. Radcliffe said.  They decided 
they needed broader participation to help shape the metrics. 
 
 Dr. Radcliffe noted a schematic to help understand where metrics fit in policy and governance 
(Regents and the institutional leadership) and in leadership and management responsibilities (the 
institutional leadership plus faculty and staff) to locate it in the accountability framework.  The effort does 
not have a lot of information on major cost drivers like enrollment or staffing numbers because it is about 
performance, not resources. 
 
 The metrics are organized around the three mission areas, education, research, and outreach, and 
the support needed for each, Dr. Radcliffe explained.  In all three categories, some measures have been 
established, some they are developing, and some they are still exploring. 
 
The measures for education are these (strategies and key measures) 
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1.  Recruit highly prepared students from diverse populations: 
 
ACT composite score 
High‐school GPA  
High‐school class rank 
Percent of undergraduate students of color 
Academic rigor of pre‐collegiate curriculum 
 
2.  Challenge, educate, and graduate students: 
 
Undergraduate 4‐yr and 6‐yr graduation rates 
Doctoral time‐to‐degree 
Doctoral: professional practice degrees awarded 
Learning and development outcomes/core competencies 
Placement: post‐baccalaureate education 
Placement: post‐baccalaureate careers 
 
3.  Develop lifelong learners, leaders, and global citizens 
 
Student satisfaction 
Participation in study abroad 
Student engagement 
 
4.  Ensure affordable access for students of all backgrounds 
 
Net price for undergraduate students 
 
The measures for research are these: 
 
1.  Increase sponsored research support, impact, and reputation: 
 
R&D expenditures 
Breakthrough discoveries and impact 
 
2.  Promote peer‐leading research and scholarly productivity 
 
Highly cited publications 
 
3.  Accelerate the transfer and utilization of knowledge for the public good 
 
Current revenue‐generating agreements 
 
The measures for outreach and service are these: 
 
1.  Promote and secure the advancement of the most challenged communities 
 
Longitudinal impact in served communities (informed by the economic impact study) 
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2.  Building community partnerships that enhance the value and impact of the University’s research and 
teaching 
 
Number of people served by clinical, Extension, and outreach activities. 
 
Number and impact of strategic partnerships 
 
3.  Be a knowledge, information, and human capital resource for the betterment of the state, nation, and 
region 
 
Public service expenditure 
 
 Professor Campbell inquired about a table of "key measures" with some rankings as of 
November, 2010.  The rankings are based on a peer group of 10 institutions (plus Minnesota, for a total of 
11), Dr. Radcliffe said.  On some measures, the University of Minnesota ranks 11th (high school class 
rank of incoming freshmen, undergraduate four-year and six-year graduation rates).  They have tried to 
identify measures that are useful in indicating how the University is doing; they believe that if the 
University's actions are taken with an eye on strategy, the numbers will eventually turn out as desired.  
They have 97 measures on a spread sheet and are wrestling with the quantity of measures that should be 
used.  (The peer group consists of UC Berkeley, UCLA, Wisconsin, Washington, Florida, Texas at 
Austin, Illinois, Ohio State, Penn State, and Michigan.)   
 
 The discussion of the metrics and slides touched on a number of points. 
 
--  Are these metrics being pushed down to the colleges?  The structure was designed to allow them to 
cascade down to campuses, colleges, departments, and other units, Dr. Radcliffe said, and part of the 
work plan is to assist units that are interested in applying the framework.  There is no charge to force 
participation or reshape existing strategic plans.    
 
--  The baseline year is typically 2004. 
 
--  They have placement data now and are working on internationalization measures. 
 
--  In general, they want the metrics to be slow-changing, but they do want to make adjustments as they 
go along, as they receive new data, so the measures will be refined over time. 
 
--  They hope to have more information on publications and awards within the next year, and they are 
reviewing metrics associated with public engagement (it is difficult to get good numbers on the latter 
because there are so many different activities). 
 
 Professor Curley asked which measures came from the Board of Regents and which from the 
administration; did the goals come from the Board and the strategies from the administration?  The 
mission is from the Board and does not change over time, Dr. Radcliffe said; the strategies were 
articulated in the strategic-positioning process and by the administration.  The education strategies came 
right from the strategic-positioning reports; the others have been modified somewhat.  
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 Professor Curley also recalled that this Committee commissioned a subcommittee on metrics, 
chaired by Professor Jennifer Windsor.  Dr. Radcliffe said they are trying to use the measures identified in 
that report, especially those related to faculty scholarly productivity.  There are tools that are just 
emerging that will be of use. 
 
--  Some of the measures are internally normalized and some are not, Professor Bitterman observed. 
Research is size-driven, so it is not normalized for the number of faculty members at the University.  It is 
complex to mix size-driven metrics and those that are not.  In general it is best to scale the measures, Dr. 
Radcliffe said, but they have not decided on the denominator, especially in research.  They care about 
total output and per-capita output for different reasons and in different contexts.  Neither is automatically 
"right."  Because their focus here is on performance, however, they are more likely to gravitate to the per-
capita measures more than the aggregates.  When they are interested in planning and resource allocation, 
they will frequently be more interested in the aggregates.  That will be part of what Academic Analytics 
delivers (per-head productivity).  This is not just a matter of curiosity, Professor Bitterman said.  They are 
asked about this frequently; when they plan for a new building, they need to know the number of PIs, 
which dictates space needs.  This is important for strategic planning, not just bragging rights.  Dr. 
Radcliffe agreed and said these are continuing conversations.  They have to choose what to include in the 
dashboard measures; those responsible for various areas of the University are nervous when they see a 
short list of measures, but the intent is that this be an overview measurement.  One can step down to a 
more complex set of measures that can be used for administrative purposes. 
 
--  Where does one find that information; in the dean's office?  These are institutional measures, Dr. 
Radcliffe said, and things get more complicated when one goes to the college or department level.  These 
mostly make sense only at the institutional level.  Someone from his office can talk with the colleges 
about what is available. 
 
--  They are still looking at a number of things, such as how the University is doing compared to its peers, 
the best vehicle to distribute the information, and—given that it takes work to organize and maintain the 
data—whether the effort is useful.  They want to be sure that the effort is in line with the expectations of 
the new administration. 
 
--  Are these rankings of interest to the people in St. Paul?  Or don't they care?  Professor Boyle said it 
matters to some, but more care primarily about the student experience.  Some of the higher-education 
committee members care a little more about the rankings, Professor Hayes said. 
 
--  Do legislators apply the same set of criteria to MnSCU?  Professor Boyle said that, at the beginning of 
the session, some legislators did not understand the difference between the two systems, and some 
thought the Duluth and Morris campuses were part of MnSCU.  It is thus difficult to know how they 
apply criteria to the two systems. 
 
--  What resources go into the effort to do all this measuring?  This Committee has a sense of the value of 
metrics, but it still seems worth asking what resources it takes to do the measuring, and what attention is 
paid to that issue.  They work with systems created for other purposes, Dr. Radcliffe said, and most data 
are already available.  Their work involves pulling them all together, and they are trying to get answers to 
certain questions settled so that they can automate the process.  It was a lot of work to develop the 97 
measures and they are trying to get the smaller set for the framework stabilized to make them easier to 
manage. 
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--  Have there been any conversations among peer groups about these?  If there are no comparable data 
from peer institutions, these are not very useful.  Dr. Radcliffe said he would be attending the AAU Data 
Exchange meeting, and there is also the question of student and alumni surveys, so there is a common set 
of questions facing all the institutions.  They are also working on faculty productivity measures.   
 
-- What does employee engagement mean?  Those measures are taken from the Pulse survey, Dr. 
Radcliffe said.  Professor Sheets said that he has observed more than once at Board of Regents' meetings 
that there is interest in and concern about the low level of employee engagement.  The problem is that 
there are no comparable data, Dr. Radcliffe said.  The same problem applies to comparisons with and 
between private-sector organizations as well. They do not know what questions are asked, how they are 
asked, what concepts they are meant to cover, and how the survey might be perceived in the organization, 
so while the numbers collected appear different, he does not really know if the underlying level of 
engagement really differs.  Pulse is a homegrown instrument; there is a tradeoff between things that fit 
well and work well for the University (but for which there are no comparable data) and things that do not 
fit as well (but for which there are comparable data).  It appears, Professor Sheets said, in response to a 
question of "engagement with what?" that it means affection, loyalty, and commitment.   
 
--  It would be possible to choose a different set of peers, in which case the University's rankings would 
change. 
 
 Professor Cramer thanked Dr. Radcliffe for the presentation and said the Committee would look 
forward to learning how the measures evolve. 
  
2. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Cramer reported on two matters. 
 
 First, he and Professor VandenBosch learned from Professor Jacobs, after he had been elected 
vice chair of this Committee for 2011-12, that he would be doing some administrative work for Vice 
Provost McMaster.  Professor Jacobs reported that there would be no administrative title involved in the 
work, that it would be about 25% time, and that he would "be working on three projects: (1) the redesign 
of the Access to Success program that currently enrolls students in CLA, CEHD, and CFANS; (2) the 
redesign of a course that all freshman athletes are required to take (it is moving from CEHD to Bob's 
office); and (3) rethinking the meaning and implementation of diversity initiatives re: undergraduate 
education."  This arrangement does not violate the protocol on FCC candidacy or involvement in 
administrative work, and Committee members voted unanimously by email that this work would not 
present a problem in terms of Professor Jacobs serving as vice chair. 
 
 Second, there was an email exchange between Professor Naomi Scheman, faculty member from 
the department of Philosophy and President of the Twin Cities chapter of the AAUP, and Professor 
Barbara Elliott, Co-chair of the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure (AF&T), about recent 
discussions, at an AF&T meeting, about issues of academic freedom and responsibility raised in 
connection with the Markinson case.  In response, he and Professor VandenBosch wrote to Professor 
Scheman (and others who were copied on her original message) to explain that this Committee referred 
the question to AF&T.   
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Dear Colleagues, 
 

We are writing today to follow up on the response of Barbara Elliot, co-chair of the Academic 
Freedom and Tenure Committee (AF&T) to Naomi Scheman, President of the University of 
Minnesota AAUP chapter, concerning the discussion in the AF&T meeting of April 22, 2011.  
We thank all of you for your interest in academic freedom and your participation in an ongoing 
discussion with respect to the range and limitations of that privilege. 
 
In general, neither AF&T nor FCC is a body that adjudicates specific disputes among faculty 
members, nor between faculty members and the administration.  Rather, it is our practice to 
identify general questions about policy and procedure that arise from specific events, to 
extrapolate to future situations that the University may face, and to offer our opinions in a 
consultative manner. 
 
For example, this past year AF&T has taken up questions identified from the handling of the film 
Troubled Waters, and also in response to the situation in Wisconsin, where the emails of a faculty 
member were subpoenaed by a political organization.  These cases highlighted areas where 
greater understanding was needed in order to inform both the faculty and the administration. 
 
This year, Board of Regents Chair Clyde Allen responded to an inquiry from several faculty 
members concerning the University’s investigation of a psychiatric clinical study in which a 
participant tragically committed suicide (the Markinson case).  In Chair Allen's response to the 
faculty inquiry, he invited the University to take up a discussion of wider issues related to clinical 
research.  We agree entirely with his statement, "We believe our faculty are ideally suited to 
engage in a rigorous, open, and honest exploration of these opportunities and challenges, and the 
impact that they may have for the integrity of our research mission." 
 
With the goal of rigorous and honest exploration in mind, we invited the General Counsel’s office 
(OGC), which had reviewed the circumstances of the Markinson case, to suggest general 
questions for additional discussion in governance.  FCC then referred some of these questions to 
the Senate Research Committee (SRC).  The SRC discussion of these items is memorialized in 
the minutes from its meeting on March 21, 2011.  We referred one question to AF&T:  What is 
the faculty's collective role in addressing factually incorrect attacks on particular University 
faculty research activities?  In retrospect, we recognize that the phrasing of the question could 
have been more artfully constructed, because as written it could be inferred to presuppose 
factually incorrect attacks in the specific instance of the Markinson case.  Nevertheless, we stress 
that the intent of our question was to the address the issue in the abstract, and to generalize 
without making a determination about past events.  Individual faculty members, inside and 
outside of current governance committees, may have individual opinions as to the factual 
accuracy of the allegations raised by critics of the clinical study, but governance as a whole has 
not sought to articulate a consensus opinion on this specific issue; we regard addressing the 
specific case as outside our charge. 
 
We wish to note, contrary to the views of some who may misunderstand the question posed to 
AF&T, that Mr. Rotenberg did not raise questions about academic freedom.  His question asked 
for a discussion regarding the role, if any, of the larger faculty when individual faculty members 
criticize other faculty members.  We did not presume that any restraint on the academic freedom 
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of faculty members to criticize one another was being proposed.  Nor, we infer, did AF&T, and 
correctly so. 
 
AF&T took up the discussion of the question on April 8, 2011.  Although we were not at the 
meeting, it is evident from the minutes that the discussion was far-reaching, multi-faceted, and 
unconstrained, which is to say that it was exactly the type of discussion that should occur on 
difficult topics in academe.  Although the discussion did not draw conclusions, consensus seemed 
to emerge on several points.  First, AF&T affirmed that academic freedom clearly protects those 
with controversial viewpoints who challenge an institution’s official decisions.  Academic 
freedom also protects those who speak out against such challenges and who wish to defend 
individuals who are the targets of criticism; indeed, academic responsibility involves speaking up 
against challenges thought to be unjust. All agreed that there are limits to academic freedom, in 
that it fails to extend to illegal activities (e.g., legally defined defamation), but that in the specific 
case discussed, AF&T is not a body charged with or intent upon making such a determination. 
 
We look forward to the further progress of the AF&T committee as members continue to discuss 
the dimensions of academic freedom and academic responsibility as they relate to criticism of the 
work and ethics of others.  We have confidence in the co-chairs’ ability to guide a fair and 
thorough discussion of this topic. Furthermore, we expect that the committee will be successful in 
distilling broader significance and guiding principles from this discussion.  We do not expect that 
there will be a consensus on the specific instance that prompted the discussion (i.e. the Markinson 
case), nor is that a goal of the discussion.  We note that this year the Senate voted to change the 
definition of academic responsibilities, as stated in the tenure code and the code of conduct, to 
include the responsibility to "seek truth."  The original language that was discarded directed 
community members to "state the truth."  Here is a clear example of individuals all avidly seeking 
truth, but who are unlikely to agree on what that truth is. 
 
Last, in other business in governance this spring, we have discussed a resolution on Academic 
Civility that is due to come to the University Senate for action in May.  This resolution states, in 
part, that:  The University Senate supports the Academic Civility Work Group, which envisions 
"a university culture that fosters academic excellence and promotes civil and respectful 
relationships through effective prevention of, and response to hostile, offensive, or intimidating 
behavior."  This resolution was developed to promote "continued growth of a respectful culture 
for graduate and professional students," although the resolution applies equally to faculty 
relations.  We strongly endorse the goal of a respectful culture for all interactions in governance 
as well, even when, or especially when, the view of truth differs. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kate VandenBosch, FCC Chair, and Chris Cramer, FCC Vice-Chair 
 

 Subsequent to this meeting, Professor Scheman was invited to continue the discussion at the next 
FCC meeting. 
 
3. Discussion with Deans Crouch, Elde, Lindsey, and Parente 
 
 Professor Cramer now welcomed Deans Crouch, Elde, Lindsey, and Parente to the meeting and 
accepted a motion to close the meeting, which was voted unanimously.   
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 Committee members and the deans discussed a number of issues, including funding for and 
organization of graduate education, homes for interdisciplinary programs, the blue-ribbon committees and 
the compact process, cuts that may result from the reduction in state support, the importance of 
undergraduate students given the increased percentage of the University's budget that comes from tuition.  
The deans were generally of the view that they need to focus on undergraduate programs, because 
graduate programs will to a certain extent take care of themselves if the departments hire outstanding 
faculty members.  The importance of maintaining balanced commitment to both undergraduate education 
and graduate education and research was discussed. 
 
 In response to a question about good things that are happening, the deans noted the significant 
increase in undergraduate applications and significant improvement in the academic preparation of 
incoming students, and the outstanding quality of new faculty members. 
 
 Professor Cramer thanked the deans for joining the meeting and adjourned it at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


