
 Minutes* 
 
 Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
 Tuesday, October 26, 1993 
 3:15 - 5:00 
 Room 238 Morrill Hall 
 
 
Present: Irwin Rubenstein (chair), Mark Davison, Craig Kissock, Fred Morrison, Roger Paschke, 

Richard Pfutzenreuter, Doris Rubenstein, Thomas Scott, Mary Sue Simmons, Susan 
Torgerson, Dianne Van Tasell 

 
Absent: Carl Adams, Mary Askelson, David Berg, David Dahlgren, William Gerberich, Karen 

Geronime, Michael Hoey, Karen Karni, Albert Yonas 
 
Guests: Senior Vice President Robert Erickson, Associate Vice President Robert Kvavik 
 
Others: None 
 
[In these minutes:  The strategic plan] 
 
 
 Professor Rubenstein convened the meeting at 3:20 and welcomed Associate Vice President 
Kvavik to discuss a very preliminary draft of the strategic planning document to be placed ultimately 
before the University community and the Board of Regents.  He emphasized the DRAFT nature of the 
handout and pointed out that if the Committee is to have a hand in the early discussions, it has a 
corresponding responsibility to make sure the administration can use the comments rather than circulating 
unfinished ideas as plans around the University. 
 
 The question of schedule arose immediately.  If the final version of this document is to be voted 
upon at the Faculty Senate on November 18, it must be ready for publication in the DAILY on November 
11.  In order for it to be ready by the 11th, one Committee member was informed, it must be at the printer 
by the 5th or 6th.  That means this Committee has only this meeting and the next one to comment.  Even 
if a Faculty Senate vote is delayed to December 2, the document to be discussed on November 18 must be 
in some form publishable for the entire University to see--and the faculty have to have it no later than a 
week before if anyone expects intelligent discussion at the November 18 Faculty Senate meeting.   
 
 Dr. Kvavik said the expectation is that there will be a document ready by November 4.  He also 
said that the administration is prepared to change it depending on what the Faculty Senate says; it is also 
prepared to make changes in the document between its presentation to the Board in December for 
information and in January for action. 
 
 Dr. Kvavik said there will be three parts to what is presented to the Board:  a mission and vision 
statement, a piece on budgeting, finances, and resource allocation (being prepared by Mr. Pfutzenreuter) 
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and a piece on process and implementation strategies (being prepared by Mr. Paschke).  He then walked 
the Committee through the elements of the draft distributed at this meeting on mission and vision. 
 
 The current mission statement was adopted in 1980, he recalled for the Committee, and consists of 
a multi-page brochure that essentially described the mission as all things to all people.  The newer version 
to be developed is intended to be much simpler and not so fragmented that it permits anyone to write into 
it any meaning they wish. 
 
 Points about the document made by Dr. Kvavik, and Committee commentary thereon, are 
presented here in summary form. 
 
 The second element in the draft statement addresses mission differentiation among the several 
campuses.  It was later suggested that this piece could be deleted altogether. 
 
 There are five major divisions in the draft (research, graduate and professional programs, 
undergraduate education, access to University programs:  University College and Outreach, and the 
University community (user-friendliness).  Asked if they were listed in order of importance, Dr. Kvavik 
said that research had to be first; the rest were not in order.  It was also suggested that one does not rank-
order goal statements--that all of them are necessary to make up the University and that the President has 
spoken of them as constituting a whole.  That point will be made in the document, Dr. Kvavik said. 
 
 The first item in the vision, research, says that it is fundamental to the University is research and 
what differentiates it from all other institutions in the state and from most other universities around the 
country.   The elements of the research component were outlined and briefly discussed. 
 
 The question of whether or not to include specific examples, throughout the document, was raised 
but not settled in the discussion.  
 
 Diversity, along with internationalization, should perhaps be a cross-cutting issue that runs through 
all elements of the plan rather than being itemized as a separate part of one or more of its elements.  These 
cross-cutting issues, plus outreach, might be added at the front of the document--rather than tacked on the 
end--so it is understood they are infused in all elements of the mission and vision.  Use of the term 
"under-represented" groups was also suggested, rather than "minorities"--minorities in one place aren't 
necessarily that in other places. 
 
 The second item, graduate and professional education, are also unique to research universities and 
represent the tie between the research faculty and education.  Its components are similar to those of 
research:  maintain/enhance the core discipline graduate/professional programs, recognize the potential of 
interdisciplinary programs, and increase the number of practitioner-oriented professional Masters 
programs. 
 
 On the last point, there seems to be increasing demand for the degrees; they need not only be at the 
Masters level and the University is already offering a lot of them.  These should not be offered willy-
nilly; doing so should depend on need and the ability of a department to deliver them.  This is also a 
question of the effective use of resources; if the demand exists, and the University declines to deliver the 
program, then (at least in the public sector) resources will be diverted to another sector that WILL deliver 
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the programs.  There is also the issue of regional and Midwest collaboration.  The language of the 
document should, it was said, be clearer that these program will NOT be started up willy-nilly. 
 
 There was a short aside about centers and the fact that the Regents do not approve their creation, 
even though they do approve all degree programs.  A policy is being drafted by the Graduate School on 
the creation of centers.  Asked why the Committee should worry about them, it was said that centers have 
resource implications (they are often provided institutional seed money to foster interdisciplinary research 
but are often expected to become self-supporting). 
 
 It was also suggested at one point that diversity could be used as one of the criteria for judging 
programs, along with centrality, demand, and so on.  This led to a discussion of the presence and numbers 
of international students in graduate programs.  This is a finance and planning issue, it was said; to what 
extent does the University wish to spend TA funds on maintaining the high number of international 
students rather than deciding to spend them on domestic graduate students and educate international 
students who pay the full fare?  If this is to a be a world-class institution, it must have world-class 
students, including international students.  The current percentage, 25%, is probably about right; one 
would be hesitant to see it increase. 
 
 The third element of the planning document is undergraduate education.  This element has been 
informed by the Initiative for Excellence in Undergraduate Education and points out new directions that 
need to be taken, such as in academic preparation and student motivation. 
 
 Transfer issues have been removed from the document.  If the University increases the number of 
students from the top quartile, the retention rate will improve--thereby decreasing the capacity of the 
University to absorb transfer students.  Now there are a large number of students nearing graduation who 
will soon leave; in order that enrollment not decline too precipitously, competitive pressure to get into the 
University will probably not materialize for 4 - 5 years.  At that point it can be assumed that the number 
of transfers will decline from about half of the upper classes to about one-third.  Asked if this might cause 
problems with the legislature, Dr. Kvavik expressed doubt.  The University gets very few transfers from 
the community colleges; most come from the "St." schools and from those who originally went out of 
state, or who learn that only the University has the programs they want. 
  
 A missing aspect of undergraduate education is that high-ability student have to WANT to come 
here; they have a lot of choices.  This in turn relates to rewarding undergraduate teaching and improving 
advising and the environment.  The document should perhaps include a statement that the University must 
seek to become the institution of choice.   
  
 A number of the elements in the portion of the draft on undergraduate education are oriented to the 
delivery of student services; it is the failures in those areas that make the University seem like the New 
York Port Authority bus terminal.  Those are problems that should simply be dealt with--not have more 
research on them!  Everyone knows what the problems are--Financial Aid does not answer their 
telephones--and there is a vice president and a director who are accountable for these services.  Right now 
it sounds like all the faults of the University are due to the professors.  Dr. Kvavik acknowledged the 
point; he also told the Committee there are two task forces being put in place, one on financial aid (to 
overhaul the operation) and on enrollment management (which relates to the recruitment of prepared and 
motivated students). 
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 The fourth element of the plan is access, which includes University College (UC) and outreach.  
Dr. Kvavik noted, as have others, that UC was immediately reified and seen to embody both people's 
worst fears and their highest aspirations.  He said he sees it as a combination of CEE and the existing 
University College, as an elaborate service unit that can be used as a flexible vehicle to provide 
alternative services and to recognize the needs of different clienteles--it recognizes the need for the 
University to be nimble in ways that it not now is. 
 
 Committee members discussed what "alternative services" might be and how they would be 
developed.  Dr. Kvavik said now one can only speculate but that they could include things individual 
colleges do not find it profitable to do or things that reach across colleges. 
 
 A major concern remains about the perhaps unnecessary construction of an administration and 
bureaucracy that looks like a college--when what may be needed is a service organization, not a new 
administrative structure.  It has been predetermined that it will be a college to meet the goal--while unsure 
of what the goal is--instead of trying to determine how to meet the goal.  The issue is access to University 
programs, Dr. Kvavik said; UC has been floated as one idea but it may not ultimately make sense and it 
may have been premature.  It is to be hoped that as planning proceeds people will figure out how to deal 
with the issue of access. 
 
 The serious part-time student with the same abilities as a Day School student could be served by 
UC.  One can question if they would be well-served by segregating them, if only by the label.  It may be 
less important to build a college than an attitude.  If the latter, then the English department (that much-
used example, for no particular reason) should be asked to respond to the needs of its students, not build a 
new structure.   
 
 It may be that access is a cross-cutting issue, along with diversity and internationalization, that 
should be pressed with all of the units.  "Access" needs to be fleshed out, it was said--what kinds of 
students presently do not have access comparable to those who come full-time after high school?  It may 
be less an access question than a matter of being well-served; the largest bulk of individuals in this group 
are those who cannot attend full-time.  They may need weekend classes, advising on financial or child 
care issues, design of individual programs, employment, and so on. 
 
 It is proposed that admissions standards would be the same.  Degree-seeking students might enroll 
in UC for the first 39 credits and then move into the regular program.  It isn't necessarily the case that all 
students in the research university would be full-time.  And in terms of admissions, it has been put in the 
colleges because no one liked what the central office was doing; it may be time to recognize that there are 
times and places for central provision of services.  It is not clear that college advising is better than central 
advising, especially when one hears of honors students being told to take 12 credits.  One solution might 
be more faculty advising, but there are too few faculty and they aren't informed about the various 
requirements.  It was later pointed out that most advisors deal with their students as a whole person and 
try to assess their situation; in some instances it is entirely appropriate to advise a student to take fewer 
than 15 credits.  True, Dr. Kvavik agreed, but it nonetheless appears that some advisors are not doing that. 
  
 It still sounds as though the problem is primarily delivery of student services--the academic 
program sounds NO different (except that perhaps some classes are offered at different times).  Dr. 
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Kvavik said there are other issues involved but he said he fully understood the concern about construction 
of another large bureaucracy. 
 
 Originally one thought that UC was the University's fulfillment of its urban/land-grant obligations 
that could not readily be met through the global research university.  One can dispense with UC but there 
still needs to be a connection to the urban setting. 
 
 Dr. Kvavik agreed that the vision statement as now drafted was heavily oriented to the Twin Cities 
and needs infusion of coordinate campus perspectives.  There is a clear distinction among the campuses, it 
was pointed out; there is no such distinction between the Twin Cities and UC.  If it has the same 
administration and same admissions and academic standards, what IS different?   It isn't clear this is a 
good idea.  That may not be known for several years; UC need not necessarily be limited to the Twin 
Cities, he added.   
 
 This reminds one of pep talks to graduate students; the hardest part of the dissertation is framing 
the question.  The question of what UC is intended to do has not yet been framed.  And one can agree 
with the argument that some of the solutions do not need a new structure to address.  UC has become an 
albatross around the neck of the planning enterprise.  Dr. Kvavik concurred.  In terms of what is to be 
accomplished, it was said, the University is both a research land-grant university and an urban university; 
Commitment to Focus appeared to ignore the second responsibility while this plan recognizes both and 
suggests that perhaps both can be performed better if they are separated and identified. 
 
 One concern is that of the top 25 institutions in the country (in at least one profession), 23 have 
basically only full-time students and the other 2 are in the top 25 because of the access they provide.  
Alternatively, of the lowest 25, only 2 have predominantly full-time students.  But this University is in a 
community where it must be one of the top while also providing access for part-time students. 
 
 On the fifth item of the plan, The University Community, user-friendliness is more than making 
shorter lines.  It, too, must inform everything else that occurs--in the human environment, in the physical 
environment, and in establishing a performance-oriented approach to program and service delivery.  Dr. 
Kvavik agreed that an appropriate fourth element might be management and accountability. 
 
 Critical measures--of which there should be a few, not hundreds--address not only undergraduates 
but all elements of the plan.  Committee members discussed briefly the eight measures that have been 
proposed and the dangers of using certain statistics given likely changes in enrollment demographics. 
 
 The discussion of finances and budget, Dr. Kvavik reported, will look out to the year 2000 as well 
as emphasize the partnership with the state and the need for it to make the necessary investment to get the 
return it wants.   
 
 Dr. Kvavik said he would appreciate comments--conceptual or editorial--from Committee 
members. 
 
 One question that was asked, he commented, was why this plan was different from those that have 
preceded it.  One is that it assumes partnerships--with alumni, with other campuses, and with the 
community.  Second, it empowers faculty members, for example, to use new teaching techniques and 
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methods and to go across disciplines (and civil service rules should perhaps change accordingly).  Third, 
it calls for higher expectations for students and faculty--it tells them to reach, to aspire, and that all of the 
levels of aspiration have been too low. 
 
 That statement is so important, it was said, that it should be included in the document. 
 
 The question remains how this plan is different, beyond just labels.  Second, the recurrent question 
is how this will be paid for.  Much of it will be expensive.  What will the University do if it cannot obtain 
the money needed?  Those details should be provided in Mr. Pfutzenreuter's report; the community should 
also be more confident about the process once it sees Mr. Paschke's report. 
 
 Professor Rubenstein, noting the Board of Regents meeting the Faculty Consultative Committee on 
November 8, pointed out that the Committee could adopt a statement or resolution(s) and direct him to 
bring it/them to FCC for discussion with the Regents.  
 
 It was agreed this discussion would continue next week and that the reports from Mr. Pfutzenreuter 
and Mr. Paschke would be on the agenda as soon as there is a draft to consider. 
 
 The meeting was adjourned at 5:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


