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 Professor Shively opened the meeting by explaining that the President had asked him to assemble 
small groups of faculty to discuss both issues of concern to the University and plans which should be 
developed for the period after 1993.  A set of questions to help guide the discussion was distributed 
(attached). 
 
 President Hasselmo then told the group he wanted to hear from faculty members from a variety of 
disciplines and perspectives about where the University is and where it should go.  The President also 
said he wanted to sharpen his own perspectives on what is occurring.  The next biennial request finishes 
up one phase of the development of the University, since many of the plans call for reaching goals in 
1993.  Priorities with the legislature must be established; the profile of the University must be defined.  
The agenda the University is now working on is basically the one established through the planning 
process and which culminated in Commitment to Focus and Academic Priorities. 
 
 The period beyond 1993 must be taken up:  What should be on the top of the agenda, what are the 
concerns which should drive the institution, and what are the processes which should be put in place to 
deal with those issues?  Should there be a grass-roots planning effort, and another look at fundamental 
issues, or is there in place a good foundation which will require fine-tuning? 
 
 Specific issues will need to be addressed, the President said.  The strength and welfare of the 
faculty will remain a primary issue in the future.  The University will also need to continue reallocation; 
all signals suggest that resources will be limited.  While new funds will be aggressively sought, not 
everything the University must do can be accomplished with new money--and the effectiveness of the 
case to be made with the legislature will depend on a demonstration of effective reallocation of internal 
resources. 
 
 Professor Goodrich said that the University focussed too heavily on refereed articles in faculty 
evaluation and that the transfer of intellectual information should be recognized.  One way to ensure 
quality, he said in response to a question, would be to have all publications reviewed internally before 
they leave the department.  This is the practice in his department now.  Without that policy, he said, 
everything except communication with peers in scientific journals is almost wasted effort in terms of 
faculty review.  For many departments, intellectual communication consists of much more than 
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submission of articles to journal; it is these activities which do not now count for much (such as helping 
dairy farmers).  Without giving due credit to these activities to help the people of the State the University 
will become even more of an ivory-tower operation. 
 
 Professor Shively inquired:  Given the three missions of teaching, research, and service, and with 
individual faculty engaged in different mixes of those activities, how can reasonable evaluation of faculty 
and decisions about raises be made?  Professor Tsai said the evaluations should be linked to 
expectations--which may vary across departments and campuses.  But they must be articulated and they 
must be fair, both to the person being evaluated and those doing the evaluation.  Those on contracts, Ms. 
Lukermann observed, can be measured each year by the objectives set out at the beginning of the 
contract; there are no such measures for tenured faculty. 
 
 The President observed that the University has operated with generalized understandings about 
what it is that faculty members are to do and that graduate students are acculturated in their disciplines 
about what will be required, it may be that the expectations are too generalized to serve any longer as an 
effective basis for both determining the goals of a department or discipline as well as for faculty 
evaluation.  Perhaps the department is the appropriate entity to specify the appropriate expectations--in a 
way that may go beyond what is currently the practice.  Professor Goodrich said there should be a check, 
however, by the college.  Professor Wright said that departments also need encouragement from the 
college and the University to recognize merit in people; this has usually not counted for much. 
 
 Professor Wright also noted that there is a research/teaching/service hierarchy, with research most 
important and service the least.  Some faculty do much, for example, to foster the life of art in the 
community--which does not count for much when salaries are set.  Departments are reluctant to change 
the emphases among the three categories without encouragement from the college and central 
administration. 
 
 Another observed that in terms of acculturation of graduate students, there have been several 
generations who understand that research is of primary importance and that teaching is a secondary 
activity.  Much time has been spent trying to define quality publications and quality in research; the big 
problem is that the same amount of time has not been spent on improvement of teaching.  Until young 
faculty understand that they must value teaching, and that there will be some return for valuing it, the 
University will be stuck in the same place.  Recent statements from central administration in support of 
teaching are encouraging. 
 
 One reason for improving faculty evaluation, the President said, is in order for the University to 
better tell its story--what it does and what it produces.  A richer method of describing faculty productivity 
is needed--something better than "how many hours per week does a faculty member work?"  Both 
evaluation and description must be improved. 
 
 Professor Scott reflected that not only are graduate students acculturated to research as their 
primary activity, it is research which provides, in the market, the mobility that faculty have.  There is a 
powerful incentive for faculty to do research and to thereby protect their marketability. 
 
 Professor Shively suggested that research is more highly rewarded in part because it is the most 
frightening, most trying, and least secure faculty activity.  There are a lot of immediate rewards from 
teaching, unlike with research.  The rewards, it is true, are disproportionately allocated on the basis of 
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research; at this University, however, on average the faculty are better teachers than researchers--despite 
the skewed reward system.   
 
 Professor Campbell observed that there is public perception that teaching, research, and service 
are mutually exclusive; while the time spent on one affects the time spent on others, there is nonetheless 
research which suggests a correlation between quality of research and quality of teaching.  Much of our 
concern would disappear if there were conviction that faculty did all these things well rather than making 
trade-offs.  The amount of time faculty can spend on these activities, he continued, depends on the level 
of support services available--which at Minnesota is very low compared to other research universities (the 
amount of TA help, lab assistance, etc.).  It becomes difficult for faculty to do what they are supposed to 
do under these circumstances.  It would be preferable to focus on how faculty can do all their activities 
well rather than on which one is weighted more heavily in the reward system. 
 
 Professor Ibele concurred, he said teaching and research should not be separated.  Both activities 
are expected of universities; the research also keeps the teaching alive and informed.  The emphasis on 
research is not misplaced; a more troubling issue is the reluctance of young assistant professors to take on 
"big" research projects which might not show results.  The tendency is to do little pieces and err on the 
safe side. 
 
 Professor Campbell joined in Professor Ibele's comments.  There has been much interest in 
articulating the role of the University; the emphasis has been on research.  What is missed, he argued, is 
the relationship between research and teaching.  There must be such places as Minnesota, which have the 
responsibility both to create new knowledge as well as move it into the curriculum.  It then follows, he 
said, that a part of the University's service mission, as a state university, is to play a role in bringing along 
colleagues in other institutions in the state.  Those colleagues in other schools surely have something to 
teach the University faculty about teaching; the University faculty can teach them about new knowledge.  
If this interchange occurs, he said, it is not very public nor well understood. 
 
 Professor Goodrich accepted these points.  The University, however, has been criticized for not 
taking research results to another important audience:   The people of the State.  The University has not 
always gotten the new information to where it can do the most good, such as development of new 
industries to help the economy of the State.  This, he said, was his point about failing to recognize service 
activities.  There would be no Greater Minnesota Corporation if the legislature had perceived the 
University as having service as a major mission.  Other similar messages have been sent that the 
University has kept too much to itself. 
 
 The comments of Professor Goodrich, Professor Ferrieri said, were equally applicable to the 
Medical School and had particular pertinence to the clinical faculty and the delivery of patient care.  
Compensation for these clinical faculty is also awarded by a process that many believe mysterious.  There 
is definitely need for a clearer definition of the expectations of faculty and to incorporate consideration 
for those who do not do externally-funded research. 
 
 Professor Tsai observed that the demands on faculty at Duluth are not quite the same; their goal is 
high-quality undergraduate education.  The faculty must make time to do research.  There are, she said, 
things which faculty do which are not recognized as research; the University, in trying to categorize 
activities, may not recognize gradations in work.  She also observed that younger faculty are not only 
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leery of the risk in research, as Professor Shively argued; they also do not do other things in order to 
devote time to research and publication--they do not become involved in governance, for example. 
 
 Professor Brandl concurred with the comments about teaching and research; he also said that they 
are finding that students in the Humphrey Institute simply will not tolerate shoddy teaching; this makes 
faculty members more alert.  Not only do they turn in reviews which convey their sentiments, they have 
meetings with the Dean about the teaching.  The service activity, he said, is neglected.  In his experience, 
over time the University is being held in less and less regard by the people of the State--something that 
the University should be extremely concerned about.  Service should be defined, he said, as teaching and 
research beyond the University walls, and the same kinds of standards should apply as apply internally.  
The best way to evaluate these activities, he argued, is peer review. 
 
 Professor Brandl also reported that there is considerable cynicism at the legislature about the 
University's commitment to service; they don't believe the commitment to service, on a par with teaching, 
is there.  The sophisticated work of the University, applied to the problems of the community, should be 
what constitutes service--and to the extent that faculty engage in this activity, and demonstrate that it is 
being done, the perceptions of the University can be turned around. 
 
 Professor Brandl also said he did not believe that salary was central to the morale of the faculty.  
While important, for the vast majority it is not money which causes the vast majority to stay or leave. 
 
 Professor Donaldson commented that service is often spoken of, including at the highest levels.  
Service can not only assist the people of the State, it can also greatly assist in building a career.  
Unfortunately, some faculty tend to evaluate service in terms of what benefits them directly--and which 
may not benefit the people of the State.  The service mission needs to be defined more carefully, both for 
individual units as well as across all of them, and defined in terms of programs that will benefit people of 
the State.  These activities, she cautioned, should not be accepted in lieu of research or teaching, however. 
 
 Professor Wright noted that service is hard to evaluate because there are so many different kinds 
of things for which people should be given credit; it is difficult to weigh them.  What is most bothersome 
about the process is that in any one year the decisions made about the relative importance of teaching, 
research, and service are probably reasonable and defensible.  When the same judgments are made about 
the same two professors in the same department over a period of 20 years, the cumulative difference 
between them is enormous.  One may end up making close to three times what the other one makes, even 
though they may have started out the same.  The more modest merits of the lower-paid faculty never seem 
to count for anything.  Those people suffer when salaries are set because more goes to those who are 
producing more research or winning teaching awards.  This situation is a great injustice and destructive of 
morale for those who are less well treated.  Professor Wright acknowledged that he did not know how to 
deal with the situation.  Are large raises to be given to those who have never received a significant raise 
but who are still valued members of a department?  Some may deserve it. 
 
 Professor Goodrich inquired whether or not most units have written a mission statement, either 
for themselves or for their clients, or objectives for the unit.  Any such statements, he asserted, should be 
written for the stakeholders and for those who the unit serves, not for ourselves. 
 
 Professor Ibele said he concurred generally with Professor Brandl's comment about the place of 
salary in faculty decisions about choosing to stay or not stay at the University.  Professor Wright, he said, 
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has identified another serious problem; there is an enormous spread among salaries.  To an extent the 
market dictates those differences; often, however, young people will specifically recall individual faculty 
quite apart from the discipline.  When faculty exert that kind of influence on young peoples' lives and the 
choices they make, that quality should be recognized and rewarded irrespective of discipline.  Surveys of 
the graduates from his department, he said, consistently turn up the same names of faculty who have had a 
significant influence on the lives of those graduates.  The discrepancies which exist are damaging to 
morale, he concluded, and not based entirely on quality. 
 
 It was suggested that the internal departmental discrepancies may not be a University-level 
problem; when it comes to the distribution of merit money peers may not reward the contributions of a 
faculty member.  What is demoralizing, it was argued, is the notion that everybody at the same rank 
should receive the same salary regardless of performance, that grinds everyone down to the lowest level.  
At the unit level, however, if teaching or delivery of services to teachers is highly valued, then that person 
will be rewarded.  If not, perhaps the person is in the wrong unit or the wrong business.  The lack of 
mobility or turnover in some units is a problem, especially when a unit is trying to change direction and 
some faculty resist.  But if service is valued, the unit should have rewarded it. 
 
 Professor Ibele said he would not argue for flat salaries; what has happened is that the University, 
in apportioning resources, has not provided sufficient funds to some of the colleges.  Indeed, sometimes 
the entire University has received insufficient funds.  In those instances where judgments were made, and 
the amounts of money were less than the cost of living, some people who were doing an acceptable job 
ended up with salary cuts because they got less than the cost of living--and this happened repeatedly over 
a period of years. 
 
 Professor Shively turned the attention of the group to the second question, having to do with the 
development of resources and the 2% annual retrenchments.  Last year most of those funds went into 
salary increases.  Are those retrenchments a good way to obtain flexibility? 
 
 Professor Brandl said that it was extremely important for the central administration to have 
flexibility.  Professor Campbell said that one could argue about the number; the present plan says that no 
unit will be cut more than 2%--which does not provide the impetus for making hard decisions.  The 
reductions should not be so rigidly set at 2%. 
 
 Professor Donaldson pointed out that in some units the faculty whom the unit wishes to rely on to 
reshape its direction are those who do not yet have tenure; if the 2% retrenchments cost positions, it is 
those faculty who are cut.  There needs to be a plan for dealing with tenured faculty who perhaps no 
longer fit with the unit in which they are appointed.  Unit problems in redirecting their activities are 
caused in part by the presence of faculty who no longer have the skills needed.  The 2% cuts, over time, 
will eliminate the only flexibility the units have. 
 
 The 2% would perhaps be more palatable to faculty, said Professor Goodrich, if they understood 
what the funding priorities were and to where the money would be reallocated.  A clear statement of those 
priorities would be helpful. 
 
 Professor Van Tasell inquired if the 2% reallocation was intended to be across-the-board, which 
is what has happened.  The President responded that he has heard that has been what has been 
imposed--cuts in TAs travel, supplies, the intent in imposing 2% cuts for the foreseeable future--on top of 
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the priorities identified in Academic Priorities--was to provoke programmatic changes.  The cuts must be 
programmatic change; the support budgets have already been thinned out over the past few years.  The 
University must do fewer things but do them with more resources and better support services.  
Across-the-board cuts are the last thing that is intended; what method of reallocation will force 
programmatic choices? 
 
 There may also be an internal communication problem on where the money is going.  The 
specifics were spelled out at the last Regents meeting in considerable detail, the funds are following the 
priorities laid out in the planning process and set out in Academic Priorities.  The administration, the 
President said, would appreciate advice on how the message could be gotten out to the faculty. 
 
 Professor Ibele observed that the 2% cuts are a turning of the screw, one turn per year--in the 
hope that the deans would recognize that decisions are needed.  He pointed out that the attempt to do 
programmatic reallocation on a large scale failed badly (the Advisory Task Force on Planning).  What, he 
inquired, has actually been accomplished--what has the University actually stopped doing?  The best 
thing to have happened to a unit is to have been singled out by the Campbell committee report, he said; 
the units lost the war but then received the benefit of new and additional funds to be rebuilt. 
 
 Professor Shively remarked that the 2% cuts were across-the-board to the colleges but were 
unaccompanied by instructions from central administration.  Professor Van Tassel asked what happened 
at the colleges; in CLA, she reported, the cuts were also across-the-board.  To the extent that they were, 
she pointed out, the cuts were not helpful in increasing flexibility; they just turned the screw a little more. 
 
 Faculty, said Professor Donaldson, were not willing to talk about cutting faculty positions.  As a 
result, there was considerable faculty discussion of how to take away additional support services in 
making the 2% cut.  The last thing that will go are faculty positions--and those who do go will be the 
most productive and creative individuals who do the lion's share of the work.  The prospects are 
frightening.  Tenured faculty will not cut their own positions; administrators don't want to do it because 
they don't want to be sued.  The reshaping is necessary but almost impossible. 
 
 If the administration taxes the colleges across the board, Professor Campbell said, it should not be 
surprising that the colleges do the same thing--and that the departments do it in a way which distributes 
the pain evenly (such as lowering the supply budget or cutting the TAs).  It will work this way unless 
there is direction from the administration; there is no other solution. 
 
 The President said that the 2% (and other) reallocation was intended to create a pool of flexible 
funds of about $13.9 million.  It was not intended that all colleges would be cut; they were, however, 
forced to argue about what they were doing and on behalf of some new things they wanted to do.  CLA, 
IT, and Pharmacy, for instance, received back much more money than was cut. 
 
 The President said he had also heard, including at this meeting, that it is impossible to make these 
priority decisions at the local level--that the "dastardly deeds" had to be done at some other level that 
would not disrupt collegiality.  The level of the dean may also not be appropriate, perhaps a central 
committee will need to make recommendations although that has been tried before.  With smaller cuts 
such a process might work. 
 



Planning Discussions  7 
July 9, 1990 
 
 
 Professor Scott said it might be useful to take a five-year cut now, based on an evaluation of 
retirements and resources likely to be available.  Do we know if the 2% cuts for five years are an 
attainable goal, given retirements and mortgage funds and whatever?  If the goal of 10% over five years 
can be achieved, the faculty might have more confidence in the process of collecting the resources and 
redistributing them. 
 
 Ms. O'Brien cautioned that the City of Minneapolis, and the state government, faced cuts 
substantially greater than 2%. 
 
 The President asked the group to return to the question of defining the responsibilities of 
departments.  The University may be at the end of a laissez faire era--when departments could hire 
outstanding faculty members and then simply unleash them to do what they want.  That, he said, is a 
wonderful system, one he enjoyed--but the University is now in an era which demands demonstration of 
productivity, and in an era of constraint, and is thus being driven out of that laissez faire model.  The 
departments must define carefully its responsibilities and set priorities which reflect them--and then 
deploy resources according to those priorities.  The University is, now, far from being able to engage in 
that practice; the 2% cuts are not being made within a framework which can be evoked to make 
meaningful decisions--which may be why the solution has been "scrounging for the loose cash that can be 
pulled out of the system."  There must be a priority arrangement of definable functions. 
 
 The Cornell faculty, Professor Ibele said, at one point recognizing the depletion of academic and 
support services, decided that its numbers would shrink, over a scheduled period of time.  They did not 
specify where the positions should come from but stipulated that the money saved would be invested in 
shoring up their support structure--so they still had TAs, technicians, support services. 
 
 Dean Blake concurred with Professor Scott's view that the University should look to see what will 
actually happen and ascertain if that look might suggest ways to accomplish the ends.  She expressed 
dislike for the 2% cuts in the present situation of the University--it turns out simply to be an 
across-the-board erosion, primarily of teaching quality.  Continuing along this line will not help--in part 
because many do not believe the 2% cuts should be taken from faculty positions and because there is no 
strategic planning in place which would allow decisions to be made both within departments as well as 
across entire areas of the University.  The message is still that anything and everything can be taught and 
that anything the State needs probably will be taught at the University--so how does a department decide 
what should be removed or added? 
 
 Professor Shively pointed out that cuts in faculty positions, vis-a-vis comparable institutions, 
would in most departments mean cutting from ranks which are already thin.  One alternative to the 2% 
cuts, he said he has been told, would be to have all faculty vacancies revert automatically to central 
administration, which would then redistribute them.  This would save the deans from having to make cuts 
and provide the administration with flexibility--but would also mean that a department with no turnover 
would never lose anything. 
 
 Ms.  Lukermann said that the 2% cuts cry for one-year planning efforts.  Five-to-ten year plans, 
based on expected changes, demographics of faculty, special missions--all should be part of planning for 
a longer time span; the 2% cuts lead to no planning at all.  A five-year plan should be used. 
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 Professor Goodrich took issue with this, wondering about the criteria to be used almost any 
decision one wished could be made.  He inquired if any effort has been spent on looking at the needs of 
the University in 10 or 15 years; playing with 8-10% of the budget could change its directions and 
priorities and could have a major impact on the University.  The criteria for deciding upon which units 
would not absorb cuts and which would need to be made known.  A small number of students today--or a 
large number--may not be the correct basis upon which to make a decision for 10 or 15 years in the 
future; the bases of the reallocation decisions are critical. 
 
 Professor Campbell warned that there are academic freedom issues involved in decisions about 
departments and reallocation; he alluded to the loss of a scientist from the Freshwater Biological Institute 
because of restrictions on the directions he could take in his work.  Trying too hard to tailor the missions 
of departments in a manner different from the way they now operate could threaten the University with 
the loss of some of its best faculty--people who set the tone and direction of the departments. 
 
 He also commented that Minnesota is not only staffed less well than its counterparts, it also has 
more departments than virtually any other university.  The University creates departments and programs 
and centers--but it never dissolves them.  
 
 Professor Van Tassel observed that there was a certain delicacy of language being used; she 
asked what the term "program cuts" means.  To her, she said, it means dissolving departments and ending 
programs and centers.  Also part of the picture are the reactions of the people of the State to the proposed 
very large program reductions which were made a few years ago.  It may be necessary, to reduce 
programs but not in such large chunks--Professor Campbell interjected that it must be with a scalpel 
rather than a meat axe.  But to speak in more specific terms, Professor Van Tassel said, would help the 
faculty to understand the implications of what is being said. Is, Professor Campbell inquired, a 
department of 10 people too small?  Too big? 
 
 Professor Ibele said undergraduate and graduate enrollment should be considered, as should the 
level of the research being done.  Of all the departments at the University, he contended, there must be 
some which are less important than others.  It should be possible to discover what they are.  The units 
being talked about, Professor Campbell said, are comprised about a dozen people; even in the large 
departments fields tend to break down into groups about that size. 
 
 Professor Goodrich inquired what the plan to be accomplished is with the 2% reductions.  The 
President said it was to match the University's responsibilities with the ability of its faculty to meet 
them--to restore a better balance.  The reduction in enrollment will help, as will the internal reallocations 
set out in Academic Priorities and the 2% cuts.  The University must stay on course in enrollment 
reductions through 1993; what is to be done after that must be tackled soon. 
 
 The University is also trying to do other things; the President noted, for instance, that one-person 
specialties of less-than-central importance to the University will be cut.  Cutting program components 
which have two or three faculty members, plus the support services, is another option.  Nothing larger 
than that, he said, would probably be cut, but there may be 30 or 50 such components, across the 
institution, which could be cut.  The cumulative effect over a 5- or 10-year period will be significant.  The 
MSPAN reports, the President said, propose a wide range of new activities for the University, and the 
pressures come at a time when Minnesota is below the national average in funding per student.  That is 
why these restructuring are absolutely necessary--and which must be implemented in a way that stirs up 
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no more than a minor political firestorm when the changes are made.  The changes will, thus, be 
incremental, with small changes in any one year. 
 
 Professor Ibele recalled the comments of Regent Keffeler about the debilitating effect of 
recurring small cuts and her notion that there be greater attention given to greater programmatic 
efficiency or the curtailment or elimination of programs.  Asked if the notion could be taken seriously, 
President Hasselmo said that everyone accepts the proposal in principle but that disagreement occurs 
when it comes to specific program retrenchments.  He expressed doubt about any "big bite" approach and 
reflected that the same result could be achieved by taking small bites over a five-year period. 
 
 One political difficulty, Professor Ibele commented, has been that existing programs have built-in 
constituencies to support them, the administration should not have that problem with the money it 
recovers through reallocation.  There needs to be available a clear statement that "we're doing this 
[reallocation] in order that we can do thus-and-so." 
 
 Apropos the Cornell faculty decision to reduce itself in order to enhance their ability to do their 
job, and considering the President's comment that most of the 2% this year went to salary increases, 
Professor Shively inquired where the most urgent needs of the University are and the extent to which 
program reallocation should go into faculty positions and faculty salaries. 
 
 Professor Busta argued that a 2% increase in salary will quickly be forgotten and the reduction in 
the quality of the working environment--reduction in supplies and support--will be remembered far 
longer.  Improvements in salaries would be more than offset by the decline in support. 
 
 Professor Wright said that there should be floors on salaries for faculty who have been at the 
University and provided good service for a number of years.  After 20 or 25 years here people should not 
be in the humiliating position of earning less than $30,000. 
 
 Professor Scott remarked that the Cornell example would perhaps work only if there were general 
confidence that the retirement of the positions was being accomplished for the right reasons--which is 
probably not the case at the University right now.  On salaries, he said, the faculty were upset to learn 
several years ago, that they had fallen significantly behind increases in the cost of living; Professor 
Busta's point, he said, is valid as long as faculty stay reasonably close to general increases in the cost of 
living. 
 
 Professor Tsai said that there must not only be integrity in the process, there must also be 
follow-through.  If there is the decision to cut a program but not the will to do it, the credibility of the 
process is damaged. 
 
 Another suggestion from Dean Blake was that faculty not be permitted to develop programs 
unless they fit into some kind of useful pattern; administrators must have the power to resist such plans 
and to keep the lid on areas which are not a high priority.  This also affects the credibility of the cutting 
process:  If faculty see the 2% cut but then also see the growth of a program they have never supported, 
they are not going to support the process. 
 
 Professor Shively asked if there were any concerns or issues which did not fit into the questions 
posed by he and the President. 
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 Professor Busta said that the issue of quality needs to be addressed in a comprehensive manner.  
There has been much discussion of quality of education and quality of research; there are no definitions of 
those terms.  The issue of quality is not being addressed in a comprehensive manner at the University as it 
is in the private sector and in government agencies.  The impetus to examine quality must start at the top.  
If the University were to engage in a quality review, he said, it would have a more effective, efficient 
operation.  No university has approached programmatic operation in this fashion; efficiency, tied with a 
more rapid response to the University's clienteles, would enhance its operation and standing. 
 
 There was discussion of removal of barriers for students who are trying to graduate; it was agreed 
that if students wish to take a longer time to obtain their degree, that was up to them--but that the 
University should remove whatever unnecessary barriers may exist. 
 
 Dean Blake said one thing about higher education in the United States is the message which high 
school students get; it is the reverse of efficiency.  They are being programmed to get a bachelor's degree 
in a very specific professional area--when at least the brighter students probably should not; they should 
get their degree in a more general area and then go into a graduate program for a specific area.  This 
would be a more efficient use of higher education--but is not what is occurring.  There has been much talk 
of practitioner-oriented master's degree; many of our bachelor's degrees, she observed, are 
practitioner-oriented--which are not the most efficient use of this kind of university's resources. 
 
 President Hasselmo suggested that the discussion had returned to its starting point about quality 
measures.  He remarked that higher education is leaving the era of "input measures" and entering the era 
of "output measures."  We are accustomed to defining quality in terms of how much we spend per unit 
produced--which is an interesting measure for quality.  The University must define what it will do with 
the resources it has--departments must define what their "output" will be.  He said he has suggested a 
format for the legislative request which will state objectives to be achieved, means, expected outcomes, 
and what will be funded by reallocation, what by state funds.  Such a format might help the credibility of 
the University but would be an enormously complicated undertaking for such a complex institution. 
 
 Professor Donaldson suggested that the objectives should be stated in terms of the client or the 
audience, stated any other way, they will be measured in an inappropriate way.  Professor Campbell 
wondered how the traditional arts and sciences core would fit into such a format. 
 
 The President said he had heard about a study which suggested that land grant universities are the 
most effective institutions in terms of adding educational value, considering the students they have.  
Although, he added, these measures of added value are notoriously difficult to document. 
 
 The President thanked the faculty members for taking the time to meet. 
 
    -- Gary Engstrand 
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