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Senate Research Committee 
Monday, October 24, 2011 

2:15 - 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Linda Bearinger (chair), Alvaro Alonso, Breanne Byiers, Margaret Catambay, Anna 

Clark, Paul Cleary, Jerry Cohen, Marc Dunham, Demoz Gebre, Maria Gini, Greg 
Haugstad, Seung-Ho Joo, Frances Lawrenz, Timothy Mulcahy, Christopher Nappa, 
Federico Ponce de Leon, LaDora Thompson, Kyla Wahlstrom 

 
Absent: Melissa Anderson, Arlene Carney, Robin Dittman, Tucker LeBien, Jennifer Linde, Kola 

Okuyemi, Thomas Vaughan, Karen Williams, Lynn Zentner 
 
Guests:  Professor Marvin Marshak, Vicky Munro (Undergraduate Research Opportunities 

Program); John Ziegenhagen (Office of the Provost) 
 
Other: Jon Steadland (Office of the President) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program (UROP); (2) reviews of 
University-wide centers; (3) statement on the value of research that is not externally-funded] 
 
 
1. Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program (UROP) 
 
 Professor Bearinger convened the meeting at 2:15 and welcomed Professor Marshak and Dr. 
Munro to discuss the UROP program. 
 
 Professor Marshak began with a broad view of undergraduate research.  They explain to new 
students, during Welcome Week, that this is a research university, which students may not know, and that 
it is a central aspect of the University that they should experience.  There are a number of ways that 
students can do so:  through courses with a research component, a practicum, field work, colloquia, 
internships, and so on.  And research includes artistic endeavors.  They estimate that 33-40% of 
undergraduate students engage in research or creative activities while they are at the University, and a 
number of others are involved through paid work through student employment.  He noted that he is a PI 
and has about 100 students working for him. 
 
 The smallest program, but the one that may be the most apparent because of advertising, is 
UROP.  They see UROP as a gateway program to get students into research and into the other activities 
he mentioned, Professor Marshak said.  UROP is low-risk for faculty and for the student:  To the student 
because they provide a support structure, and to faculty because the administration provides funding.  
They are funding-limited, not limited by the supply of faculty or students, so they are using their 
resources as well as they can. 
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 Professor Marshak said that when he became deeply involved with UROP, he realized there are 
about 2500 faculty members on campus, plus P&A researchers with Ph.D.s, who could be mentors.  
About half of the faculty see undergraduates regularly, so about half do not, but he has learned that a 
number of faculty members in the latter category would like to work with undergraduates.  As a result, 
he's had success in matching undergraduate students with faculty members who do not regularly see 
undergraduates.  They have been able to tap into resources at the University, resources that only a small 
fraction of undergraduates would normally see. 
 
 With respect to the gateway function, faculty with research funding can try out an undergraduate 
for a period of time, and when it works, they see students being picked up on non-UROP sources of 
funding.  They urge students to get involved early, because some faculty members prefer younger 
students, in whom they invest time and energy and on whom they may be able to rely for a longer time, 
unlike training a senior, who will leave at the end of the year. 
 
 They pay students $1400 and will pay up to $300 in expenses, Professor Marshak said.  They are 
trying to limit expense payments to what is absolutely necessary because they would prefer to use the 
funds to provide opportunities to more students.  They have a publication/presentation requirement; the 
student must present publicly the results of the research in some way.  They are liberal on the definition of 
"publication"; it can be a presentation in a department, at a professional meeting, in a publication, through 
the University's Digital Conservancy or at the undergraduate research symposium each spring.  They 
withhold the last $200 of the payment until the student satisfies the publication requirement, a rule that 
has led to nearly 300 students presenting at the symposium. 
 
 Professor Cohen asked about the completion rate for UROP participants.  Dr. Munro said students 
are considered to have completed their work if they publish the results, provide a summary to the UROP 
office, and complete an evaluation.  The main goal is to have students complete those three tasks before 
the final $200 is released.  Professor Marshak affirmed, in response to a question from Professor Joo, that 
publication includes presentation at a conference or symposium inside or outside of the department.  They 
also count putting it in the University's digital conservancy, Dr. Munro added. 
 
 UROP participants are not to be RAs just helping a faculty member, Professor Marshak said; they 
insist that the student have a research project with a definable beginning and end and a result that can be 
communicated.  They believe that provides more of a research experience than just helping a faculty 
member on research. 
 
 Professor Cohen commented that he thought UROP is a great program. 
 
 Professor Thompson asked about the $300 in supplies; must students say if the money is needed?  
They try to get students to itemize the supplies, Professor Marshak said, and depending on the funding 
available to UROP, they may get more aggressive about itemization. 
 
 Professor Clark agreed that UROP is a great program and commented that $1400 is not a lot of 
money; have they thought about being more selective and providing fewer students more money?  
Students can earn much more than that during the summer.  The stipend for UROP has not increased in 
six years, Professor Marshak responded, and agreed that the funding is not sufficient for a summer's 
worth of work.  They tell students to ask faculty members about other funding that might be available 
(and there are a number of programs that can provide it).  They fund about 75% of applicants, and there is 
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a question about whether it should be a smaller percentage who would be provided more funding.  His 
bias is to stay with the number and involve as many students as possible, especially because of the 
gateway function that UROP serves.  He said he believes it more important to have more students. 
 
 Professor Cohen asked about the source of UROP funding and its prospects.  The money comes 
from the Provost's Office, Professor Marshak said, and he does not know about the prospects.  President 
Kaler provided an additional $150,000 from the increased state appropriation, which saved them from 
decreased funding.  Professor Cleary asked if there has been any thought given to having a fund drive to 
develop an endowment for UROP—it seems like an admirable activity that should be supported.  
Professor Marshak agreed that that is a good idea and said he would talk with the Foundation about it. 
 
 Is anyone tracking other opportunities for undergraduates, Professor Gini asked?  When they talk 
about the number of undergraduates having a research experience, it is not just UROP.  They did, Dr. 
Munro said; they counted everything when the U did a review of undergraduate research opportunities a 
number of years ago.  The goal is to have 1000 students participate in the Twin Cities UROP program.  
Professor Marshak commented that they do not have the administrative staff to do all that counting on an 
on-going basis. 
 
 Professor Cohen said the NSF has a program to supplement research grants if the PI involves 
undergraduate student in the research. The supplement must be requested and Professor Cohen believes 
that not many faculty members know about this opportunity and even fewer request the supplemental 
funding.  Professor Marshak said NSF supplements are a good suggestion and that they can try to inform 
faculty about them.   
 
 Professor Joo asked if there are students from Rochester in UROP.  Dr. Munro said not many yet 
although a few from the nursing program at Rochester have been included. The largest number of 
students in UROP, after the Twin Cities, comes from Duluth and there are some from Morris, Professor 
Marshak related.   
 
 Is there a limit on the number of times a student can participate, Professor Thompson asked?  
Students can submit proposals twice per year, Professor Marshak said, but only one proposal each time.  
The UROP Program tends to be more generous in supporting students in areas with fewer funds (e.g., the 
humanities).  What about the number of international students, Professor Gini inquired.  It depends on 
whether they can work, Dr. Munro said; some visas do not allow them to do so. 
 
 How do they get faculty members who do not interact with undergraduates involved in UROP, 
Professor Alonso asked?  Professor Marshak said students ask how to find a research project.  The UROP 
staff tell students that about 2% of them have their own project idea and 98% find a faculty mentor first 
and then discuss project ideas with the Faculty Mentor.  Students ask how to find a Faculty Mentor.  
UROP staff tell students to think of area(s) of interest, not limited to their major, go to the relevant 
departmental websites and look at the list of faculty members and their research areas, find something 
they are interested in, and send individual messages to perhaps half a dozen faculty members to ask for a 
meeting.  They tell students that one of two things will happen:  The faculty member(s) will respond or 
they won't, and in the latter case it's probably because the faculty member is behind on emails.  They then 
tell the students to go find the faculty member; if the door is open, the faculty member is fair game, and 
tell them that they want to talk about UROP.  If that does not work, Professor Marshak said, then he sends 
an email message to the faculty members.  That works about 95% of the time. 
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 How many undergraduates work with faculty members in graduate programs, Professor Alonso 
asked?  A large number are cross-college, Dr. Munro said, and many gravitate to the Medical School. 
 
 The student may not be paid for a UROP project and receive academic credit for the same project, 
Professor Marshak reported, and the UROP program is tough on that point. 
 
 In terms of summer work, does the fact that many faculty are on nine-month appointments 
interfere with faculty responsiveness, Professor Bearinger asked?  He has not seen a problem, Professor 
Marshak said, and they ask students twice per year to participate:  in the fall for spring and in the spring 
for summer and fall.  It is not very popular to do a UROP project in the summer.  
 
 Professor Joo asked about the NCUR (the National Council on Undergraduate Research) 
Symposium.  The University's UROP Program provides some funding, Professor Marshak said.  Dr. 
Munro said the University generally sends about 30 students and 10 faculty/staff, and will do so this year.  
They do not know about future years.  The UROP program does solicit partners both for NCUR support 
and for UROPs generally, Professor Marshak said, and the Duluth campus is the biggest contributor—
they are very supportive of UROP. 
 
 Professor Thompson asked about Undergraduate Research Scholarships (URS).  Admissions 
controls the URS funds and offers them to high-ability students, Professor Marshak said.  It is the same 
$1400 but is a scholarship paid through Financial Aid, not Student Employment.  The student must use 
the money in the first two years and may submit a proposal at any time.  Professor Marshak said he did 
not know the exact criteria used by Admissions for URS, but they generally include a number of things 
that the University considers important.  Admissions uses URS and similar things such as merit 
scholarships, Honors Program participation, recruiting events, etc., to attract students whom the 
University would like to recruit.  The UROP program does not pick the URS students, Admissions does. 
The UROP Program does administer the URS awards after students enroll. 
 
 Is there any mechanism to assess customer satisfaction?  The UROP Program does collect a 
questionnaire, which is part of completion, Professor Marshak said.  They have talked about an 
effectiveness study but it would be difficult to do and they are unwilling to divert resources for it.  Dr. 
Munro said they have all the data about UROP awards since the beginning of the program and anyone can 
look at it.  They do have a high approval rating, and there is a high correlation between participation in 
UROP and graduation, but correlation does not prove causality.   
 

Is there a way to increase the participation rate, Professor Joo asked?  Some students receive the 
money but do not complete the project.  That is why they withhold the $200, Dr. Munro said.  About 62% 
of students do complete their work.  They are open to suggestions, Professor Marshak said.  They do not 
manage the research—that depends on the student and the faculty member.  In her experience, Professor 
Thompson said, the $200 is not much of an incentive.  And some students complete the project but not the 
last paperwork.  Could they provide an incentive to the faculty member, Mr. Dunham asked?  They 
provide nothing to the faculty member, Professor Marshak said, although some programs at other 
institutions do. 

 
Professor Bearinger said that one factor some departments consider for merit/promotion is 

advising UROP students.    Professor Clark asked about details of how the UROP awards are 
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administered?  Professor Marshak stated that UROP chooses the students but relies on departments to 
administer the funds.  Students are paid per hour and must fill out timesheets; the funding covers about 10 
hours per week per semester for about 12 weeks.  Who signs the timesheets, Professor Clark asked?  The 
faculty member or someone in the department, Professor Marshak said; the department decides. 

 
May a faculty member supplement the UROP funds, Professor Cleary asked?  They may, 

Professor Marshak said, and they encourage faculty members to do so. 
 
Is there a UROP FAQ site, Professor Bearinger asked?  There have been a lot of questions at this 

meeting; FAQs could assist faculty members in deciding whether to take on a UROP student.  They are 
revising the website and will include the questions, Professor Marshak promised. 

 
Professor Bearinger thanked Professor Marshak and Dr. Munro for their report. 

 
2. Reviews of University-wide Centers 
 
 Professor Bearinger turned now to Mr. Ziegenhagen to provide a report on the reviews of 
University-wide centers.   
 
 Mr. Ziegenhagen provided a handout (below, between the * * *). 
 
* * * 
 

University-wide Centers and Institutes 
 
Definition:  A University-wide center or institute is an entity designated by the President and Senior Vice 
Presidents to support and advance research, education, or public engagement initiatives aligned with key 
University strategic priorities.  Such designation is granted to relatively few entities in order to provide 
focus to the University's commitments. 
 

 
Center-Institute Name 

 
Reports To 

 
Review Cycle 

 
Center for Cognitive Sciences  
 

VP, Research (Provost 
designee) 

Last:   2010-
11 
Next:  2015-
16 
 

Consortium on Law and Values in Health, 
Environment, and the Life Sciences 
 

SVP, Academic Affairs & 
Provost 

Last:   2009-
10 
Next:  2014-
15 

Institute for Advanced Study 
 

SVP, Academic Affairs & 
Provost 

Last:   2010-
11 
Next:  2015-
16 
 

http://www.cogsci.umn.edu/index.shtml
https://www.business.umn.edu/test/coe/index.cfm?CENTER_ID=655
https://www.business.umn.edu/test/coe/index.cfm?CENTER_ID=655
https://www.business.umn.edu/test/coe/index.cfm?CENTER_ID=709


Senate Research Committee 
Monday, October 24, 2011 
 
 

6 

Institute for Translational Neuroscience 
Center for Magnetic Resonance Research 
Center for Neuroengineering 
Grossman Center for Memory 
Research/Care 
Wellstone Center for Muscular Dystrophy 

VP, Health Sciences Last:   2011-
12 
Next:  2016-
17 

Institute on the Environment 
 

SVP, Academic Affairs & 
Provost 

Last:       — 
Next:   2011-
12 
 

Minnesota Population Center VP, Research (Provost 
designee) 

Last:   2010-
11 
Next:  2015-
16 
 

  
Applying for University-wide Designation 
 
Any center or institute at the University may apply for University-wide designation through its collegiate 
dean(s).  Those seeking such designation must submit a proposal to the Provost's Interdisciplinary Team 
[Vice President for Research; Vice Provost for Graduate Education; Vice Provost for Undergraduate 
Education; Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs; FCC representative] including the following 
information: 
 

• A profile of the center including focus, brief history, organizational structure and governance, 
participants, research productivity, and evidence of excellence. 

• A strategic plan for the center. 
• An explanation of the relationship between the center's goals and the University's strategic 

objectives. 
• Rationale for designation as a University-wide center. 
• A concise budget history, a current budget, and budget projections. 

 
Other considerations include: 
 

• Degree of strategic importance to the University 
• Extent and complexity of the effort including number entities involved 
• Need for central resources 
• Prospect for leveraging central resources to secure external funding 

 
Findings and recommendations from the review process are forwarded by the Provost's Interdisciplinary 
Team to the Provost. Ultimate authority for conferring University-wide Center designation resides with 
the President and Senior Vice Presidents. 
 
Monitoring and Evaluation 
 

https://www.business.umn.edu/test/coe/index.cfm?CENTER_ID=996
https://www.business.umn.edu/test/coe/index.cfm?CENTER_ID=721
https://www.business.umn.edu/test/coe/index.cfm?CENTER_ID=763
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University-wide centers and institutes are subject to intensive five-year reviews to assess their quality, 
productivity, continuing alignment with the University's strategic priorities, and opportunities for future 
growth and development.  The Provost's Interdisciplinary Team is responsible for facilitating these 
periodic reviews.  The review process includes the preparation of a self-study by the center-institute's 
director and an external review by a panel of distinguished scholars from relevant disciplines.  The self-
study report and the external review panel's findings, accompanied by recommendations from the 
Provost's Interdisciplinary Team, are forwarded to the Provost for review and action. Actions may include 
renewal of the center's University-wide designation, termination, or transition back to an appropriate 
college.  
 
Other Interdisciplinary Centers and Institutes 
 
Nearly 350 other centers and institutes exist across the University's five campuses.  Some are 
intercollegiate (including faculty from different colleges and/or campuses) while others are based within 
just one collegiate unit.  The Provost's Office maintains a comprehensive, online database of these centers 
and institutes www.umn.edu/twincities/centers/index.html. 
 
* * * 
 
 Mr. Ziegenhagen explained that his office is updating the list of centers at the University.  Some 
of the links and entries on the website are outdated and they try to keep it current.  There are about 350 
centers and institutes at the University, so the list is an important tool for faculty, students, and the public 
for finding research centers and institutes. 
 
 University-wide center designation came from President Bruininks' initiatives.  There were five 
originally, and a sixth has been designated (Center for Cognitive Sciences).  There have been a number of 
inquiries from existing centers if they could obtain University-wide status, Mr. Ziegenhagen reported, and 
that may be because of an unspoken assumption that there is a central pot of funds for University-wide 
centers—a notion that he quickly disabuses people about. 
 
 The application process is outlined in the handout; Vice Provosts Carney, McMaster, and 
Schroeder, plus Vice President Mulcahy and a representative from the Faculty Consultative Committee, 
serve as the Interdisciplinary Team; he serves as staff, Mr. Ziegenhagen told the Committee.  Each vice 
president and vice provost has a staff representative on the Team.  They do not make funding decisions 
but they do manage the reviews of the centers, conducted every five years. 
 
 As he has worked with the centers, the first reaction he receives is "must we do this review?  It is 
so time-consuming."  Mr. Ziegenhagen related that he was the coordinator of the Twin Cities campus 
accreditation review, a process from which he learned a great deal.  One thing he learned was that any 
review on campus should not be like an accreditation review, with a lot of paper and meetings.  He tells 
the center directors to think of the review as an outside consultation; they provide some questions, but 
they also ask what questions would help the center if answers were provided by external reviewers.  That 
seems to help; there has been positive feedback from the reviews.  The reviews are very intensive and 
take place over two and one-half days.  They identify key constituents the outside reviewers should speak 
with and they invite confidential comments to the review team.  They finish with a session with the center 
director and the review team, and then excuse the director and move into executive session.  They ask the 
external review team to provide its report before they leave campus and provide the report to the Provost.  

http://www.umn.edu/twincities/centers/index.html
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The Interdisciplinary Team does not make funding recommendations but they do recommend whether the 
center should continue in operation for another five years and they comment on the recommendations 
from the external reviewers. 
 
 Professor Cleary said it is his understanding that the purpose of a center is to achieve synergies 
that faculty members cannot get in their own departments.  If that is so, how do they evaluate success?  If 
a faculty member publishes ten papers, the department will take credit for them.  What are the criteria? 
 
 Mr. Ziegenhagen said there could be a different set of measures for each of the centers.  For the 
Population Center, when international governments use its databases, that is to its credit.  If a center has a 
graduate program but only a few graduates, they can ask if the center should do better.  Some centers 
have a natural connection to NSF or NIH grants, some do not.  The centers are not held to the same 
standards. 
 
 If the University is putting money into the centers, presumably that is an investment with a return, 
Professor Cleary commented.  They contribute to the national and international reputation of the 
University, Mr. Ziegenhagen said. 
 
 The hallmark of success for a University-wide center is the huge value added in research 
opportunities that would not exist without the center, Vice President Mulcahy said.  The Population 
Center generates many grant funds that the University would not obtain without it, as does the Institute on 
the Environment.  One can see significant contributions that the University would suffer without.  He said 
there is a minimum standard that University-wide centers must meet but there is no one-size-fits-all.   
 
 And the University is not just about dollars, Professor Clark said; it is also about intellectual life 
and community.  That is what the Institute for Advanced Studies is about—it is constantly buzzing, 
fosters interdisciplinary research, and its benefits would be difficult to quantify.  Vice President Mulcahy 
said he hears that repeatedly from faculty members in the Institute for Advanced Studies—it is a major 
asset for the University.  He said he believes all of the University-wide centers serve as glue for scholarly 
communities; they obtain funding if they can and they bring a community together. 
 
 Mr. Ziegenhagen said he saw that phenomenon in the review of the Institute for Translational 
Neuroscience:  It was the glue, and did not create its own identity or reputation but it brought faculty 
members together and made interactions possible. 
 
 Professor Cohen recalled that he was on the committee that looked at centers.  University-wide 
centers distinguish themselves in one way:  They are top-down driven.  All the other centers are from 
below.  Some are very small; it could be one lab.  But some driven from faculty initiative should be 
recognized because they are more successful than top-down centers.  Of the top 35, these six might not 
rise to the top, but they are supported by central administration.  Should their historical origin be the 
driving force for supporting them?  Or should there be some other mechanism to grant special 
recognition?  And because of their origins, they are special forever, but a faculty-developed center with 
international recognition is a second-class status. 
 
 Vice President Mulcahy took issue with Professor Cohen's characterization.  Some of the 
University-wide centers trace their origin to a presidential initiative, but a number of them started as 
faculty initiatives (e.g., the Population Center was started by the faculty and sought designation as a 
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University-wide center).  It is too simplistic to say that they are top-down and those that are not 
designated as University-wide labor under a disadvantage.  A number of them came out of the strategic-
positioning process; the Institute for Advanced Studies was created in response to social science and 
humanities faculty requests that institutional funds be made available.  To say a center is University-wide 
is not to say it is the best center, and he agreed that should be a way to identify others.  Professor Cohen 
agreed with Vice President Mulcahy and said he appreciated the correction. 
 
 One thing that came out of the strategic-positioning process, with help from this Committee, was 
the development of criteria to be satisfied if a center is to be designated as University-wide, Dr. Mulcahy 
said, and the document calls for institutional support.  Those criteria are used to judge centers interested 
in become University-wide.  He agreed with Professor Cohen that a top-down approach is not the best. 
 
 There had been about five categories of centers, Professor Bearinger noted.  There was a 
multitude of categories, Mr. Ziegenhagen said, and they were done away with.  A number of institutions 
have processes to be recognized as a center; the University does not.  The centers are wildly different and 
some are inactive.  So there is a process for existing centers to become University-wide, Professor Gini 
asked?  There is, Dr. Mulcahy said.  The question is the review of centers.  Mr. Ziegenhagen talked about 
the reviews of the six University-wide centers, and the Academic Health Center reviews its centers, but 
there is no process for the other 200+ centers. 
 
 Professor Cohen said he was not worried about a center with one PI; his concern is about the 
really successful ones that could be helped and deserve to be. 
 
 Is what is different about University-wide centers the support they receive, Professor Joo asked?  
And are most on the Twin Cities campus?  The six University-wide centers are on the Twin Cities 
campus, Mr. Ziegenhagen said, but they involve faculty members from other campuses.  There is no 
process for establishing a center or institute, Mr. Ziegenhagen added. 
 
 Vice President Mulcahy commended Mr. Ziegenhagen for the tremendous job he has done in 
getting a handle on these questions. 
 
 Professor Bearinger thanked Mr. Ziegenhagen for his report. 
 
3. Statement on the Value of Research That is Not Externally Funded 
 
 Professor Bearinger next asked Committee members to think about what might be included in a 
statement on the value of research that is not externally funded.  She explained how the issue came to the 
Committee.  In the past year, late summer, the Board of Regents for the University of Texas and Texas 
A&M approved a plan to provide more transparency about faculty performance and to create a dashboard 
that people could look at to see if faculty members and programs are productive and efficient.  The 
productivity data used led to faculty alarm because the measures were faculty salaries, number of courses 
taught and number of students enrolled, grades awarded, and the dollar amount of externally-funded 
research.  What was left out, among other things, were the contributions of faculty members in such fields 
as the arts, literature, dance, and so on.  There were a number of articles in The Chronicle of Higher 
Education and other outlets in late August, and at its fall retreat, the Faculty Consultative Committee 
concluded it wished to ask this Committee to prepare a strong statement on the value of research that is 
not externally funded and a rebuttal to such a measure of faculty productivity. 
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 Vice President Mulcahy said this issue goes to the point made earlier by Professor Clark about the 
Institute for Advanced Studies.  He said he did not believe that any in the academy should allow these 
kinds of formulations and calculations to serve as a measure of productivity because they ignore more 
subtle and nuanced work.  These calculations should be rejected out of hand.  Texas was the first to start 
identifying these measures but there are other states that are seeing movement in the same direction.  
There are pressures and it is timely for the Committee to make a statement. 
 
 Professor Cohen began by recalling an early mentor of his who was a member of the National 
Academy of Science and who only had external funding when he was a postdoc.  His research was 
inexpensive so he did not apply for grants, but he wrote the first textbook that brought genetics into them 
and changed high-school education in the United States.  He was highly published but did not have 
external funding.  While he has been actively involved in grants his entire career, he has great respect for 
those who do not receive them.  But his mentor is a good example of why measuring science based on 
grants is a mistake. 
 
 Professor Gini said that the Texas measures also do not take into account the revenues that private 
companies generate—and who created the knowledge that they use?  She said, however, she knew of no 
way to put a value on that research. 
 
 If one looks at measurement of scholarly productivity that is not externally funded, Professor 
Clark commented, one could always count pages, and there clearly are more pages per dollar in unfunded 
research.  More seriously, she said, would anyone want a world where students don't know anything about 
the history the world, or who do not understand the global world?  If so, those students must have 
exposure to research that is typically unfunded. 
 
 It is very difficult to value in dollar terms but the question is coming, Professor Alonso said.  The 
public wants to know what is happening to taxpayer dollars, and universities must make the case, must be 
active in saying what they want to say.  He agreed with Professor Clark about history, but suggested that 
at least one could count the number of students and evaluate how they are doing.  But the University must 
decide the best way to evaluate each discipline.  In his (public health), one must be externally funded.   
 
 Dean Ponce de Leon said that these discussions have occurred in many places.  What is needed is 
a narrative for the public because universities cannot run from the obligation to be accountable.  The 
National Research Council (NRC) developed a very complex formula to evaluate graduate programs that 
could be used, but people must have access to the information.   
 
 Mr. Dunham inquired if the general response of faculty members to the Texas measures is that 
they do not feel they are being fairly measured or that they do not want to be evaluated publicly at all?  It 
is the former, Professor Bearinger said.  They are evaluated all the time, Dean Ponce de Leon pointed out.  
So it is similar to the NRC, Mr. Dunham concluded; there is a wealth of data but it has to be evaluated. 
 
  It is analogous to current discussions about No Child Left Behind, Dr. Wahlstrom said, but 
transposed to higher education. Those discussions are often focused on numerical outcomes which are a 
narrow view of what is learned, and generally do not capture the huge range of other outcomes of skills 
and knowledge that students gain during the educational process.  It is even more difficult to pin down 
outcomes of education that serve the public good.  People do not understand, and therefore often do not 
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value, research outcomes that result from faculty work that is not supported by some kind of external 
funding source. Nevertheless, the University must be clear that it has value and improves society, and that 
the faculty members who engage in it are productive. 
 
 One problem is that the public is used to seeing numbers and rankings and it is difficult to go 
against that history, Professor Gini said.  The NRC rankings provide multiple criteria and do not line up 
like dollar values.  She said she had no idea how to convey to the public the fact that real measures are 
more complex, and she does not know how to quantify the fact that people are happier and healthier 
because they went to college. 
 
 This is part of a continuum, Professor Cohen said.  People lose sight of the fact that U.S. science 
is successful mostly because of the work of a single PI with a good idea.  He said he is not opposed to 
large collaboratives and joint ventures but that if one looks at the payoffs, they are frequently from the 
unique idea of an individual PI.  He would not argue against "big science" or science without funding, but 
would say that real creativity lies with the individual.  One can maximize that creativity by putting people 
together, but if a university cuts off the ability of a PI to pursue an idea—funded or not—it would do 
great harm. 
 
 Professor Nappa said it is worth pointing out that when one makes dollars the most important 
measure of success, one creates a perverse incentive to be more expensive.  He said he does not require 
very much money to do his research, but there is an incentive for him to seek it if it becomes the major 
measure of success.  He said he would not argue that external funding is not necessary in some fields, but 
when one says that is the sole measure, to do so invites bloat. 
 
 Professor Cleary asked if this is only an attack on unfunded research or on higher education.  
Vice President Mulcahy said that it is less an attack on unfunded research than a question of how the 
University (or the faculty) represents its contributions to the people who support it.  The proposed metrics 
in Texas say funded research, which implies that other research is not important.  A more fundamental 
question is how faculty members should be judged for their work. 
 
 A big part of the problem is that the University (the faculty) is not getting the message out, 
Professor Cleary said.  If each faculty member spoke with 100 people outside the University community 
about his or her research, and asked them who pays for their work, most would say that the state covers 
100% of the cost.  Most do not know that faculty members face very stiff competition for research 
funding, perhaps a more competitive environment than many experience in the private sector. 
 
 Dr. Mulcahy said that the faculty should not oppose evaluation or accountability, but the 
accountability criteria to be established must reflect actual faculty contributions, not just whatever 
happens to be easy to measure.  His concern, even about this discussion, is that "my research" means I am 
more important than someone who is not doing funded research, but people are at a research university 
because they want to be exposed to colleagues in different areas.  Whether someone has $10 million or no 
external funding, he worries that that approach could create haves and have-nots.  
 
 Dean Ponce de Leon pointed out that one can say that all research is funded; the question is 
whether it is through a competitive process.  Everyone at the University is receiving a salary, so their 
activities are "funded," and some must generate their own salaries, but all research is funded.  The issue is 
the process.   
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 Professor Bearinger said the Committee would draft a statement, and she called on Professors 
Clark, Cleary, Cohen, and Gini to develop it for consideration at the next meeting.  She adjourned this 
meeting at 4:05. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


