
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, December 15, 2005 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Jean Bauer (chair), Nancy Carpenter, Barbara Elliott, Dan Feeney, Megan Gunnar, Mary 
Jo Kane, Morris Kleiner, Kathleen Krichbaum, Scott Lanyon, Marvin Marshak, Judith 
Martin, Richard McCormick, Terry Roe, Steven Ruggles 

 
Absent: Gary Balas, Fred Morrison, Martin Sampson, John Sullivan, Jennifer Windsor 
 
Guests: Vice Provost Arlene Carney, Professor Robin Wright; President Robert Bruininks; Senior 

Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost E. Thomas Sullivan; Jackie Singer 
(Director of Retirement Benefits), Chris Suedbeck (Employee Benefits) 

  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Chief of Staff); Assistant Vice President Sharon Reich 

Paulsen (Office of the Provost) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) assessment of learning; (2) discussion with President Bruininks; (3) discussion 
with Provost Sullivan; (4) fiduciary committee] 
 
 
1. Assessment of Learning 
 
 Professor Bauer convened the meeting at 1:15 and welcomed Vice Provost Carney and Professor 
Wright to discuss assessment of learning.  Vice Provost Carney distributed handouts and began with a 
brief history of assessment of learning on the Twin Cities campus:  appointment in 2002 of the Twin 
Cities Learning Assessment Council by Provost Bruininks to look at assessment of learning (which 
developed over the course of a year a definition of student learning), followed by the Council for 
Enhancing Student Learning (CESL), both of which she chaired).  Professor Wright has chaired CESL 
from 2003 to the present. 
 
 Dr. Carney outlined the mission statement of CESL: 
 

The Council for Enhancing Student Learning seeks to enhance educational effectiveness in 
the colleges and schools, departments, and classrooms on the Twin Cities campus of the 
University of Minnesota.   

 
1. The Council works to achieve this mission by: 

 
2. Providing models, tools, and learning opportunities for faculty and students. 

 
3. Encouraging and supporting the use of data to enhance student learning, and 

conducting research in learning assessment. 
 
                                                           

* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 
Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
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4. Sharing expertise across disciplines and among undergraduate, graduate, and 
professional education units. 

 
The Council for Enhancing Student Learning received its charge from the Senior Vice 
President for Academic Affairs and Provost, and serves in an advisory capacity to the 
Provost.   

 
She then drew attention to a list of working groups from 2002-03, including one chaired by Professor 
Wright on curriculum assessment.  The long-term goal is more faculty engagement, given effect by a 
number of events sponsored on campus.   
 
 CESL has proposed undergraduate learning outcomes: 
 

Foundational life-long learning and citizenship goals:  At the time of receiving a bachelor’s 
degree, students will demonstrate (elaboration/examples): 
 
1.  the ability to identify, define, and solve problems (recognize the complexity and ambiguity 
inherent in many problems, can evaluate and synthesize knowledge and frame logical arguments 
based on this knowledge, understand and use the scientific method and other modes of problem 
solving) 

 
2.  the ability to locate and evaluate information (can access information as needed and work 
effectively with modern information technologies, understand and practice the responsible and 
ethical use of information) 

 
3.  mastery of a body of knowledge and mode of inquiry, know the facts, theories, and concepts 
central to their discipline, display appropriate disciplinary literacy and sophistication, understand 
the relationships between the methods and content of their discipline, understand the social and 
ethical context and implications of disciplinary knowledge and endeavors) 

 
4.  an understanding of diverse philosophies and cultures in a global society (understand the 
philosophical, artistic, scientific, and political roots of civilization, are able to put issues in their 
historical, philosophical, and societal context, can work with individuals from diverse 
backgrounds, perspectives, and disciplines 

 
5.  the ability to communicate effectively (communicate ideas and information effectively in 
appropriate formats to different audiences and in different contexts, engage in constructive 
discussion by listening accurately, understanding the perspectives of others, and demonstrating 
civility and respect) 

 
6.  an understanding of the role of creativity, innovation, discovery, and expression in the arts and 
humanities and in the natural and social sciences (possess a sufficient foundational knowledge to 
understand applications and impacts of art, humanities, and science on daily life, can make 
aesthetic and logical judgments, understand connections between disciplines) 

 
7.  skills for effective citizenship and life-long learning (display intellectual curiosity, flexibility, 
and openness, are able to reflect upon and articulate their own values, understand and practice 
professional and ethical behavior, are aware of personal strengths and weaknesses and are 
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prepared for life after college (see Rinehart document), understand the nature and importance of 
responsible citizenship) 

 
 Professor Wright commented, apropos the list of learning outcomes, that almost any person who 
thinks about education will come up with a similar list.  There is concurrence on what it means to be an 
educated person.  These outcomes are at the 40,000-foot view; there will be versions appropriate to each 
college and department (what do they mean for your discipline?).  The hard part is answering the question  
"how do you know?"  How are the outcomes measured?  What data can one use to show that students can, 
for example, solve problems or communicate more effectively because they came to the University?  This 
is not a problem unique to the University of Minnesota.  CESL will come up with models.  There is a lot 
of assessment of students going on all the time; some of the results could be put in a student portfolio.  
Part of the work plan is to obtain more faculty and student views (the outcomes have been discussed with 
about 100 people, so not all that widely).  Ideally, they would like to see the outcomes formally accepted 
as what the University defines as what is needed to obtain a baccalaureate degree. 
 
 Professor Roe asked if there had been any thought given to adding the seven items, in some form, 
to the teaching evaluation process.  That is a key item, Dr. Carney said.  One of their concerns is that the 
course evaluations do not address student learning so there is no feedback about whether the course is 
teaching something nor whether the student believes that he or she is learning something.  There need to 
be evaluations that can help identify and measure something.  Professor Roe wondered if some of the 
outcomes might not be appropriate for all courses; for example, would #1 fit a French class?  They need 
both attitudinal and outcome data, Professor Wright said. 
 
 Professor Wright related that she interviewed the faculty of her college (Biological Sciences) to 
ask if they emphasized the seven outcomes so that she could make a map of the curriculum and locate the 
gaps.  Everyone does #3, but there are gaps for the rest.  In professional school accreditation, Dr. Carney 
said, the learning outcomes must be articulated across the curriculum, so there are good examples of how 
to put things into a curriculum. 
 
 Professor Martin noted that CLA requires a senior paper.  That is a place where a student could 
demonstrate master of a large percentage of the seven outcomes.  She said she has talked with students 
about the paper:  is it just something they have to do or is it useful?  They told her it demonstrates to them 
that they can do something.  It is important to make sure that seniors must produce a project that they can 
put their hands on and can show to prospective employers or graduate schools.  Dr. Carney agreed that it 
is important students be introspective about what they did, rather than just complete another project. 
 
 Professor Lanyon said he liked the outcomes but was concerned about what is not there:  this list 
is consistent with the goals of a small liberal arts college.  He said he hoped the outcomes will highlight 
what students can get at the University of Minnesota but not elsewhere.  Professor Kane asked if one goal 
is to show what student can do as a result of being at the University.  (It is.)  So there will be a need for 
baseline data.  Professor Wright agreed and said there are already data available in the form of the ACT, 
essays, and high school grades.  How will they deal with the ceiling effect, Professor Kane asked?  By 
looking at what happens after students leave the University, Professor Wright said.  Professor Carney said 
the task force on writing will have a number of interesting recommendations; one is that all students will 
have a first-year writing course and no one will be exempt.  One way to measure change is to keep the 
freshman paper and compare to the senior paper.  If a student comes in with high ability, one can look at 
the sophistication of the writing, the topic, the level of critical thinking, etc.  Professor Kane cautioned 
that they will need to be sensitive to those who come into honors programs versus those students who are 
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at risk; the latter students will start "low" and one can't necessarily say that improvement was a result of 
being at the University.  Dr. Carney pointed out that they will never be able to have a control group of 
students who go elsewhere, but there will be data.   
  
 Much of this is about "branding" the University and what a research university can offer, 
Professor McCormick said, and one way to tackle that would be to require a research experience for 
honors students.  But that is not an outcome, it is a component of the education.  They have talked about 
how to tweak the system to measure the outcomes for honors students; is there a way to demonstrate more 
sophisticated outcomes?  Dr. Carney said they have added to CESL faculty who are experts in 
assessment. 
 
 The signal here is not clear, Professor Roe said.  Will CESL implement, monitor, or do both?  
The devil will be in the details:  some departments do not have the incentives to make sure these 
outcomes are part of their instructional program; it would be better to do this on a bottom-up basis, with 
incentives.  In terms of measuring the outcomes, doing a census of each individual could be expensive; 
would it be better to do a sample?  Professor Wright said she asked the Biological Sciences faculty how 
they assess outcomes.  They know that they cannot use only one mechanism; faculty will need tools and 
help in remodeling courses to accommodate diverse learning styles (such as multiple-choice questions).  
That is hard to do with a large class and only one TA, Professor Roe observed.  Even multiple-choice 
questions can be varied, Dr. Carney said, to address different cognitive functions such as displaying 
knowledge, comparing and contrasting information, synthesizing information, etc.  There is more than 
one type of assessment and there are different ways at getting at different aspects of learning.  This is not 
a top-down effort; CES is working with a lot of faculty and groups.  The goal is to infuse the outcomes 
into the culture of the University.  CESL, she added, was not just established to deal with the 
accreditation effort; it is a standing council that will continue. 
 
 On the matter of assessment, Professor Wright said she is not an expert.  She reported that the 
faculty at Michigan State evaluated every one of their exam questions in light of Bloom's taxonomy and 
discovered that none of them called on students to demonstrate the highest levels of critical thinking.  
There is a need to bring expertise to the faculty help them link their field with critical thinking.  Many of 
the questions, Professor Gunnar agreed, are of the "have you read the textbook?" type.  The challenge is 
to write questions that require students to synthesize the work of the course.  It is very difficult, with 
multiple-choice questions, not to measure IQ—and if that is the case, one might just as well give the test 
at the beginning of the course.  Professor Wright said the strongest predictor of a course grade in biology 
is the student's previous GPA.  
 
 Professor Carpenter said that there was much of value in this discussion and that assessment is 
important, but it must be recognized that one size does not fit all; assessment will vary with the discipline.  
She inquired if this effort only applied to the Twin Cities.  Originally this was part of the Twin Cities 
campus accreditation process, Dr. Carney said, but they consistently invite coordinate campus faculty to 
workshops and events.  It is designated for the Twin Cities but is not intended to be exclusionary.  They 
were told that the coordinate campuses were dealing with these issues themselves and that faculty on 
those campuses did not need to belong to this effort.  CESL is open to coordinate campus participation, 
however, if they wish. 
 
 Professor Elliott commented that students in the Medical School have long been measured by 
comprehensive exams.  Students are not allowed to proceed until they can demonstrate proof of learning 
via national exams.  They have adjusted teaching to meet the demands of those exams.  She said she 
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believed that approach was similar for all faculty who work with professional students.  Dr. Carney 
agreed that professional schools require both formative and summative evaluation; CESL will be well 
informed by the work of professional schools with their long experience with accreditation.   
 
 Professor McCormick noted that federal government is making noises about requiring 
universities to test students a la the "No Child Left Behind" act.  There is a practical reason to think about 
developing the University's own model for assessing outcomes, as opposed to having one imposed. 
 
 Have they heard from students that learning needs to be enhanced, Professor Martin asked?  The 
senior exit survey is the best source of information, Professor Wright said.  They use the data to learn 
from students and see what can be improved, Dr. Carney said.  But students do not say they have wasted 
four years, Professor Martin asked?  Generally they say the writing instruction is OK but they are less 
satisfied with their quantitative education.   
 
 Next semester CESL is going to focus on faculty education:  good ways to do assessment in the 
classroom.  They will develop a new faculty orientation program to provide incoming faculty (at all 
levels) an understanding of the University of Minnesota and the tools available for classes.  They also 
want to tackle one of the seven outcomes; they believe writing and critical thinking are inextricably 
interwoven and want to work on assignments that will develop these skills—they want to develop a took 
kit, of sorts, for faculty.  They will continue to provide workshops, Dr. Carney said, and will link to the 
Academy of Distinguished Teachers and will try to use funds in the wisest ways possible to help faculty 
in their teaching.   
 
 Professor Krichbaum applauded the faculty orientation program.  She said it takes awhile for new 
faculty to develop an identity as part of the University; this could provide a wonderful opportunity for 
them to become engaged.  University asks faculty to learn a lot, Dr. Carney agreed—IRB, SPA, research 
giving courses, and so on.   
 

They have wrestled with what University of Minnesota experiences are unique, Professor Wright 
said.  She has been at several institutions and cannot identify anything that is unique to any of them.  She 
said she would be grateful if the Committee could help to identify such facets of the University. 

 
The President had joined the meeting at this point.  He noted that there are a lot of reform efforts 

in the air besides the strategic positioning task forces—and this is one of them.  A big issue with 
accreditation now is assessment of learning.  At first the accrediting team thought the University was 
missing something in this regard; when it learned of all the University is doing, they concluded it was on 
the cutting edge.  They need to keep their eye on efforts that preceded strategic positioning and that fit 
into advancing education, the President said.  This is an exciting project, he concluded. 
 
 Professor Bauer thanked Vice Provost Carney and Professor Wright for joining the meeting. 
 
2. Discussion with President Bruininks 
 
 Professor Bauer welcomed the President to the meeting.   
 
 The President reported/commented on a number of matters. 
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-- The most recent report from the University of Minnesota Foundation reports very successful 
fund-raising for the last fiscal year, at $54 million, an amount exceeded only by the last year of 
the most recent capital campaign.   

 
-- The politics of higher education in Minnesota. 
 
-- The waiting period for the Faculty Retirement Plan. 
 
-- The budget model; most important is the need for flexibility to make academic investments. 
 
-- The capital budget:  (1) the difficulty of funding big projects or historical buildings (e.g., Folwell 

exterior stabilization); (2) Northrop Auditorium (which also requires exterior stabilization as well 
as renovation, and for which the President will appoint a major committee to consider its future 
and how to build exciting programs in it); and (3) the need for a new model in funding "big 
biomedical  science" buildings outside the University's traditional capital request, similar to the 
approach being advanced by many states with highly-competitive public research universities 
(these buildings now cost $60 million or more, and if funded as part of the regular University 
capital request, can consume half the request) 

 
 All of these items, the President said, are about positioning the University as distinctive in the 
Minnesota higher education community and about why the University needs the state as a substantial 
financial partner. 
 
 Professor Bauer thanked the President for joining the meeting. 
 
3. Discussion with Senior Vice President and Provost E. Thomas Sullivan 
 
 Professor Bauer next welcomed Provost Sullivan to the meeting.   
 
 Provost Sullivan began by describing changes in the compact process.  In the past, the focus has 
been on new and ongoing academic programs.  In light of strategic positioning, they will now include the 
budget and facilities/capital needs so there is a more thorough conversation.  In addition, attention will be 
paid explicitly to interdisciplinary teaching and research and to international/global matters.  As has been 
true in the past, there will continue to be a focus on diversity and on civic engagement. 
 
 With respect to the strategic positioning task force reports, there are several categories of items 
that will be brought to the Committee for discussion:  (1) issues which require Senate (and, where 
applicable, Board of Regents) action; (2) where there will be a need for special implementation; (3) where 
there is enhanced productivity; and (4) where there are cross-currents, overlaps, or inconsistencies in the 
task force reports. 
 
 Provost Sullivan provided an update on the new process for the review of deans.  There are eight 
deans being reviewed this year; two of the reviews are completed and took two months from start to 
finish.  Everyone involved in the process seems pleased with it. 
 
 There has been nearly a 30% increase in freshman applications to the Twin Cities campus.  The 
increased number of applications does not mean there will be increased enrollment.  The Committee 
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asked for a profile of the 30% increase, compared to the 15% increase last year, when the files are 
completed. 
 
 Professor Bauer thanked Provost Sullivan for joining the meeting. 
 
4. Fiduciary Committee Bylaws 
 
 Professor Bauer now welcomed Ms. Singer and Mr. Suedbeck to the meeting to present the 
bylaws of the new Fiduciary Committee.   
 
 Ms. Singer explained that discussion in the Faculty Retirement Plan Subcommittee had led to the 
realization that there was no body responsible for monitoring performance of the University's fiduciary 
responsibilities with respect to the plan (although such monitoring has been done informally).  The result 
is the proposal to create a committee explicitly charged with monitoring fiduciary responsibilities.  It will 
be a broad-based group, with representatives from each employee group affected, and will report to the 
Board of Regents through Vice President Pfutzenreuter.  She asked the Committee to identify potential 
members of the new committee and said it would not be a large time commitment—there will be about 4 
meetings per year—but they are requiring that committee members have experience in financial matters.  
There will be a lot of learning required for those appointed. 
 
 Several Committee members expressed strong support for the creation of the new committee.   
 
 The committee will include as a member the chair of the Faculty Retirement Plan Subcommittee, 
who sits on and reports to the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs, so there will be a reporting route to a 
Senate committee. 
 
 The Committee and Ms. Singer discussed the meaning of "fiduciary" and what the responsibilities 
of the subcommittee would be.  The new committee would take action on its own only if not to do so 
would mean the University were not meeting its fiduciary responsibilities. 
  
 Professor Feeney reported that the Retirement Subcommittee believes this is a good model; the 
Retirement Subcommittee does not want fiduciary responsibility placed in a Senate committee.  Ms. 
Singer added that the Retirement Subcommittee members do not feel they are prepared to carry the 
responsibility; they prefer an additional group with greater expertise.   
 
 Professor Roe asked if the new committee would consider the University's market power.  Ms. 
Singer said it would look at that, but because all of the accounts are individual, the University does not 
control them. 
 
 Professor Bauer thanked Ms. Singer and Mr. Suedbeck for their presentation and adjourned the 
meeting at 3:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


