
 Minutes* 
 
 Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
 Tuesday, February 14, 1995 
 3:15 - 5:00 
 Room 238 Morrill Hall 
 
 
Present: Virginia Gray (chair), David Berg, Thora Cartlidge, Mark Davison, Craig Dexheimer, 

Thomas Hoffmann, Karen Karni, Gerald Klement, Roger Martin, Doris Rubenstein, Anne 
Sales, Craig Swan, James VanAlstine 

 
Regrets: Patrice Morrow, Thomas Scott 
 
Absent: William Gerberich, Allen Goldman, Roger Paschke, Richard Pfutzenreuter 
 
Guests: Darwin Hendel & Jane Whiteside (Academic Affairs), Vice President Mel George 
 
Others: Halil Dundar, Patrick Opatz (Academic Affairs) 
 
[In these minutes:  Publications; critical measures; U2000 activities] 
 
 
1.   Publications 
 
 Professor Gray convened the meeting at 3:15 and noted that she had distributed to Committee 
members copies of the planning documents from the various units in Finance and Operations.  She 
recalled that in the past the Committee had expressed an interest in being able to provide an academic 
perspective to the planning efforts of support units; although the time was very short, the plans for these 
units are now in Committee members' hands and their comments are welcomed. 
 
 She then inquired if Committee members wished to follow up on the idea of a publications board, 
to review proposed publications and to offer advice to units that propose to publish.  Marcia Fluer 
estimates that the University spends perhaps $12 million per year on publications, which is a considerable 
amount to spend without conscious decision.   
 
 Committee members deliberated briefly the idea of a publications board, and concluded it would 
not be fruitful to have such a group.  The one experience cited for the Committee did not lead to a 
decrease in the number of publications, and exercising control might be very difficult in any event.  Were 
such a group to reduce the number of publications, it might be a good idea.  One Committee member 
observed that he was irritated at glossy publications from University service organizations, but that there 
is probably noting to be done about them and he will continue to be irritated. 
 
 The Committee will not pursue the idea, Professor Gray concluded. 
                     

 *These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 
Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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2.   Critical Measures 
 
 Inasmuch as Drs. Hendel and Whiteside had not arrived at the meeting yet, Professor Gray inquired 
of her colleagues if they had any general observations about the critical measures as presented in the 
discussion outline.  Several comments were made: 
 
-- There is NO consideration of cost anywhere, or whether or not the measures are cost-effective. 
 
-- These measures are all related to U2000, but it seems to many that U2000 remains poorly 

understood and not well articulated; is this process trying to create measurements for something 
that most people do not know about? 

 
-- These need not necessarily be linked to U2000; the question is whether or not this is information 

the University should have.  There is much in the measures that should be known. 
 
-- These measures, in a way, CREATE U2000; they turn a vague set of statements into concrete 

reality, and as such, they are important.  As they become set in concrete, they will measure the 
University's success. 

 
-- What is the implied impact on departments in terms of data-gathering requirements?  Will the data 

be assembled centrally, or will departments have to provide data?  The MEASURES are 
institutional; the need for data production, said another Committee member, appears to vary with 
the measure, and is related to the question of cost. 

 
-- The first five critical measures adopted by the Board of Regents had almost no cost associated with 

obtaining the information; most of it the University already had.  The cost-effectiveness of the 
remaining 13 will have to be considered, and it may be that the University will not adopt all of 
them.  Surveys, for example, are VERY expensive.   

 
 Although the measures may be phrased in the language of U2000, Mr. Berg pointed out, the 
University would be establishing the measures even absent U2000.  The legislature requested each of the 
higher education systems to indicate the standards by which they wished to be measured.  The University 
is better off deciding on the measures itself, rather than allowing the legislature to impose measures. 
 
 At this point Professor Gray welcomed Drs. Hendel and Whiteside to the meeting.  She explained 
that Committee members had been "assigned" responsibility for different measures and that the 
Committee wished to at least touch on all of them.  Dr. Hendel introduced two individuals working with 
them on developing the critical measures, both of whom had recently obtained Ph.D.s from the College of 
Education.  He also cautioned that the contents of the discussion outline suggested various things that 
COULD be done; they are NOT proposals.  Committee members then offered observations: 
 
On the Student Experience: 
 
-- The introductory statement makes clear the measures are intended to look at both graduate and 

undergraduate student experiences, but the possible measures focus almost exclusively on 
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undergraduates.  Measures of the experiences of graduate students need to be developed, such as 
how they participate in the creation of knowledge.  In the case of graduate students, this measure 
overlaps with the "scholarship, research, and artistic accomplishment" measure.  (Dr. Hendel 
agreed, and said he had heard similar comments from graduate student organizations; the intent, he 
said, IS to focus on both groups of students.) 

 
-- The tone of introductory paragraph is addressed to what faculty and administrators should DO, but 

the measures are of what students PERCEIVE.  There are no measures of what faculty try to do; all 
are from the student viewpoint.  That is important, but there should be measures of what faculty 
and administrators have done.  By contrast, the measures in scholarship, research, and artistic 
accomplishment are all VERY objective and without faculty views (on, for example, whether or 
not the University provides a good environment in which to do research, or is there adequate 
support for research.)  These are output measures; there are no input measures.  (Dr. Hendel 
suggested that these might appear in the measures of faculty and staff recruitment, retention, and 
satisfaction, but agreed the point is valid.) 

 
-- It would be helpful to ask students to evaluate their experience after they have been gone from the 

University for a period; what was bad at the time may seem good in retrospect.  (The University 
had plans, years ago, to survey students 1, 3, 5, and 10 years after graduation; there were no funds 
available after the first survey.  Dr. Hendel agreed that surveys of students farther out would be 
helpful, and that any such survey ought to look not only at employment but at other long-term 
benefits from the education.) 

 
-- Asked what the "end of major" assessment might be, Dr. Hendel explained that it could be a 

number of things, including a seminar, a senior thesis, a measure of student learning through one of 
the ETS subject-matter tests, and so on.  This is one of the more challenging measures, he said; 
how to look at student performance and learning in a way that makes sense for the institution.  This 
was not originally included as one of the measures, but the faculty properly suggested that it should 
be prominent. 

 
-- Dr. Hendel agreed that grades awarded would probably not be appropriate, and commented that the 

University must be sure to choose measures which, if they change, suggest the University has 
improved. 

 
-- There should be surveys of students not only about teaching but also about the campus. Experience 

with them suggests they have a positive view of the faculty but hate the rest of the University.  It is 
those other alienating factors that least are known about.  (Dr. Hendel concurred, reporting that in 
meetings with students, they say positive things about the quality of teaching; it is on other factors 
that attention needs be focused.) 

 
-- The one measure, on the teaching evaluations, that students really "beat up" on is the physical 

facilities question.  That question and the results, maintained one Committee member, should itself 
be one of the critical measures. 

 
On the Post-graduation Experience: 
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-- The biggest problem is that one cannot FIND graduates, so when a survey is conducted, there is a 
self-selected group that has chosen to keep in touch with the University, so the results will be 
positively biased.  An effort must be made to find those who do not self-select. 

 
-- The relationship between employment and education is subject to misinterpretation.  An English 

major with an MBA may find perfectly satisfying work, but it may appear to have nothing to do 
with the education.    Moreover, when there is talk of three to five changes in the average career, 
the education should prepare people to make those changes.  The wording now represents 
vocationalism. 

 
-- Is it feasible to get information on those who do not complete a degree?  It is clear that some 

programs are a problem, at the graduate level, but the Graduate School says there is no way to track 
those who drop out.  Do people leave because they no longer need the degree, or for other reasons? 
(Dr. Hendel agreed it is important to understand graduation rates, and noted that the University has 
not, historically, evaluated why students do not return.) 

 
-- Is the University in the degree-granting business or the education business?  These measures are all 

post-GRADUATION, when the measure should be something like "post-attendance"--whether or 
not someone received a degree.  There are a large number of people who pass through the 
University, and whom it affects, who are citizens of the state.  One should also recall the point that 
75% of those who graduate, do so in five years, which is not bad.  What of the others?  Maybe the 
University served them well, maybe not, but it should try to learn. 

 
On Scholarship, Research, and Artistic Accomplishments: 
 
-- Distinction must be made, Dr. Hendel observed, between measures that emphasize quantity and 

those that emphasize quality; the intent here is to emphasize quality. 
 
-- The most commonly-used measure of quality is national rankings in the field.  (That would come in 

the third phase, the reputation of programs, Dr. Hendel said.)  But there are separate rankings for 
faculty and for quality of the graduate program; this measure focuses on the faculty and it is odd 
that it is not here. 

 
-- There are problems with citation counts.  One is that they only count the first author, which means 

a lot could be missed.  Mr. Berg reported on the problems that exist:  there have to be norms by 
field, because there are different patterns of publication.  Another is addressed by the proposition 
that one can divide the number of authors by the number of pages, implying that some articles are 
quite brief.  Doubtful though it may be, the only way to do it is to count by field and develop 
norms.  Other difficulties are different spellings of a name and people with the same names.  Yet 
another is that in the health sciences, it is common to list a graduate student as first author, a faculty 
member last.  In another discipline they are simply listed in alphabetical order--so in that case, 
where the prolific writers' names begin with "s," much may be missed.  It may also be that someone 
is cited a lot for "the dumbest article of the year."  This is also a VERY expensive measure.  (It may 
be, Dr. Hendel said, that citation counts will not be used.) 

 
-- The unit of analysis is not clear.  These are going to be aggregated measures, which could wash out 
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a lot.  But the measures themselves are all individual, aggregated to the college and university.  The 
analysis should start with the department, not the individual.  On the other hand, when asked by 
legislators how many books the faculty published last year, people from the University look silly 
when they say they don't know.  And the answer might be impressive. 

 
-- Some of these measures could apply to graduate students as well as faculty, and a big piece will be 

missing if they aren't included.  Undergraduates could also be included. 
 
-- There needs to be greater emphasis on the "impact on professional practice, societal issues, quality 

of life" measure.  The document is to be used with the legislature and public, and there needs to be 
emphasis on University response to state needs.  Those are addressed in the next two measures, but 
scholarship should affect quality of life--and it isn't being measured in that way in those next two 
measures. 

 
-- However publications are measured, they should be REFEREED publications.  (Dr. Hendel agreed, 

noting only that how this is done may vary by discipline.) 
 
On Responsiveness to Compelling State Needs: 
 
 Dr. Whiteside described the various ways this measure could be considered and developed. 
 
-- One college has been doing a clipping service whenever faculty are mentioned; although hard to 

measure, it is recognition of faculty in the community, dealing with issues.  A flat COUNT would 
not be appropriate.  The University's clipping service draws on only a very limited range of 
publications; this one uses professional publications. 

 
-- The focus of the measure as the basis for selection of one or two issues as institutional priorities 

rubs the wrong way.  This year the University will do this, next year it will do something else.  
That is not the University's long suit, and these measures should play to its strengths, which include 
fundamental research that pays off over the long term. 

 
-- Things should come in from the bottom up; let the customer decide the priority.  One recognizes 

that the culture of higher education--not just the University--may be at odds with that approach.  If 
the University is trying to accomplish the land-grant mission, it should identify peers that are 
successfully addressing state needs (if the University is not) and how they did it.  So the look 
outside the institution should be both at the customers and at models of success.  (Dr. Hendel said 
they would welcome suggestions on models to be used.) 

 
-- In addition, if the state--the Governor, customers--have identified or help identify compelling state 

needs, are they willing to be partners in solving or addressing those needs?  This is a touchy 
subject; if the University says to the legislature that it must be willing to be a partner, the 
legislature might say that it already is because it is providing money.  How to get other groups to 
take a larger partnership role is not clear.   

 
 There must be a differentiation between compelling state needs and compelling state needs THAT 

THE UNIVERSITY CAN ADDRESS.  Some it cannot address. 
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-- The measure must understand scholarship, and that knowledge builds by accretion.  Faculty are 

encouraged to identify an important problem and stay with it a long time, not to flit among 
problems.  And faculty are evaluated by their cumulative impact on the field. 

 
-- In terms of identifying state needs, there must be communication between the University and its 

customers through effective advisory boards and consultation groups. These are both ongoing 
discussion as well as reality check.  This could itself be an objective measure--the number of such 
relationships that exist, the number of community advisory groups.   

 
On Overall Satisfaction of Minnesota Citizens with the University: 
 
-- One measure should be the number of non-alumni donors.  Alumni have a reason to give, because 

they feel an obligation or want to pay back the University; non-alumni donors have other reasons. 
 
-- Are different aspects of the University important to different groups?  If so, any surveys would 

need to be customized for different audiences to assess University performance.  Both focus groups 
and surveys should be used, and the focus groups should be used as the basis for developing the 
survey questions. 

 
-- If people make their assessments of the University by the headlines, the University must identify 

opportunities to use the media to help shape those perceptions. 
 
-- Surveys are a way both to obtain and to GIVE information; they can be an educational tool. 
 
-- "Satisfaction" needs to be broken down into direct and indirect factors that affect views. 
 
-- The language speaks to understanding by citizens of the state of the University; it is well to 

measure that understanding, but also important to convey to the population what the University 
does--something it does not do a good job at.  If the population expects a certain experience, but 
that's not what the University intends to provide, it will look bad. 

 
-- The U. S. News and World Report evaluations of colleges and universities use alumni support as a 

measure of student satisfaction.  The University has the LOWEST alumni involvement of major 
universities, and has more non-alumni donors than it has alumni donors.  Alumni and non-alumni 
donors should be measured separately.  The Foundation's ability to survey alumni is limited; it may 
be there are not more donors because no one has asked. 

 
On Faculty/Staff Recruitment, Development, Retention: 
 
 This covers a lot of ground, Dr. Whiteside commented; what is most important to focus on?  One 
can also question if recruitment should be included (or if it can be done), and retention is related to 
satisfaction.   
 
-- This does not measure morale, and there are national surveys with questions that get at it.  There is 

much that goes into morale that is not proposed for measurement. 
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-- In recruitment, attention should be paid to those who are made offers but who do not come to the 

University.  That reflects what outsiders think about the University, and may also reflect on the 
University's practices.  It must also account for "league":  any department can get minor league 
players. 

 
-- The happiest faculty members, measured by whether or not they are donors, are not those who are 

the best paid but are those who feel the most valued. 
 
-- All of the possible measures related to recruitment are suspect.  One relies on an old boys network, 

another depends on whether a department hires junior or senior faculty, and still another properly 
belongs under scholarship.  It is tricky to get a measure of the quality of people coming into the 
University; it is not only a matter of who receives an offer, but who is recruited into the pool.  It 
may be impossible to get a direct measure.   

 
-- There should be an additional element in faculty and staff experience, the extent to which the 

physical facilities support their work. 
 
-- There is a difference between an increase in salary required to get someone to come to the 

University and the reputation of the institution; for ENOUGH money, one can be persuaded to go 
anywhere; if large salary increases are not required, one must assume it is in part because of 
institutional reputation. 

 
On Facilities, the measures are still being defined.  The Subcommittee on Facilities Management will 
provide additional review of these measures. 
 
On Resource Development: 
 
-- This is now being thought of more broadly, to include human resources. 
 
-- The University needs to find volunteer leaders for efforts to increase resources.  There won't be a 

capital campaign until outstanding leaders buy into what the University wants to do. 
 
-- This measure says nothing about the three legs of funding, which include tuition and state revenue; 

it speaks only to gifts.  There could be more on state funds and tuition, and it could consider 
measures such as cost per student credit hour and cost to obtain a degree.  And it is not a matter of 
priorities; all sources should be measured.  (Dr. Whiteside noted that the focus of the measures has 
been things the University has some control over; state funding has not been included because it is 
seen as something the University does not control, and the process should not include setting goals 
for state funds that could not be accomplished.  She agreed that if the University accomplished all 
the other good things described by the critical measures, one could hope for more state funds--but 
if the state or national economy is not in good shape, the University will not receive additional 
money no matter how well it has done.) 

 
-- Recall that the state asked for the institutions to propose standards for measurement; the University 

does NOT want to go to the legislature and say that one measure is how much money the 
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legislature provides. 
 
-- Gifts in kind should be included in resource development. 
 
 The Committee cautioned once again that there must be consideration of cost of measurement, both 
centrally and cost to departments to produce information.  Professor Gray thanked Drs. Hendel and 
Whiteside and their associates. 
 
3.   Discussion of U2000 with Vice President George 
 
 Professor Gray next welcomed Vice President George to the meeting to discuss U2000. 
 
 Dr. George said he wanted to outline what the University is doing to generate support for the 
partnership proposal and to discuss U2000.  In terms of the Governor's recommendation and the 
partnership proposal, he summarized a number of steps being taken. These include increasing the size of 
the legislative network, briefing leaders, contacting existing advisory groups and asking them to write or 
call their legislators and the Governor on the University's behalf, and created new print materials that are 
clear and simple and that can be used by anyone in conversations with a legislator.  He also described 
internal and external communications efforts that are underway. 
 
 He told the Committee he is finding in the legislature, as is sensed internally, that there is a lack of 
clarity about what U2000 means.  He has had an epiphany about it, he said:  U2000 is a vision, a set of six 
strategic areas, a sense of what the University might become; it is also a set of critical measures.  What is 
missing is a map of how to achieve success in the critical measures, and, presumably thereby, U2000.  It 
isn't clear what the University will do to REMAIN one of the top 15, or to achieve diversity goals, or to 
accomplish the other goals. What is being done so the University can announce success in five or six 
years?   
 
 The measures discussed thus far are all at the institutional level, observed one Committee member; 
when they ask about college or department measures, the Committee is told that the measures will not go 
down that far.  But when one has a big task, one divides it into smaller parts or it never gets done; pretty 
soon it will be necessary to divide these measures up or they will not be accomplished. 
 
 Dr. George said he understood and agreed, but cautioned that there is a distinction between having 
measures adopted by the Board of Regents and things individual units do even absent University policies, 
such as support young faculty and overcome barriers to research productivity.  
 
 One reason U2000 has not caught on as it should have is that there is talk about restructuring the 
University, but the themes and goals of U2000 do not represent change; the University will continue to 
offer undergraduate and graduate education and to conduct research.  Whatever one thinks about the 
Contract with America, it represents change, clearly stated.  The themes of U2000 are stable things. 
 
 Dr. George agreed, but asked if the University could continue to do research and provide education 
in as successful a way as in the past, or as called for by the critical measures, if it continues to do business 
as usual?  Can it do the same thing in a different environment?  Or must it do business in a different way? 
That is why the University needs restructuring. 
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 The key word missing is "how," agreed one Committee member, and the key to that will be 
budgets--how is it the University spends money.  Will it spend money on this activity, designed to 
accomplished this task?  Those could be policy issues, Dr. George pointed out; institutional policies 
encourage and discourage certain activities.  Things measured are things pursued, it was said; if the 
University tells the state that these things will be measured, those are what it will work on. 
 
 He made no mention of students as one of the groups with whom to have discussions, it was 
pointed out, which is a mistake, since the partnership proposal relies on tuition as a major source of 
revenue.  That is a failing of his overheads, Dr. George said, not of the process; he has spent more time 
with students than with faculty, and is working closely with them in lobbying. 
 
 Professor Gray thanked Dr. George for joining the meeting, and adjourned it at 5:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


