
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, April 5, 2007 

12:00 – 2:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Carol Chomsky, (chair), Gary Balas, Jean Bauer, Nancy Carpenter, William Durfee, 
Barbara Elliott, Megan Gunnar, Mary Jo Kane, Kathleen Krichbaum, Scott Lanyon, 
Judith Martin, Richard McCormick, Nelson Rhodus, Steven Ruggles, Martin Sampson, 
Geoffrey Sirc, Jennifer Windsor 

 
Absent: Emily Hoover, John Sullivan 
 
Guests: Ronald Huesman, John Kellogg (Office of Institutional Research), Peter Radcliffe 

(College of Liberal Arts); President Robert Bruininks 
  
Other: Lynn Holleran, Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Chief of Staff) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) study of student attrition; (2) report of the chair and committee business; (3) 
discussion with the President] 
 
 
 Professor Chomsky convened the meeting at 12:10 and began by congratulating Professor Elliott 
on receiving the President's Distinguished Community Service award.  Committee members gave her a 
round of applause. 
 
1. Study of Student Attrition 
 
 Professor Chomsky welcomed Messrs. Ronald Huesman, John Kellogg, and Peter Radcliffe to 
discuss the findings of their study "Modeling the Incidence and Timing of Student Attrition:  A Survival 
Analysis Approach to Retention Analysis."  This is a follow-up to the report of the task force on student-
athletes chaired by Professors Kane and Leo.  Committee members were provided a handout with a 
summary of the findings. 
 
 Dr. Huesman explained that this study was intended to replicate the findings of the athletic task 
force for the general student body.  They looked at the question "what student characteristics help predict 
academic success or departure?"  Success is defined as graduation within six years from entry for new 
freshmen.  The data set included 9580 students who entered as first-time, full-time Twin Cities campus 
freshmen in the fall of 1999 and 2000 who attempted at least one credit in their first term of enrollment.  
The dependent variable was graduation within six years; the independent variables were first-term 
academic performance, academic preparation, athletic status, demographics, and financial need.   
 
 The results of the study were these:  of the 9580 students in the study, 
 
-- 5944 students graduated within six years; the model predicted 5202 (88% correct) (the model 
predicted 1961 students would graduate who did not). 
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-- 3636 students did not graduate within six years; the model predicted 1675 (46% correct) (the 
model predicted 742 students not to graduate but who did). 
 
Dr. Radcliffe observed that the model did a better job of predicting who would graduate than it did of 
predicting who would not graduate.  What they did not capture, Dr. Huesman pointed out, are the non-
academic factors such as motivation, personal liking for the University, etc.  The study also does not 
capture students who graduated elsewhere or who returned later to get their degree. 
 
 The most powerful predictors are first-term performance (by far) and academic preparation.  The 
findings were:  all six measures of first-term academic performance and academic preparation were 
significant, taking a remedial math class and failing it lowers estimated likelihood of success by 50%, 
earning a single W (first term) lowers estimated likelihood of success by 14%, failure to complete (that is, 
failing) one course successfully (first term) lowers estimated likelihood of graduating in six years by 11%, 
and earning a single C or D (first term) lowers estimated likelihood of success by 6%.  The findings 
suggest how important math skills are, Dr. Huesman observed. 
 
 The authors commented on a few policy implications from the findings.  Academic performance 
in the first term is critical; the system of mid-term alerts (adopted after these cohorts) should help identify 
students who are struggling.  The University should engage with former students who accumulated a 
significant number of credits but did not graduate.  Students should be integrated with the broader 
University community; increasing on-campus housing should be a goal because of the positive 
association with academic performance. 
 
 Committee members offered a variety of observations about the data, including (not reported 
here) methodological points. 
 
-- Professor Balas wondered if a "math initiative" parallel to the writing initiative should be 
considered, because it appears that math is equally or more important to college success than writing.  He 
asked how many students took a remedial math course; 11% did so.  Professor Windsor pointed out that 
the study did not look at predicting success based on a writing course.   
 
-- Professor Chomsky said that for remedial courses, the data could reflect the fact that students are 
told they need the course, then fail it, which for the student can spiral into believing they cannot succeed 
and don't belong at the University; it might not just be math. 
 
-- Professor Martin observed that these data were for 1999 and 2000 entering students; since then, 
admissions expectations have increased significantly. 
 
-- Professor Ruggles said people were misreading the datum on the remedial math course and that it 
likely had nothing to do with math; the more likely explanation is that people who take that course are 
more likely the kind of students who will drop out.  Professor Gunnar said it might be better for those 
students to wait until later to take a remedial math course; it could be a turn-off for them.  Dr. Kellogg 
said that most students take it the first year, and most of them take it the first term.  The University should 
look at that behavior, Professor Gunnar suggested. 
 
-- Professor Martin asked why they looked at taking a W; all students use the W and they all get one 
free drop.  Professor Ruggles made the same point:  this does not mean students who take a W the first 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, April 5, 2007 
 
 

3

term will be more likely to drop out; rather, students who take a W the first term are the kind of students 
who are more likely to drop out.  It is important not to infer causality, he said; Dr. Huesman concurred 
and emphasized that this is an observational study.  They also do not know if these students were 
dropping from 16 to 12 credits, or 12 to 8 credits, Dr. Kellogg pointed out. 
 
-- Professor Chomsky said this report represents the same analysis for the general student 
population as was done for athletes; the same issues have arisen as have the same questions about what 
action to take.  Professor Lanyon said he would like to see the model used to identify students who need 
help, but it seems to predict less than 50% of those who need it.  Dr. Radcliffe agreed and noted that the 
University could end up devoting resources to people who do not need the help.   
 
-- Professor Ruggles said that the results suggest that poorly-prepared students who do not do well 
their first term at the University do not graduate, which is hardly a surprise.  One cannot infer, however, 
that bad students will not graduate.  Professor Gunnar suggested selecting students in their data set who 
would meet the current entry requirements and repeating the analysis to determine whether their findings 
hold in the current admissions environment. 
  
 Committee members discussed what kind of follow-up might be useful.  Dr. Kellogg said it is 
possible, through financial aid records, to determine the number of students who left the University but 
who eventually obtained degrees.  (For example, 70% of the Wisconsin students who left returned to the 
University of Wisconsin.)  Professor Ruggles suggested assessing variables before admission and 
ascertain the effect on graduation rate; the first-term numbers have nothing to do with graduation rates, he 
contended.  Dr. Huesman pointed to the importance of living on campus as a first-year factor that affects 
academic performance; Professor Ruggles speculated that students who live off campus may be more 
casual students, with jobs, and more likely not to do well (Dr. Huesman observed it is not possible to 
know that, either); Professor Ruggles agreed and said there simply needs to be a better experiment done. 
 
 The report brings up the question of whether the University will or should only admit students 
whom it believes will succeed or if it should do something to help some students and draw from a broader 
pool, Professor Durfee commented.  Professor Krichbaum reported that in her college they often do not 
know until the junior year if a student will or will not make it; the University must identify ways to help 
students.  There are students who need help, Professor Martin said, but the "failure rate" may be nowhere 
near as high as thought if students are graduating in large numbers from other institutions.  The question 
is whether the University is concerned if students graduate at all or if it is only concerned that they 
graduate from the University of Minnesota.  It should be the former, Professor McCormick responded, 
but he pointed out that if they do not graduate from the University of Minnesota, that data will be used 
against the University because graduation rates are based on cohorts of entering freshmen.   
 
 Committee members inquired about data from peer institutions; the guests explained that is 
difficult to get good data.   
 
 The policy implications have been forwarded to the President and Provost, Professor Kane 
reported; Dr. Huesman pointed out that they are simply the recommendations of the authors.  This report 
comes from the standpoint of "now what does the University do for students who are here?"; it is not 
advice for the Office of Admissions, Dr. Radcliffe added.  In this case, Professor Martin observed, for 
students who WERE here; most are not, anymore.  She repeated the point that the study poses an 
interesting question for the University:  it needs to think about whether it is obligated to educate students 
to be productive and useful citizens no matter where they graduate from or if it should be concerned 
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primarily about its own graduation rate.  The University looks pretty good if it is the former, if significant 
numbers of those who leave nonetheless graduate from another institution.  Dr. Radcliffe agreed.  But it is 
a "failure" for the University if they leave and succeed elsewhere, Professor Ruggles commented. 
 
 Do more students transfer from the University of Minnesota and finish elsewhere than is true at 
peer institutions, Professor Kane asked?  If not, that datum is a wash.  If more are leaving here and 
graduating elsewhere, then something is going on at this university, she said.  Dr. Huesman said they do 
not have that datum for other institutions.  It has never mattered until recently, Professor McCormick 
pointed out; about one-half of those who graduate from the University of Minnesota are students who 
transferred in, although perhaps that is changing.  That is unlikely to be the norm at peer institutions, but 
he reiterated the point that the publicized graduation rate is based on freshmen cohorts, not those who 
transfer in later. 
 
 Professor Chomsky recalled that a number of efforts are underway to reach former student-
athletes who are close to graduation and to facilitate their completion.  How many such non-athlete 
students are there and will there be a similar effect for them?  Dr. Huesman said they did not investigate 
that question but said it is a significant number.  That is a significant research agenda item, Dr. Radcliffe 
told the Committee; Vice Provost Craig Swan is pressing the issue and they will work on it over the next 
couple of years.    
 

Professor Kane reported that for athletes, they found 5.7% of those who had left without 
graduating had more than 100 credits and a GPA over 2.0.  There were more non-athletes (7.4%) than 
athletes who left in that situation (they had predicted the opposite); one wonders if there is something 
structural in the institution that creates this pattern.  It would help if the CIC would gather data so the 
University could see how it compares to its peers.  Professor Martin said that for many such students, the 
barrier may be the programs that are serious about the senior paper requirement; if a significant number of 
the students cannot write a 20-page paper, that’s a problem.  She said she believes they should have to do 
so and that the University should not waive the requirement simply so people can graduate.  Most 
students have never had to write more than a 5-page paper, Professor McCormick commented. 

 
Professor Gunnar suggested that the University also help students who come from out-of-state 

figure out if Minnesota is a good fit for them so they do not leave in large numbers later. 
 
Professor Chomsky thanked Drs. Huesman, Kellogg, and Radcliffe for joining the Committee. 

 
2. Report of the Chair & Committee Business 
 
 Professor Chomsky noted the items the President would discuss when he arrived later (the 
legislative situation and discussions with people on the Morris campus).  She reported that she received a 
letter from the Governor, in response to her letter transmitting the Faculty Senate resolution concerning 
funding for the University; it read like a pro-forma constituent letter. 
 

* * * 
 
 The Committee agreed to ask the President to renominate Professors Goldberg and Hickman for 
the positions of Clerk and Parliamentarian of the Faculty Senate. 
 

* * * 
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 There is one more Senate meeting and one more Committee meeting before the docket deadline 
to devise language to fix the problem with elections to the Faculty Senate.  The language of the 
constitution is not clear and the Committee needs to decide what it wants to do.  What has happened, 
given the wording of the constitution, is that the faculty-like P&A staff are eligible to vote and to run but 
contract faculty are not.  The Committee and the Senate last year did change the language to allow 
Clinical Scholars in the Medical School to be eligible, but that change inadvertently was never forwarded 
to the Board of Regents (which must approve all constitutional changes). 
 
 The Committee discussed whom it is the Faculty Senate represents, how it is constituted, and the 
rules for eligibility.  Several Committee members expressed the view that to be eligible for the Faculty 
Senate, an individual should be involved in carrying out all three missions (teaching, research, public 
engagement), but current language does not require that and it is a judgment call the Committee must 
make, Professor Chomsky said.  It has become clear that it is not possible to made decisions about 
eligibility based on job classification; it will be necessary to have individuals in each unit make a 
judgment about whether individuals fit the definition.  What they will do, Professor Chomsky said, is 
propose language for the constitution by which to judge eligibility; it will be left up to the units to 
implement it. 
 
 A related question that arose was the relative number of tenured/tenure-track faculty and non-
tenured/non-tenure-track faculty.  In some units in the Academic Health Center, the non-tenure-track 
faculty outnumber the tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Those faculty, Professors Krichbaum and Rhodus 
reported, are increasingly interested in participating in governance.   
 

* * * 
 

 Professor Sampson distributed a handout describing the current status of the University's biennial 
request at the legislature.  He and the Committee discussed it briefly. 
 

* * * 
 
 The Committee needs to figure out, for each of the four senior officers, what action items might 
come out of the discussion at the two meetings "intellectual future of the University," Professor Chomsky 
said.  It is likely that the issues will need to be the focus of attention at the Committee's retreat in the fall 
or during the next academic year, and it will not always be easy to turn the discussion points into an 
action agenda.  Some of the points, moreover, will be the Committee's responsibility, and the Committee 
can help sharpen all of the questions.   
 
 Professor Balas said what the Committee wants to do is move forward on the issues so the 
University can achieve its top-three goal.  The Committee will have to be the instigator on some of them 
in order to get action, he said, and it will have to do its homework about what it will take to accomplish 
some of the recommendations.  Some of the items may appropriately be in the bailiwick of other 
committees, Professor Chomsky observed.  Professor Balas agreed that next year some committees may 
be asked to direct their agendas to developing plans and identifying solutions identified in these 
discussions.  They will also need to be given a timeline. 
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3. Discussion with President Bruininks 
 
 Professor Chomsky welcomed the President to the meeting.  The discussion focused at first on the 
biennial request.  Most of the comments were about the political situation, but the President did comment 
at one point that the message he is delivering is that the University went through an agonizing two years 
when it had to confront a cut of $185 million and absorb inflationary cost increases as well.  During that 
time it cut costs, increased employee health care costs, froze wages and salaries, and increased tuition by 
29%.  Now he is saying that for the next two years it is time to improve the long-term future of the 
University.  It takes money to improve the institution, and if the state appropriation falls seriously short of 
the request, part of the gap will have to be made up with tuition.  He gave student leaders the same 
speech, he recalled, and said that if the University does not take that action, it will decrease the quality of 
their education—which is the worst bargain the University could ask them to make. 
 
 The quality of the University is the central message, the President said.  Tuition is a large and 
increasing portion of the University's budget (now at 21%).  Most of the rest of the funds are restricted 
(endowments, grants and contracts, etc.); it is largely state funds and tuition that can be used to reshape 
the University.  That 21% is thus more like 35-40-45 in terms of the fungible part of the budget.  So, he 
emphasized, there cannot be a big hole in the budget and an expectation that tuition will not be part of the 
solution. 
 
 Professor Lanyon inquired if the University's $182-million biennial request would simply hold 
the institution in place or if it would move it forward.  The latter, the President said; it pays the operating 
costs plus makes investments in education, compensation, and key research areas.  He said he has told the 
Board of Regents several times that the University cannot settle for a budget that does not improve the 
long-term future of the institution; a steady-state is insufficient.  It is not fair to put the entire burden of a 
shortfall in state support on students, but depending on how far short of the request the state appropriation 
falls, there could be a need for a tuition increase beyond what was projected with the legislative request.  
The President said he would consult if it becomes necessary to deal with a shortfall in the legislative 
appropriation. 
 
 Professor Chomsky reported on the Alumni Board meeting.  The Board has decided to focus its 
lobbying on the biomedical facilities bonding authority.  It heard from the new football coach and 
addressed a lot of questions to him about academics.   
 
 Professor Balas said that in light of the salary of the new men's basketball coach, the Committee 
needs to hold the administration's feet to the fire on the matter of competitive compensation for the 
faculty.  He said it is difficult to justify the basketball coach's salary compared to the salaries of faculty 
members who have brought millions of dollars to the University in external support. 
 
 Professor Chomsky adjourned the meeting at 2:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
  


