
' UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
Graduate School 

Minutes of the Executive Committee Meeting 
Tuesday, April 13, 1982 

1:30 p.m. 331 Johnston Hall 

Members present: Faculty representatives--Professors Dale Lange, Douglas 
Lewis, William Schofield for James Boen, Edward Sucoff, 
David Thompson; Duluth representative--Neil Storch; Mayo 
representative--Donald Weggen for Franklyn Knox; guests-
Professors Harlan Cleveland, Robert Einsweiler; adminis
trative representatives--Deans Warren Ibele (chair), 

I. FOR ACTION 

John Wallace, Kenneth Zimmerman; student representative-
Roy St. Laurent; Civil Service representative--Suzanne 
Zorn; staff--Vicki Field, Andrew Hein, Klaus Jankofsky, 
~1yrna Smith; secretary--Beverly r1i ll er 

Approval of Executive Committee r1inutes, Meeting of March 11, 1982 

The minutes were approved without amendment. 

II. FOR DISCUSSION 

A. Proposal for the Establishment of a Program for the Master of Public 
Affairs Degree 

Professor Lewis said that the proposal had been discussed in the 
Social Sciences Policy and Review Council where it was presented by 
Professor Cleveland. At the request of Professor Cleveland, and 
with the agreement of the Council, the customary practice of requir
ing two readings of the proposal was set aside and the proposal was 
approved. 

Professor Cleveland said that the Hubert H. Humphrey Institute was 
built on the foundation of the School of Public Affairs and currently 
offers two graduate degrees, one in Public Affairs and one in Planning. 
After a year of consultation it was concluded that a new window for 
mid-career professionals should be opened, the existing programs being 
directed toward those beginning their careers. The program proposed, 
he said, is different from others being offered in the country with 
its focus on training for leadership. The program will develop 
breadth in professionals who began as experts in specific areas. 
The program will be of one year•s duration, and participants fromall areas 
will be involved in the Reflective Leadership Seminar which is being 
offered during the current year on an experimental basis. There will 
be two other elements of the program: fellows will participate in 
policy research and analysis projects and they will become involved 
in courses offered by other University areas appropriate to their 
particular interests. 



Executive Committee Minutes 
Meeting of April 13, 1982 
Page 2 

After some discussion it was determined to offer the program on both 
a credit and non-credit basis. The program will begin with 20 to 25 
participants. There would be both Plan A and Plan B options; and the 
Reflective Leadership Seminar would be offered over three quarters 
for 6 credits a quarter. Professor Cleveland said he expected the 
impact of the program to be great. It constitutes a new way to 
approach the training of mid-career professionals for leadership. 
The fall of 1982 will begin a three-year program of experimentation 
with major funding'from the McKnight Foundation, as well as support 
from the Exxon Foundation. By the end of this period it is hoped to 
have new facilities available which will permit doubling the program's 
size thereby making it financially viable. 

Dean Jankofsky asked what scholarship support was available for parti
cipants. Professor Cleveland said that none was available at present, 
although five or six participants from abroad came with government 
sponsorship, and one or two with Bush fellowships. Such funding is 
being pursued with business, industry, and foundations. The fee will 
be $8,000 and the Institute does not wish to attract only students 
from large organizations or from affluent backgrounds. 

Professor Lewis said that the reservations he had were not about the 
program itself but about using an advanced degree mechanism, even a 
professional one. He was concerned that the work required of students 
be equivalent to that required of students in other master's programs. 
Professor Cleveland responded that he believed that this would be the 
case. He said that mid-career individuals would bring a large body 
of knowledge and experience to the program and that what they would 
need would be a program which would assist them in organizing the 
materials of their experience. 

Dean Zimmerman asked how the Reflective Leadership Seminar was being 
evaluated since this year is considered an experimental year. He 
asked whether it would be possible to offer the program within exist
ing rubrics and delay the proposal for the new degree until the end 
of the experimental period. Professor Cleveland replied that the 
seminar was being evaluated. He added that he thought the program 
had run well enough to justify running it in parallel with the other 
programs in the Institute. Dean Ibele asked what the relationship of 
the seminar was to the research requirement. Professor Cleveland 
responded that it seemed difficult to join the two. The major work 
on the paper will be within the policy analysis groups. Professor 
Einsweiler said that running the new program within the old would 
cause conflicts in requirements and difficulties in mixing entry
level and mid-career students. Dean Zimmerman explained that indi
vidual tracks can be defined in terms of different requirements, 
eliminating these problems. Professor Cleveland added that there 
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was a positive advantage for the program in being able to use a dif
ferent degree title which signalled its uniqueness. 

Professor Lange suggested that because it would be assumed that a 
high level of verbal skill was required for the program, the verbal 
aptitude of the GRE might be useful in resolving some of the admis
sions issues. Professor Storch said it might be a shock to mid
career individuals to be asked to take such a test. Professor 
Cleveland agreed and said that foreign applicants thus far seem to 
have been amply tested on English proficiency by the criteria used 
in selecting North/South Fellows. 

Professor Sucoff asked how it would be determined that the student 
had earned the degree. He said that since these individuals will 
come with master•s level experience, it might be inconceivable that 
any will not get the degree. He said that as so much of the require
ment is a seminar it will be hard to evaluate. Professor Cleveland 
replied that in managing the seminar they will get to know the 
students well and will be able to evaluate for this reason. 

Professor Lange said that he believed that additional entrance and 
exit criteria should be articulated. Professor Cleveland replied 
that the less elaborate criteria are related to the fact that these 
are proven individuals. Professor Lange asked what applicants 
would be told they must provide to demonstrate the necessary skills. 
Professor Cleveland said that papers, references, and interviews 
were examples of what might be required. 

Dean Zimmerman asked whether an attempt would be made to maintain a 
ratio between credit and non-credit students. He asked about the 
issue of a difference in commitment between the two and how this 
might affect the participation of degree candidates. Professor 
Einsweiler said it was a matter of students being indifferent to 
whether they got a degree; it was not expected that their attitude 
toward the program would be different. 

Dean Hein asked whether, in light of the proposal and the discussion, 
it was the intention to use only previous work history in making 
admissions decisions, rather than the more traditional criteria of 
academic record and test data. Professor Cleveland said that for 
individuals 40 years old the academic record is not that important, 
but the decision would not be on work experience alone. 

Dean Wallace asked for more comment on the experimental years. 
Professor Cleveland responded that it was difficult to do so. The 
ultimate test would be the performance of graduates in the next 
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10-15 years. An important part of the evaluation will be what 
participants think of the program and what the faculty think of the 
participants. At this point there is no detailed evaluation process. 
Dean Ibele asked whether there was to be an advisory committee. 
Professor Cleveland said that it had been discussed with Vice 
President Keller but not fully explored. 

Professor Storch, on the issue of the uselessness of test data for 
older students, said others must be dealing with mid-career people 
and wondered whether information could not be obtained from them; 
perhaps the criteria for this program should be different given 
the nature of the individuals. Professor Cleveland said that other 
programs such as Harvard are different; they are not creating special 
courses for these individuals. 

Professor Sucoff asked whether the program \'/Oul d go forward regard
less of the approval of the degree program. Professor Cleveland 
said that it would, as a non-degree program, but that it would lose 
some participants as a consequence. 

Dean Zimmerman asked for further clarification on non-credit and 
credit individuals. He asked whether these would be "auditors" 
who ordinarily do not do all of the work for a class. Professor 
Cleveland replied that non-credit students would be held to require
ments but not to the Plan B paper. They will do all the work of 
the Reflective Leadership Seminar but without credit. 

At the conclusion of the question period it was decided that a vote 
should not be taken but that the proposal should be carried forward 
to a second meeting to give Executive Committee members an oppor
tunity to reflect on it. Following the departure of Professors 
Cleveland and Einsweiler, the issues in the discussion were sum
marized. While it was clear that participants would be qualified 
professionals, the point was made that evaluation of performance 
was necessary and that it was not completely clear from the discus
sion how this would occur either at the point of admission or within 
the Reflective Leadership Seminar, which seems to differ in many ways 
from the traditional seminar. It was pointed out that more of these 
kinds of mid-career programs are probably in the offing and that 
appropriate criteria and means for evaluation, if the traditional 
methods are not applicable, should be developed. Several suggestions 
were made with respect to evaluating admission, and performance. 
Members were also interested in further information as to how the 
Reflective Leadership Seminar was being evaluated, and how the program 
would be evaluated at the end of the three-year experimental period. 
It was concluded that a letter should be sent by the Dean to 
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Professor Cleveland asking for additional clarifications as appro
priate from the discussion so that his reply would be in hand before 
final consideration of the proposal. Dean lbele said that he would 
schedule a special meeting of the Executive Committee so that if 
the proposal is approved it can be forwarded to central administra
tion in time for inclusion on the May Regents• agenda. (Copy of letter 
attached.) 

B. Discontinuation of Graduate Programs, Policies and Procedures 

Dean lbele asked that the committee consider this item. Professor 
Thompson suggested that the Policy and Review Council chairs take 
the matter back to the Councils and seek information on the major 
factors they believed should be considered. He indicated a concern 
that at the University Senate meeting of the previous week it was 
clear that the information used was that which could be quickly 
generated, and that the basic considerations were financial. If 
an issue did not have financial implications it was not considered. 
He said that he believed that a reasonable set of factors would 
yield not simply information which might lead to the elimination 
of some programs, but would also point to ways to improve those that 
remain. 

Dean lbele said that two levels of information were required-
quantative information about the programs, and a comparison of 
programs so that those which should be strengthened are. He 
pointed out that some programs might be judged essential whatever 
their weaknesses. 

Professor Lange expressed concern at hard data since it requires 
interpretation. He said that issues of quality may not be identified 
by ratios. The two together might provide the necessary profiles of 
programs. He said he hesitated in making comparisons since he 
believed programs should be judged on their quality. Program reviews 
already conducted yielded this information and he said these should 
be looked at to see what sort of program profiles they might provide. 
Dean lbele responded that he understood the concern about comparisons 
but added that necessary decisions would be made at some level and 
if the Graduate School is to participate it would seem necessary 
to work through the Policy and Review Councils and the Executive 
Committee. 

Professor Storch said that he believed that the criteria being used 
in many instances put the liberal arts in a very bad position. 
Employment opportunities in history are not good, but he did not 
believe that job opportunities should be the only consideration so 
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long as potential students understood the problem. The question, 
he said, is whether the liberal arts are worthy of attention regard
less of the job market. 

Professor Sucoff said that the use of social need as a criteria 
demonstrated the difficulty of passing judgment. He said that 
that is a political, not an academic decision. He said he believed 
there was a risk in making recommendations as to programs which 
should be disestablished as this would involve a decision about 
social need. He said he thought the Executive Committee could only 
determine whether programs were doing a good job. Professor Lange 
said that as the Committee is involved in establishment, it is 
reasonable to involve it in disestablishment. Dean Ibele said 
that there seemed no disagreement about applying criteria to a 
program, but only about whether comparisons should be made. He 
pointed out that if the locus of this process was not in the 
Policy and Review Councils and the Executive Committee it would 
be elsewhere; the task will be done. Professor Thompson pointed 
out that what seemed at issue was an order of magnitude--between 
determining thresholds and making comparison rankings. He said 
that he believed it should start with the Policy and Review Councils. 

Dean Ibele asked that the chairs place the item on their agendas so 
that a decision could be made on how the Executive Committee would 
participate. 

I I I. FOR INFORMATION 

A. Recommendations of the Directors of Graduate Studies Advisory 
Committee and Actions Taken 

Dean Ibele reviewed recommendations from the Directors of Graduate 
Studies Advisory Committee contained in Professor Zaidi's letter 
of March 22, 1982. 

The first recommendation was to raise the minimum TOEFL requirement 
for the Graduate School from 425 to 450 (some departments already 
require a higher score). This recommendation will be implemented 
for applicants for the fall of 1983 and beyond. 

Recommendation two requesting that the TOEFL be required of stu
dents transferring from other institutions will be considered 
further. 

Recommendation three, that TOEFL results be required before consi
deration of an application (currently it is required only before the 
necessary visa form is provided to the student) will be implemented 
on request of the individual program. 
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Recommendation four was for a research project into the use of 
TOEFL scores and other critical variables in predicting academic 
performance. A proposal for funding has gone forward. 

B. Discontinuation of the Doctoral Candidates Certificate 

c. 

The Dean informed the committee that the practice of issuing a 
certificate to doctoral students following the passing of the 
preliminary oral examination for the degree has been discontinued. 
The usefulness of the certificate was in question and as it was 
expensive to produce it was eliminated in the Graduate School 
budget reductions. 

Report from the Council of Graduate Students 

Mr. St. Laurent informed the committee that the Council of Graduate 
Students elections of new officers would be held during spring 
quarter. He also said that the Council had been unofficially 
informed by the Internal Revenue Service that their tax-exempt 
status request had been approved. 

The meeting was adjourned. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Beverly D. Miller 
Assistant to the Dean 



c 
Office of the Dean 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Graduate School 
TWIN CITIES · Johnston Hall 

April 19, 1982 

Professor Harland Cleveland 
Director, H. H. Hum~ey Institute 

of Public Affairs 
909 Social Sciences Building 
West B.ank Campus 

Dear Professor Cleveland: 

101 Pleasant Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

We are attempting to schedule a special meeting of the Executive Committee in 
order to complete the review of the Master of Public Affairs proposal in time 
to permit its consideration by the Board of Regents in May. For that special 
meeting and as a result of the discussion on Tuesday last, there are a number 
of additional issues I would like you and the faculty to consid~r and respond 
to before th.at meeting. 

I believe it clear from the discussion in the Executive Committee that the pro
gram is seen as interesting and innovative, one which could be of great value 
to midcareer professionals; understandably, a number of questions remain which, 
on review, all pertain to the assurance of quality: evaluation of applicants 
for admission; evaluation of student performance in the program; and evaluation 
of the program itself, now, at the end of the experimental year for the Reflec
tive Leadership Seminar, and at the end of a three-year experimental period 
with the entire program. 

With respect to admission, there is concern for the role subjective criteria 
will play in the selection of students since the statement was made that the 
program considered such factors to be more important than objective ones. 
The proposal, as amended in January, contains a statement concerning academic 
records; if subjective criteria are also important, it is essential that the 
proposal include specific language as to the nature of the information to be 
judged and how it will be assembled. For example, if work history will be 
reviewed, presumably this will involve more than a brief statement of employ
ment. In what form will work history be gathered? Will applicants be asked 
to submit a statement or essay about their professional history and accomplish
ments? Will references be sought and asked to consider the applicants• accom
plishments? Our concern is that whatever the criteria for admission, they 
should be described fully in order that they may be equitably applied--that is, 
each applicant will be asked to submit the same information and each will be 
evaluated by applying uniform criteria to this information. 
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In discussing components of the program comparisons were made with existing 
requirements for the Graduate School's master's degrees, plan A and plan B. 
To avoid misunderstandings, I seek clarification on the following: 

1.) The plan B master's degree requires a final examination, which may be 
written or oral, or both, as determined by the program faculty. The 
proposal mentions (p. 4) that a final oral examination for the master's 
plan A is ordinarily required; no mention is made for the master's plan 
B. What is intended in this regard? If an exception to the examination 
requirement is intended, a rationale should be provided. 

2. ) 

3.) 

4.) 

The program is unique; the students will be professionals of considerable 
experience. The Executive Committee appreciates the difficulties this 
poses for evaluating student performance. Indeed, you will recall that 
some of the Executive Committee members speculated whether the application 
of nominal academic standards would encounter such difficulties that, as 
a practical matter, no participant would be denied the degree. The 
experience of the Graduate School in analogous circumstances has found 
the appointment of external examiners a constructive practice. While an 
examination committee comprised entirely of external examiners may be 
both impractical and educationally undesireable, the principle suggests 
that a modification of the usual examining committee composition might 
be appropriate. Most commonly, master's examining committees, plan A 
and plan B, number three individuals, one from outside the major field 
(~nd outside the budgetary unit). The expansion of the examining committee 
to four (a not uncommon practice), two to come from outside the program 
and budgetary unit, one of whom would be external to the University, is 
proposed. l would welcome your reaction to this proposal. 

On page 4, the Graduate School's credit transfer rule is cited. Currently, 
the rule permits transfer* of. as much as 40 percent of the requirea 
master's degree program, but allows the inclusion toward a graduate degree 
of only 9 credits which have been offered for a previous degree. In the 
case of the Master of Arts in Public Affairs degree, one of unusual length, 
a variation of this rule has been granted which allows 18 credits to be 
included although offered for a previous degree. Because the Master of 
Public Affairs appears to be comparable in effort to most master's degrees 
in the Graduate School, it is my opinion that the 9 credit limit should 
obtain, but I seek your concurrence in this. 

The Reflective Leadership Seminar, the distinguishing feature of the 
program as proposed, does not include a final examination. During the 
discussion with the Executive Committee it was indicated that the 

*With approval of the program faculty. 

J 
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evaluation of individual student performance will be on the basis of 
observations by the faculty member responsible for conducting the seminar. 
Since the seminar extends over the year and involves several faculty mem
bers, it remains unclear upon whom the evaluation ta~k will fall and which 
factors will be taken into account in assessing the performance of the 
participants. University seminars usually tend to be smaller than that 
contemplated for this seminar if anticipated enrollment is achieved; 
moreover, in such courses students must often make presentations at some 
juncture. It is also the case that an individual seminar does not cus
tomarily constitute the core of a graduate program. For these reasons, 
it is essential that evaluation criteria and a method for assessing par
ticipant performance be clearly articulated. 

Several general issues arise when considering the evaluation of the program 
itself. I would expect, as a matter of course, that an evaluation is being 
prepared, or perhaps is already undenJay, of the Leadership Seminar. A full 
year's experience is almost complete; there will be a core of participants 
who have completed the seminar and those who have dropped out for a variety 
of reasons. Although reference is made to such an evaluation, tittle detail 
is provided. Because the seminar is such an important feature of the program, 
it would be important to know how it will be evaluated and the manner in which 
the experience of the first, experimental, year will have influenced the format 
and materials to be used in the future. 

In describing the evaluation to be performed of the entire program at the end 
of a three-year experimental period, the proposal would be enhanced by an ela
boration of the factors which will be considered and the method to be followed. 
It is true that the major accomplishments of the graduates may not be known for 
a decade and there will be the difficult task of attributing these accomplish
ments to the program. Short of that, consideration should be given to the means 
by which the efficacy of the admittedly experimental parts of the program will 
be assessed. 

The concern of the Graduate School for detail is somewhat unusual in this 
instance because of the special structure and content of the proposal and what 
it aspires to achieve for midcareer professionals. To the extent that tradi
tional measures of quality do not serve, others should be devised. Having 
these in hand at th.e start will allow the accomplishments of the program to 
be measured with greater confidence and the ground laid for further improve
ments. 

I will let you know as soon as a date has been cleared for the final hearing 
of the proposal. Presented for your consideration and that of the faculty 
are the above comments. I ask that a response be provided for distribution 
to the Executive Committee members by Monday, April 26. I will exert eve~ 
prudent effort to move the proposal forward. 



' UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
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t~inutes of the Executive Committee ~1eeting 
Wednesday, April 28, 1982 

10:30 a.m. 331 Johnston Hall 

Members present: Faculty representatives--Professors Dale Lange, Douglas 
Lewis, William Schofield for James Boen, Alan Simpson, 
David Thompson; administrative representatives--Deans 
Warren Ibele (chair), John Wallace, Kenneth Zimmerman; 
student representative--Mr. Roy St. Laurent; Civil 
Service representative--Ms. Suzanne Zorn; staff--

FOR ACTION 

Ms. Vicki Field, Ms. Myrna Smith; secretary pro tern-
Assistant Dean Andrew Hein 

Proposal for the Master of Public Affairs Program 

Dean Ibele indicated that this was the single item and continued the discussion 
of the Master of Public Affairs program (M.P.A.) submitted by the Hubert H. 
Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs with the clarifications provided by 
Professor Harlan Cleveland in his letter of April 26, 1982. 

~ There was considerable discussion about the seminar which occupied a central 
position in this degree proposal. It was not clear whether there were in fact 
to be two seminars offered. Dean Wallace indicated that the material could 
be interpreted in three ways: two seminars to be attended by the students; 
two seminars (one for community leaders and one for the student enrolled in 
the Reflective Leadership program); one seminar including the two groups. 
Dean Wallace contacted Professor Eisenweiler by telephone for clarification. 
There would be two seminars: one for community leaders and the other for the 
students. Students could attend both but that was neither necessary nor 
encouraged. 

Professor Lewis asked Dean Wallace to elaborate on his memorandum of April 22, 
1982 regarding his experience in the Reflective Leadership seminar during the 
1981-82 academic year. Dean Wallace indicated that following fall 1982, compli
cations in his schedule did not permit continuation with any regularity and he 
also experienced some disillusionment about the benefits he was deriving from 
the seminar. He found the presentations comparatively unstructured. He believed 
that too much responsibility rested on the discussion leader and while some of 
the discussions proceeded well, others did not. The failure probably was not 
unrelated to not having read the background materials. He expressed reserva
tions about anthologies such as were used. Professor Lewis commented that he 
believed that 18 credits in a degree program resulting from an unfocused 
seminar seemed too generous. 

Professor Schofield initiated a discussion concerning evaluation. He found it 
difficult to understand how the seminar could be meaningfully evaluated in its 
present form. While there was a suggestion for interviewing the faculty and 
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students in the current program, Professor Schofield raised the questions about 
interviewing as an evaluative technique. Dean Wallace pointed out that the 
current program (1981-82) may not have been viewed as a trial in the sense in 
which the Executive Committee was now treating it. Professor Schofield also 
questioned the evaluative process with respect to the selection of students for 
the program. He referred to Professor Cleveland's statement that "files will 
be read and evaluated ... " but wondered how they would be evaluated. How do you 
guarantee consistency in decisions made? Professor Lewis wondered how the 
faculty in the program would assess "qualifications to do academic work at the 
graduate level ... " Is this a reference to an evaluation of previous academic 
work or work experience related to the program? Could it be an assessment of 
verbal ability? How does one assess "managerial and ana lyti cal capability?" 
Professor Simpson raised a question about the student body. There is implied 
a full-time cadre and a group who are not full-time. What is the difference 
other than commitment to the program? Professor Simpson also raised questions 
about how the students would complete the additional course work beyond the 
seminar to meet the minimal qualifications for the award of the degree. Dean 
Wallace explained that this would be done from existing 5- and 8-level courses 
related to the students' goals. Questions were raised about whether students 
coming to the Graduate School with significant job experience would really 
benefit from current courses at the 5-level and whether they would have the 
background preparation for many of the 8-level courses that might be viewed 
as relevant. Dean Wallace indicated that there was a real question about 
whether you can take courses "off the shelf" for this highly experienced group. 
He thought that perhaps Professor Cleveland would respond to this general issue 
with an indication that he believed the potential problems could be eliminated 
by appropriate advising. Dean Ibele pointed out that in courses involving 
students with a wide variety of background experiences, an instructor could 
take the qualifications of the group into consideration and modfiy his presen
tation and actually tap the expertise within the class for the benefit of the 
more typical college student group. 

Professor Lewis asked whether the program has a director and Dean Ibele 
pointed out that it does although he did not believe he had arrived yet. 
Since Professor Lewis had to leave for class and because the proposal was one 
considered by the Social Sciences Policy and Review Council, he indicated that 
it was his opinion that the proposal not be approved but that the Hubert H. 
Humphrey Institute be applauded for their interest in developing a program 
for this student group. He further suggested that when the director of the 
program arrives, he should establish a committee to work out solutions to 
some of the problems which the Executive Committee has identified and sub
sequently submit a new proposal. 

Professor Thompson raised a question about whether the objectives of the 
seminar were really clear. Is the seminar geared to teaching the process of 
evaluation of problems or is it a broad survey of the range of problems? 
Vicki Field read from the course proposal description which included a 

J 
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general statement about objectives. Professor Schofield wondered why the 
seminar was to be held at night. Dean Wallace indicated that he did not think 
this would be the case if there are two seminars. He thought the evening sched
ule was intended to accommodate the full-time professionals in the area who would 
be participating in a separate seminar. As regards the length of the seminar 
meetings, Professor Schofield indicated that he thought a five-hour session was 
too long, particularly if it started late in the afternoon. 

It was moved and seconded that the M.P.A. degree proposal not be approved. 
Discussion summarizing the reservations which had been identified followed. 
It was stipulated that if the motion passed Professor Cleveland should be 
apprised of the reservations which led to the action and should be informed 
of the suggestion that the new program director play an important role in 
any revision of the proposal which might be made. 

The question was called and the motion disapproving the proposal was passed 
unanimously. 

Dean Ibele summarized the points identified by the Executive Committee. 

~ 1. The whole area of evaluation seemed problematic. The proposal lacked 
a systematic plan for the evaluation of the program as a whole; for the 
seminar which occupies such a central part in the proposed degree program; 
and also for the admissions process in order to insure meaningful and 
reliable decisions. It is recognized that part of the difficulty in 
establishing evaluative techniques stems from the unique goals of the 
program but it was not believed that the problem could not be solved. 

2. There is a need for a clear and concise statement of the objectives of 
the program. 

3. The nature of the seminar needs elaboration including a clarification of 
the range of topics to be covered and the depth of analysis of the topics. 
Professor Lewis suggested that perhaps fewer topics covered in depth might 
be most appropriate. There was a general concensus that the seminar should 
deal with issues beyond simply identifying them. 

4. There is a need for more information about the course of study outside the 
seminar in planning a degree program. The relationship between the seminar 
and the thesis or Plan B project(s) should be made clear. 

5. As regards the analytical study and policy research, has the faculty con
sidered whether the participants are likely to be prepared to do the kind 
of research proposed? 

6. What is the projected breakdown between degree and non-degree students in 
the regular seminar? 
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7. Is an advanced degree appropriate to such a broad range of goals as con
tained in the M.P.A. degree proposal? Are the students likely to be 
degree oriented or more likely to be interested only in the content of 
the program? (Dean Wallace indicated that he believed a degree was 
important to the clientele as well as the foundation supporting the pro
gram. He also thought that the degree possibility would make the program 
attractive to a wider audience.) 

8. Can all or some of the objectives of the proposal be met as an option 
under existing degree programs? (Dean Wallace suggested that they pro
bably could with appropriate time, faculty resources, and a talented 
group of potential students.) 

The meeting was adjourned. 

J 


