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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

CONFLICT AND CHANGE PROJECT: Theory and Practice 
248Hubert H. Humphrey Center 
30119th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 625-0362 

May 11, 1988 

TO: 

FROM: 

All SCEP Members( 

John Cl C UJ 
SUBJECT: regular meeting, May 12 

1. Announcements: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

May 19 Senate action on Committee revision 

AIDS program funding 

I-F appeal to Provost Benjamin 

May 19 Senate action of atcendance policy for faculty 

Profound thanks to departing members: 

Sheila Corcoran and Ian Maitland 

g. Associate Chair for 1988-89? 

h. Handouts 

2. (action) Minutes of April 28 meeting 

3. (action) Meeting times for 1988-89 

4. (action) Annual retreat: Agenda setting and organization 
for 1988-89 (September 19??) 

5. (action) Meeting on other campuses --- Morris, st. Paul? 

6. (action) Quarter-to-Semester 

7. (action) May 26 meeting? 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

TWIN CITIES CAMPUS ASSEMBLY MINUTES 

JUNE 5,1986 

The meeting of the Twin Cities Campus Assembly was convened in 25 Law Center on 
Thursday, June 5, 1986, at 3:15p.m. Coordinate campuses except Crookston were linked 
by phone. Checking or signing the roll as present were 97 voting members of the faculty, 21 
voting members of the student body, 1 member of the Council of Academic Officers, and 14 
nonmembers. 

Vice Chair David Hamilton presided. 

I. MINUTES OF APRIL 17 MEETING 
Action (2 minutes) 

II. COMMITTEES OF THE ASSEMBLY, 1986-87 
Action (3 minutes) 

Approved 

These nominations are in addition to those approved at the May 15 meeting. 

CONVOCATIONS & THE ARTS Students: Lee Abbe, Julie Harrold, Matthew Wiley. 
HONORS PROGRAMS Students: Judy Grew, Randal Svea, Debra Williams. 
STUDENT AFFAIRS Students: Tim Brown, Elizabeth Greeman, Daniel Haley, Christopher 
Klein, Lesli Kravetz, Michael Martens, William Massey, Michael Ouyang, Thomas Patton, 
Jodie Parizek, Kristi Skjei, Sophie Ziegeweid. 
STUDENT BEHAVIOR Students: Lori Anton, Kate Graber, Kevin Hanson, Christopher 
Kein, Lesli Kravetz, Marshal Peterson, Michael Hazard Turnure, Allison Vanstone, Chuck 
Webber, Peter Zeller. 
UNIVERSITY-ROTC RELATIONSHIPS Students: Jim Akeuc, Stephen Cook, 1 to be 
named. 

Postponed 

INFORMATION: 

STEERING Students: Patrick Durbin, Brenda Ellingboe, Roy St. Laurent, Andrew Seitel, 
Bruce Vandal. 

MOTION: 

Ill. EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 

LOWER DIVISION EDUCATION COORDINATION 
Action (30 minutes) 

Postponed 

That the Assembly adopt the following resolution regarding the coordination of lower 
division education on the Twin Cities campus: 

In order to improve the quality of undergraduate education-especially lower-division edu
cation-on the Twin Cities campus, the following steps should be taken: 

37 



V. STEERING, EDUCATIONAL POLICY, FACULTY 
AFFAIRS COMMITTEES 

CALENDAR 
Information and Discussion (30 minutes) 

COMMENTS: 

The Steering Committee requested two committees, the Assembly Committee on Edu
cational Policy and the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs, to consider the advisability of 
a change in the academic calendar to a semester system, and to report their respective rec
ommendations to the Campus Assembly. The Steering Committee asked the two commit
tees to avail themselves of what it saw as the three most relevant sources of information: 
(1) the 1986 faculty survey, (2) the April 1985 report of the Semester Working Group, and 
(3) the 1985 Student Calendar Survey. 

DEON STUTHMAN, Chr. 
Steering Committee 

The Assembly Committee on Educational Policy (ACEP) studied the question of 
changing to a semester system in 1984-85. Nothing we learned in that study-and nothing 
we have since learned-has convinced us that there are compelling educational reasons 
for such a change. In view of this, and of significant opposition to be proposed change 
among both faculty and students, ACEP recommends that the quarter system be retained. 

WILLIAM HANSON, Chr. 
Educational Polley Committee 

The Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA) conducted a survey of faculty re
garding a possible change from the quarter to a semester system. The survey was con
ducted at five campuses and 2,042 faculty responded. This represented a 62% return rate. 
The results of the survey showed that the majority of faculty did not prefer to change to a 
semester system from the quarter system (54% vs. 40%). The percentage of faculty who 
preferred the quarter system was larger than that which preferred the semester system 
(49% vs. 37%). It was noted that in some colleges and units there was a wide range of per
centage preference for one or the other system. In some cases a majority preferred the 
semester system and ill others a very high percentage preferred the quarter system. 

In view of the substantial number of faculty who preferred the quarter system and voted 
against a change to the semester system, SCFA recommends continuation of the quarter 
system. This recommendation is consistent with the results of the student survey conducted 
in 1985 and supports a similar recommendation by the Assembly Committee on Educa
tional Policy. 

WILLIAM BOYLAN, Chr. 
Faculty Affairs Committee 

SUMMARY REPORT OF FACUL TV VIEWS CONCERNING THE PROPOSAL 
TO CHANGE TO THE SEMESTER SYSTEM ON THE TWIN CITIES CAMPUS 

(Coordinate campus data are included in the appendix) 

One of the recommendations in the Final Report of the Task Force on the Student Ex
perience (July 13, 1984) was as follows: 

The Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs should initiate studies to 
identify the most effective learning strategies for lower division students. 

Among the several suggested actions associated with this recommendation was that the 
University should "consider implementing the semester system to facilitate more intensive 
study in particular course areas." 

Subsequently, President Keller appointed the Semester Working Group, chaired by 
Associate Vice President Betty Robinett, to study the implications of changing to the 
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semester system. Since the Semester Working Group submitted its report in April1985, 
there have been discussions in the University Senate and elsewhere about the proposed 
change. Although the Senate made no formal recommdndations about the proposed 
change, it did recommend that a formal survey of faculty opinion be undertaken prior to fur
ther actions on the proposed change. The study described in this report was conducted to 
respond to the Senate's recommendation for further information describing faculty opinions 
about the proposed change. 

This report summarizes the results of distributing a survey on the Twin Cities campus. 
Other parallel reports summarize similar results for the University's other campuses that 
conducted faculty opinion studies on their campuses. The following seven questions serve 
as the outline for discussing the survey process and its results: 
• How was the survey designed and who was surveyed? 

• Who responded to the academic calendar questionnaire? 
• How familiar were faculty members with the work of the Semester Working Group? 

• What were faculty preferences regarding the proposed change to the semester system? 
• What were the correlates of faculty opinions? 

• What reasons did faculty members state as the basis for their opinions? and 

• How do these survey results compare with results of previous surveys? 

How Was the Survey Designed and Who Was Surveyed? 

The academic calendar questionnaire was designed to achieve three purposes: a) to obtain 
faculty preferences for the quarter versus semester systems and related aspects of the pro
posed change to the semester system; b) to collect faculty descriptive data (e.g., teaching 
responsibilities, college of appointment, and sabbatical experiences) that might relate to 
their preferences; and c) to allow faculty to explain the basis for their preferences. These 
three purposes guided the development of a short questionnaire with appropriate questions 
for each of the three purposes noted above. 

A draft version of the questionnaire was prepared after an initial meeting with faculty 
members on the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA). SCFA reviewed the draft 
and suggested some modifications in content before a final version was prepared. At that 
time, a copy of the questionnaire was sent to the chancellors of each of the other four cam
puses to invite their campuses to participate in a parallel study if they wished to do so. Sim
ilar studies have been conducted on all of them. 

Additional discussions in SCFA and the Office of the Vice President for Academic Af
fairs concerned the target population of potential faculty respondents. The decision was 
made that only regular faculty (i.e., tenured and tenure-track) should be surveyed, since 
they would be most affected by a decision to change to the semester system. The survey 
was sent in February 1986 to the 2, 722 regular faculty on the Twin Cities campus by using 
the campus addresses of faculty in the data base of the Academic Personnel System Office 
(APSO) in the Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs. In the accompanying cover 
letter, signed by Deon D. Stuthman, chair of the Senate Consultative Committee, faculty 
members were asked to return their completed surveys by March 12, 1986, to the Clerk of 
the University Senate. A postcard reminder was sent during the third week of March to the 
faculty who had not yet responded asking them to respond by April2, 1986. When the data 
analysis began, 1,727 questionnaires had been returned, representing 63.5 percent of the 
regular faculty on the Twin Cities campus. Another small number of returns were totally 
blank; in most of these cases a note was attached indicating that the faculty member was 
unavailable for comment. The results described on the following pages are based on the 
1, 727 completed questionnaires received as of April 14, 1986. (Since then, another 1 0 
questionnaires were returned but have not been included in this analysis.) 

Who Responded to the Academic Calendar Questionnaire? 
Completed questionnaires were received from 1, 727 faculty (63.5 percent of those who 
were sent surveys in February 1986). In addition to the primary preference questions on the 
academic calendar questionnaire, it contained several questions to be used in determining 
correlates of faculty opinion. Of the faculty respondents, 20.6 percent were assistant profes
sors, 26.5 percent were associate professors, and 49.6 percent were professors. Tables 1, 
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2, and 3 contain the descriptive statistics for each of the items used in the analysis of factors 
contributing to faculty members' opinions about the proposed change to the semester sys
tem. Since those items are important for this report only insofar as they relate to opinions 
about the proposed change to the semester system, they are not discussed here. 
How Familiar Were Faculty Members with the Report of the Semester Working Group? 

One set of questions on the survey asked faculty members to indicate their familiarity with 
the report of the Semester Working Group. The results are as follows: 
• 62.6 percent of the faculty respondents were aware of the report; 
• 25.4 percent had seen the report; 
• 22.6 percent of the faculty had read the report; and 

• 31.6 percent had talked with colleagues about the report. 
A subsequent section of this report addresses the relationship between responses to the 
above questions and opinions about the proposed change to the semester system. 

What Were Faculty Preferences Regarding the Proposed Change? 

Although previous surveys on the topic asked for opinions about numerous starting and be
ginning dates, the intent of this survey was to focus on the distinction between the quarter 
versus semester system with some constraints (e.g., thatthe fall semester begin after Labor 
Day and end before the holidays). Only two questions were included in the present study: 

• Given your values, beliefs, and experiences concerning the semester and quarter sys
tems, which do you think is better for the Twin Cities campus? and 

• Should the Twin Cities campus of the University of Minnersota change its current three
quarter system to a semester system, with fall semester beginning immediately after 
Labor Day? 

TABLE 1 

Descriptive Characteristics of Twin Cities Campus Faculty 
Who Completed the Academic Calendar Questionnaire 

QUESTION 
RESPONSE 

UNIT 
Academic Affairs 

College of Biological Sciences 
College of Education 
College of Liberal Arts 
Continuing Education and Extension 
General College 
Graduate School 
Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs 
Institute of Technology 
Law School 
School of Management 
University College 

Institute of Agriculture, Forestry, and Home Economics 
Agriculture 
Forestry 
Home Economics 
Agricultural Experiment Station 
Minnesota Extension Service 
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Na 

1,727 

59 
109 
322 

10 
33 
13 
7 

273 
15 
63 

157 
33 
31 
18 
29 

-..) 

% 

3.4 
6.3 

18.6 
.6 

1.9 
.8 
.8 

15.8 
.9 

3.6 

9.1 
1.9 
1.8 
1.0 
1.7 



Health Sciences 
Dentistry 55 3.2 
Medical School 234 13.5 
Mortuary Science 3 .2 
Nursing 33 1.9 
Pharmacy 21 1.2 
Public Health 47 2.7 
College of Veterinary Medicine 54 3.1 

Vice Presidents' Offices 
Student Affairs 14 .8 
Academic Affairs 4 .2 

Other 68 3.9 
Tenure Status 1,727 

Tenure-track 367 21.3 
Tenured 1,333 77.2 

Rank 1,727 
--Instructor ~ 1.3 

Assistant Professor 356 20.6 
Associate Professor 457 26.5 
Professor 856 49.6 
Other 14 .8 

Gender 1,727 
~male 335 19.4 

Male 1,349 78.1 
Years on University Facultyb 1,727 

6 years or less 389 22.1 
7-15 years 482 27.9 
16-20 years 356 20.6 
21 years or more 500 29.0 

•where the numbers do not sum to 1 ,727, the remainder represents missing data for 
that item. 

~he mean was 15.01 (SO =9.44), with a median of 14.96 and a mode of 15 years. 

TABLE2 
Prior Experiences with the Quarter and Semester Systems 

for Twin Cities Campus Faculty 
Who Completed the Academic Calendar Questionnaire 

Prior Experience 

As an undergraduate 

As a graduate school/ 
professional school student 

As a faculty member at an 
Institution other than 
Minnesota 

Quarter 
System 

N % 

629 

873 

442 

36.4 

50.6 

25.6 

Type of System• 

Semester 
System 

N % 

1,121 64.9 

936 54.2 

709 41.1 

Other 
System 

N % 

53 

58 

58 

3.1 

3.4 

3.4 

•percentages sum to greater than 1 00 since faculty may have had prior experience with 
more than one type of system. 
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TABLE3 
Current Instructional Responsibilities 

and Professional Development Activities 
of Twin Cities Campus Faculty 

Who Completed the Academic Calendar Questionnaire 

QUESTION N % X Median 
RESPONSE 

Current Role 1,727" 
Primarily involved in teaching 265 15.3 
Primarily involved in research 240 13.9 
Equally involved in teaching and research 919 53.2 
Discipline-related service 96 5.6 
University service and administration 165 9.6 

Courses Taught (1985-86) 
Day-school courses 3.09 2.80 
Summer Sessions I and II .42 .16 
CEE .50 .12 

Other Activities/Responsibilities 
Field work off campus 400 23.2 
Non-University consulting 244 14.1 
Teaching clinical courses 218 12.6 
Clinical responsibilites to patients 179 10.4 

Professional Development Experiences 
Single quarter leave 696 40.3 
Sabbatical 518 30.0 ' 
Unpaid leave of absence 315 18.3 
Released time on external grant 272 15.8 

•where the numbers do not sum to 1, 727, the remainder represents missing informa
tion. 

The frequencies and percentages in Table 4 indicate faculty members' responses to each of 
the above two questions. About half (49.9%) of the faculty prefer the quarter system, more 
than one-third (35.5%) prefer the semester system, and another 13.1 percent said both op
tions were equal. Another 26 faculty (1.5%) did not give a choice; manyofthese commented 
that they had no basis for choosing and/or had no instructional responsibilities. In the sec
ond question in which faculty members were asked to indicate whether or not the change to 
the semester system should be made, 39.1 percent said "yes," 53.9 percent said "no," and 
another 6.9 percent did not respond. The appendix compares responses of the Twin Cities 
faculty to responses of the Duluth, Morris, Waseca, and Crookston faculties. 

There was an obvious and clear relationship between the two questions in Table 4: 
Faculty members who prefer the quarter system do not want to change, and faculty mem
bers who favor the semester system support the proposed change. Of the 861 faculty mem
bers who preferred the quarter system, 93.4 percent (N = 804) said the quarter system 
should be retained, 3.6 percent (N = 31) favored changing to the semester system, and 3.0 
percent (N = 26) did not answer the second question. Of the 613 faculty members who pre
ferred the semester system, 92.7 percent (N = 568) wanted to change to the semester sys
trem, 5.5 percent (N = 34) indicated that no change should be made, and 1.8 percent 
(N = 11) did not answer the question. Of the 227 facuty members who had no preference, 
33.5 percent (N = 76) favored changing to the semester system, 39.6 percent (N = 90) fa
vored no change, and 26.9 percent (N = 61) did not answer the second question. 

In addition to the above questions, faculty members who preferred to change to the 
semester system were asked to indicate their preferences for the spring semester starting 
and ending dates as well as a feasible target date for making the change. Some (N =51 or 
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5.5 percent for the starting date and N = 61 or 6.4 percent for the target date) of the faculty 
(N = 931) who preferred not to change from the current quarter system responded to these 
questions as well, even though the instructions to the survey did not ask them to do so. Table 
5 indicates faculty members' responses concerning these scheduling issues if the pro
posed change to the semester system is made. 

TABLE4 
Twin Cities Campus Faculty Members' Opinions 

about the Quarter and Semester Systems 

QUESTION N 
RESPONSE 

Preference 1,727 
Quarter system 861 
Semester system 613 
Both options equal 227 
No response 26 

Change to Semester System 1,727 
Yes 676 
No 931 
No response 120 

What Were the Correlates of Faculty Opinions? 

% 

49.9 

35.5 
13.1 
1.5 

39.1 
53.9 

6.9 

As noted previously, the remaining questions on the survey were included to determine if 
faculty characteristics related to their preferences for the quarter versus the semester sys
tem. Some items (e.g., college) were included because of clear expectations that differ
ences existed among collegiate units, whereas other items, (e.g., gender and sabbatical 
experience) were included because of less obvious expectations. Two separate statistical 
techniques (one univariate and one multivariate) were used to investigate the relationship 
between faculty characteristics and responses to the two primary questions. 

The first analysis related each of the faculty characteristics to the two criterion ques
tions (i.e. preference for the quarter, preference for the semester, or no preference, and 
whether or not the Twin Cities campus should change to the semester system) using either 
chi-square analyses for categorical variables (e.g., gender) or t-tests or analysis of variance 
for continuous variables (e.g., years at the University). The following summary indicates 
whether or not there was a statistically significant relationship between the characteristic 
and responses to the two questions and, if so, the nature of the difference. 
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TABLES 
Twin Cities Campus Faculty Members' Preferences 

for Spring Semester Startng Date 
and Implementation Date 

Prefer to Prefer to 
Change Retain 

to Semester Quarter• 
Question N % N % 

Spring Semester Starting Date 676b 51 
Early in and early out (e.g., begin 
in early January and end in mid-May) 

470 69.5 31 60.8 

Late in and late out (e.g., begin in 
late January and end in June) 

116 17.2 12 23.5 

No preference 66 9.8 8 15.7 
Change Implementation Date 676 61 

1986 39 5.8 3 4.9 
1987 285 42.2 20 32.8 
1988 207 30.6 22 36.1 
1989 44 6.5 6 9.8 
1990 7 1.0 5 8.2 
1991 or later 2 .2 I 5 8.2 

•where the numbers do not sum to 676, the remainder represents faculty who did not 
answer the question. 

bAithough faculty who preferred to retain the quarter system were not instructed tore
spond to this question, 51 and 61 did respond. 
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TABLE 6 
Comparisons Among Units in Faculty Members' 

Preferences and Change Responses 

Unit 

Quarter 
0/o 

Academic Affairs 
Biological Sciences 
Education 
Liberal Arts 
Continuing Education & 

Extension 
General College 
Graduate School 
Humphrey Institute of 

Public Affairs 
Technology 
Law 
Management 
University College 

Institute of Agriculture, Forestry, 
and Home Economics 
Agriculture 
Forestry 
Home Economics 
Agricultural Experiment 

Station 
Minnesota Extension 

Service 

Health Sciences 
Dentistry 
Medical School 
Mortuary Science 
Nursing 
Pharmacy 
Public Health 
Veterinary Medicine 

Vice President's Office 
Student Affairs 
Academic Affairs 

Other 

\,) 

78.0 
59.3 
38.6 

60.0 
60.6 
61.5 

14.3 
45.0 

7.1 
68.3 

67.5 
81.8 
61.3 

33.3 

41.4 

51.9 
36.5 

100.0 
33.3 
57.1 
70.2 
74.1 

50.0 
25.0 

46.3 

Preference 

Semester 

% 

16.9 
32.4 
54.8 

20.0 
36.4 
38.5 

57.1 
41.3 
78.6 
30.2 

25.5 
12.1 
32.3 

44.4 

31.0 

32.7 
29.1 
-
57.6 
42.9 
17.0 
13.0 

42.9 
75.0 

28.4 
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Equal 
0/o 

5.1 
8.3 
6.5 

20.0 
3.0 

28.6 
13.8 
14.3 

1.6 

7.0 
6.1 
6.5 

22.2 

27.6 

15.4 
34.3 
-

9.1 
-
12.8 
13.0 

7.1 
-
25.4 

Change 

No Yes ----
0/o 0/o 

79.7 20.3 
64.8 35.2 
42.2 57.8 

77.8 22.2 
63.6 36.4 
58.3 41.7 

42.9 57.1 
56.1 43.9 

8.3 91.7 
73.8 26.2 

70.3 29.7 
87.9 12.1 
67.9 32.1 

33.3 66.7 

51.7 48.3 

57.7 42.3 
48.2 51.8 

100.0 
48.4 51.6 
66.7 33.3 
80.0 20.0 
78.8 21.2 

57.1 42.9 
25.0 75.0 

58.9 41.1 

~ 

• College of appointment was significantly related to both the preference (X2 = 286.75, 
Q <. 001) and change (X2 = 124.45, Q <. 001) questions. The results in Table 6 indicate the 
collegiate percentages in each response category for the two questions. 
• The comparison between the tenured and tenure-track faculty indicated that the tenured 
faculty were more likely than the tenure-track faculty to prefer the quarter system 
(X2 = 26.61, Q <. 001) and to prefer not to change (X2 = 5.05, Q <. 05). For the preference 
question, 53.4 percent of the tenured faculty versus 40.4 percent of the tenure-track faculty 
preferred the quarter; 35.1 percent versus 39.4 percent, respectively, favored the semester 
system; and 11.5 percent of the tenured faculty versus 20.1 percent of the tenure-track fac
ulty had no preference. For the change question, 59.5 percent of the tenured faculty and 
52.5 percent of the tenure-track faculty wanted to retain the quarter system. 

• Because of the small number of respondents in the instructor and other categories, only 
assistant, associate, and full professors were compared. The results indicated statistically 
si~nificant differences for both the preference (X2 = 12.18, .e < .05) and the change 
(X = 7.10, Q <. 05) questions. For the preference question, 44.3 percent of assistant pro
fessors, 49.2 percent of associate professors, and 54.4 percent of professors favored the 
quarter; 38.9 percent, 37.8 percent, and 33.8 percent, respectively, favored the semester 
system; and 16.8 percent, 13.0 percent, and 11.9 percent, respectively, had no preference. 
For the change question, 61.7 percent of the professors, 55.2 percent of the associate pro
fessors, and 54.9 percent of the assistant professors wanted to retain the current system. 
• Among the five primary role groups, there was statistically significant differences for the 
preference (X2 = 44.26, Q <. 001) and change (X2 = 12.06, Q <. 05) questions. The percent
ages who checked quarter, semester, and no preference for each of the five categories 
were as follows: primarily teaching (60.2%, 30.7%, and 9.2%); primarily research (48.5%, 
34.6%, and 16.9%); equally involved in teaching and research (51.6%, 36.8%, and 11.6%); 
discipline-related service (33. 7%, 35.8%, and 30.5%); and University services and adminis
tration (45.5%, 41.8%, and 12. 7%). The percentages who favored a 'change were for each 
of the five primary role groups as follows: primarily involved (35.1 %), primarily involved in 
research (42.5%), equally involved in teaching and research (41.1%), discipline-related 
service (54.0%), and University service and administration (47.2%). 

• The comparisons for years on the faculty at the University of Minnesota indicated statisti
cally significant differences for both the preference(~= 13.88, e <.001) and the change 
(! = 4.53, Q < .001) questions. The mean years on the faculty for the three preference groups 
were as follows: prefer quarter (x = 16.21 years), prefer semester (x = 13.60 years), and the 
two options are equal (x = 14.43 years). For the change question, those faculty members 
who favored a change had been at the University fewer years than those who wanted to 
retain the current quarter system (x = 13.71 versus x = 15.89 years). 

• There were no gender differences in the preference question, but statistically significant 
gender differences (X2 = 4.29, Q <. 05) in response to the change question. A higher per
centage of females than males (47.6% versus 40.9%) favored changing to the semester 
system. 
• The number of courses taught during the current year (i.e., total day school across fall, 
winter, and spring, total courses in Summer Session, and total credit courses in GEE) were 
analyzed in two ways. First, preference and change groups were compared on mean 
courses taught. Second, faculty members who had teaching responsibilities (i.e., one or 
more courses) were compared with those who did not indicate they taught. In the first analy
sis, there was a statistically significant difference(~= 9 .99, e < .001) for only the preference 
question for the total number of day-school courses across fall, winter, and spring quarters. 
The mean number of courses taught for each of the three preference groups were as fol
lows: prefer quarter (x = 3.30 courses), prefer semester (x = 3.14 courses), and two options 
are equal (x = 2.37 courses). In the second analysis, there were statistically significant rela
tionships for all three measures of number of courses taught for the preference question and 
for total number of day-school courses for the change question. For the preference ques
tion, those faculty members who did not teach any day school courses were more likely than 
those who taught to indicate no preference (e.g., 24.2% versus 10.5%). A higher percent
age of faculty members who taught one or more day-school courses than those who did not 
teach during the past three quarters indicated that no change should be made (60.6% ver
sus47.7%). 
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TABLE? 
Percentages of Faculty with Prior Experiences 

with Semester and Quarter Systems: 
Their Preferences and Change Responses 

Preference Change 

Type Quarter Semester Equal X2(2) No Yes X2(1) 

System 0/o % % % % 

As an undergraduate 
Quarter 66.1 24.7 14.3 57.13*** 68.0 32.0 37.34*** 

Semester 46.9 41.3 11.8 39.16*** 54.4 45.6 16.06*** 

As a graduate school student 
Quarter 59.3 27.9 12.8 59.03*** 65.9 34.1 43.20*** 

Semester 43.8 44.6 11.6 65.63*** 52.2 47.8 26.20*** 

As a faculty member 
Quarter 57.9 28.9 13.2 14.43*** 66.1 33.9 14.77*** 

Semester 45.8 44.5 9.6 41.98*** 51.4 48.6 29.63*** 

···e < .oo1. 

• For the set of four professional development experiences (i.e., single quarter leave, sab
batical, unpaid leave of absence, and released time on external grant), the data indicated 
differences in preference for faculty members who had taken a single quarter leave 
(X2 = 20.61, e <. 001) and for faculty members who had released time on an external grant 
(X2 = 11.43, e <. 01) and in change response for faculty members who had an unpaid leave 
of absence (X2 = 4.04, e <. 05). Higher percentages of those who favored the quarter or the 
semester system than those who had no preference had received a single quarter leave 
(40.5% and 45.5% versus 28.2%) and/or released time on grant (16.4% and 17.8% versus 
8.4%). A higher percentage of those who favored changing to the semester system had 
taken an unpaid leave of absence than those who did not favor changing (20.7% versus 
16.6%). 
• For the four items that described faculty members' involvement in atypical instruction and 
service activities (e.g., clinical responsibilities to patients), there were statistically significant 
differences for clinical responsibilities to patients (X2 = 48.63, e <. 001 ), for field work away 
from campus (X2 = 15.22, .e <. 001) and for responsibility for teaching clinical courses 
(X2 = 24.21, e <. 001) for the preference question and for the field-work away from campus 
(X2 = 11.54, e <. 001) for the change question. Lower percentages of those who favored 
either the quarter or semester system versus no preference had patient responsibilities 
(8.6% and 7.8% versus 23.3%) but higher percentages had field work away from campus 
(27 .2% and 20.2% versus 17 .2%). A higher percentage of those with no preference had re
sponsibilities for teaching clinical courses (22.0% versus 12.7% and 9.3%). For the change 
question, a higher percentage of those who did not want to change (26.6% versus 19.2%) 
had field work off campus. 
• The strongest and most consistent relationship between faculty characteristics and sys
tem preference and desire to change was found for the series of items that asked faculty 
members to indicate their prior experience with the quarter and semester systems as an 
undergraduate, as a graduate/professional school student, and as a faculty member at an 
institution other than Minnesota. Those results, summarized in Table 7, suggest that prior 
experience is, for all three prior types of experience, strongly correlated with both prefer
ence and change responses. Those with a particular prior system experience are more 
likely to express a preference for that system. 
• Finally, responses to the two criterion questions were related to familiarity with the work of 
the Semester Working Group. For the preference question, higher percentages of those fa
vored the quarter or the semester system versus those who had no preference were aware 
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of the report (64.3% and 64.8% versus 54.2%, X2 
= 9.05, e < .01), had seen the report 

(29.6% and 22.8% versus 18.1 %, X2 = 16.51, e < .001 ), had read the report (26.4% and 
19.9% versus16.3%, X2 = 14.63, e < .001 ), and had talked about the report with colleagues 
(39.0%, 27.1 %, and 18.1 %, X2 = 46.67, e < .001 ). For the change question, higher percent
ages of those who did not favor a change than those who wanted to change, had seen the 
report (28.4% versus 22.5%, X2 

= 6.73, e < .01 ), had read the report (25.4% versus 19.1 %, 
X2 = 9.55, e < .01 ), and had talked with colleagues about the report (37.6% versus 25.3, 
X2 

= 26.48, e < .oo1 ). 

The second analysis was multivariate in nature: It analyzed how the set of faculty character
istics related to preferences by using a technique called linear discriminant function. In this 
technique, the criterion is group membership (i.e., prefer to retain quarter system versus 
prefer to change to the semester system). The first linear discriminant function used faculty 
demographic characteristics and the second used actual faculty experiences. The use of 
demographic characteristics correctly categorized 63 percent of the faculty into change ver
sus no change groups, a 13 percent increase over the 50 percent chance level. The use of 
experiences correctly classified 61 percent of the faculty, an 11 percent increase. These 
analyses suggest that although univariate analyses indicated statistically significant corre
lations with preference and change responses, the faculty characteristics and expenences 
items did not explain much of the difference between faculty members who preferred to 
change versus those who preferred to retain the quarter system. 

What Reasons Did Faculty State as the Basis for Their Opinions? 
Faculty members were invited to comment on the nature of their preferences (e.g., quarter 
system, semester system, or no preference). Of the total group of 1,727 faculty responses, 
856 (49.6%) commented about the basis for their preference. Not surprisingly, there were 
differences in the frequency of comments that related to preferences: 47.7 percent 
(N = 411) of those who favored the quarter system commented, 55.5percent (N = 445) who 
favored the semester system commented, and 41.9 percent (N = 95) who had no prefer
ence commented. 

The analysis of the diverse and sometimes extensive comments focused on particular 
issues and concerns expressed, rather than on the most strongly and consistently ex
pressed concerns of a particular faculty member. Hence, each of the several specific issues 
noted were tabulated for each faculty member, since most of the comments were multidi
mensional in content. The frequencies and percentages in Tables 8, 9, and 10, respectively, 
describe the basis for preferring the quarter system, the semester system, or the two sys
tems equally for the 855 fcaulty members who commented about the basis for their 
preference. 

How Do These Survey Results Compare with Results of Previous Studies? 

Periodically in the last several decades discussions have arisen about the University's cal
endar and, in particular, the advantages and disadvantages of the quarter versus the 
semester system. The above results describe the current opinions of the regular faculty 
concerning the semester versus the quarter systems. The following paragraphs briefly 
summarize the results of earlier discussions and studies on the same topic: 

• In 1920 the Senate Committee on Education sent a questionnaire in regard to the 
semester system to 79 department heads. Of those 49 who responded, 27 (55.1 %) favored 
continuing on the quarter basis, 20 (40.8%) favored the semester system, and 2 (4.1%) 
were neutral. 

• In May 1947, the President placed before the Committee on Business and Rules a pro
posal that the University schedule its academic year in semesters, rather than quarters. A 
brief, prepared by Dean Buchta, covering factors favorable to either system was circulated 
to the Committee for study. 

• In November 1953, a report for the All-University Schedule Committee on the semestral 
versus the quarterly system of term scheduling was submitted. It recommended that the 
quarterly system be retained but that related changes in the calendar be made. 

• In March 1959, the Administrative Committee again asked whether consideration should 
be given to the possible advantages of a semestral calendar. The President explicitly re-
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quested that the deans take leadership to implement recommendations made five years 
earlier top make changes in scheduling with the current quarter system. 
• In May 1962, a report on the Committee on Institutional Research included a review of 
trimester programs prepared by the Bureau of Institutional Research. That review focused 
on recent calendar changes made at other institutions and included advantages and disad
vantages of each calendar system. That report concluded with the statement, "The wide 
variety of changes adopted or proposed for accomplishing this end, however, suggests that 
objectives more specific than those of increased efficiency must be considered in any eval
uation of the feasibility of various alternatives." 
• In the spring of 1978, 587 students and 48 percent full-time faculty members on the Twin 
Cities campus were surveyed by Student Life Studies and Planning about the effects of the 
University's calendar. Responsers were received from 437 (74%) of the students and 397 
(80%) of the faculty who were surveyed. Both groups were asked to rank order their prefer
ences for five calendar systems. The percentages of students and faculty members who 
ranked first each of the options were as follows: 

Students Faculty 
Current quarter system 27.1% 40.8% 
Early start quarter system 44.2% 22.8% 
Traditional semester 10.2% 17.3% 
Early semester 12.1% 12.5% 
4-1-4 semester 6.4% 3.2% 
As the above results indicate, 63.6 percent of the faculty ranked one form ofthe quarter sys
tem first, whereas 33.0 percent ranked one form of the semester system first. The clearest 
difference between students and faculty members was in terms of the current quarter sys
tem versus the early-start quarter system. 
• Two related studies were conducted by the Calendar Committee in December of 1981 
and February of 1982. Both surveys were sent to all deans, directors, and department 
heads on the Twin Cities campus. The first survey made no mention of a change to 
semesters but sought opinions only on an early-start quarter system. Responses from 
about 100 individuals indicated considerable sentiment for an early start, but that any at
tempt to start early while retaining the quarter system would be broadly opposed. The Cal
endar Committee conducted the second survey to seek reaction to an early-start semester 
plan. Responses from 125 individuals indicated that University administrators were split 
about equally between those favoring semesters and those favoring quarters: 40.8 percent 
favored the quarter system, 38.4 percent favored the semester system, and 20.8 were 
equivocal. 
• In May 1985, the Student Concerns Committee of the Minnesota Student Association Fo
rum conducted a survey of the Twin Cities student body (N = 358 of a sample of 500 stu
dents enrolled winter quarter) and found a very strong preference for the quarter system and 
an early start-early finish calendar. In response to the question "Under which system would 
you best be able to reach your educational goals?" 49.4 percent checked quarter system, 
22.0 percent the semester system, and 28.5 percent did not know. 
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TABLES 
Content Analysis of Faculty Members' Stated Reasons 

for Preferring the Quarter System• 

Category 

More courses possible and/or greater variety 
Better curriculum options, more variety and diversity 
Flexibility for faculty scholarly and research time 
More flexibility for students 
Nature of student body (part-time, working, commuter, older) 
More options possible to give greater program flexibility 
Time frame is good for my courses/programs 
More consistent with interest and attention span for students 

and faculty 
Enables single quarter leaves and leaves of absence 
Something to be said for both systems but change not worth it 
Tried both and prefer quarters 
Convenient spacing in terms of seasons and holidays 
Better for students 
No evidence that semester is better educationally 
System works fine so why change 
More efficient use of faculty time 
More flexibility in teaching loads 
Better for graduate students 
Too much trouble to revise curriculum 
Works better with other activities such as field work, sports 

program, theatre 
Too much disruption in making the change 
Students exposed to varied instructors 
Other 

Total 
Number 

of 
Comments 

644 
49 

48 
46 
45 
39 
38 
33 
33 

20 
20 
19 
17 
16 
13 
13 

I 13 
13 
13 
12 
11 

9 
9 

115 

Percent 
of 

Total 
Comments 

7.6 
7.5 
7.1 
7.0 
6.1 
5.9 
5.1 
5.1 

3.1 
3.1 
3.0 
2.6 
2.5 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
1.9 
1.7 

1.4 
1.4 

17.9 

•These 644 comments came from 411 faculty, 47.7 percent of those who favored the quar
ter system commented. 
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APPENDIX 

Comparison among Twin Cities, Duluth, and Morris Faculty 
on Primary Questions on the Academic Calendar Survey 

Twin Cities• Duluthb Morrisc Wasecad Crookston• 

QUESTION 
RESPONSE N % N % N % N % N % 

System preference 1,727 182 60 31 42 

Quarter 861 49.9 69 37.9 23 38.3 22 71.0 34 81.0 

Semester 613 35.5 93 51.1 30 50.0 3 9.7 8 19.0 

No preference 227 13.1 18 9.9 6 10.0 6 19.3 

No response 26 1.5 2 1.1 1 1.7 

Prefer change to semester 1,727 182 60 31 42 

Yes 676 39.1 103 56.6 31 51.7 4 12.9 6 14.3 

No 931 53.9 73 40.1 28 46.7 27 87.1 33 78.6 

No response 120 6.9 6 3.3 1.7 3 7.1 

•The survey was sent in February 1986 to the 2, 722 regular faculty members (tenured and tenure-track) on the Twin Cities campus asking for a response by 
March 12, 1986. A postcard reminder was sent a week later to the non-respondents asking them to respond by April2. Because of the large number (about 1 00) 
of the faculty who called to say they had not received the original survey, the return deadline was set at April14, at which time 1 , 727 ( 63 .5%) had been returned. 

~he survey and cover letter signed by Chancellor Heller were sent on February 28, 1986 to all faculty members on the Duluth campus. A total of 182 question-
naires were forwarded tor analysis, representing a response rate of 45.7 percent. -

'The survey and cover letter signed by Chancellor lmholte were sent to the 84 regular. faculty members on the Morris campus. Of those, 670 (71.4%) were 
returned. 

~he survey and cover letter were sent to 51 faculty members on the Waseca campus. Of those, 31 (60.8%) were returned. C, "The survey and cover letter were sent to 58 faculty members on the Crookston campus. Of those, 42 (72.4%) were returned. 

WILLIAM BOYLAN, Chr. 
Faculty Affairs Committee 

See abstract of the discussion. 


