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The voting membership of the University Senate totals 224, including the president, 
165 members of the faculty (including the Faculty Consultative Committee), and 58 
students (including the Student Consultative Committee). For a quorum, a majority of the 
voting membership (113) must be present. Advance notice is required for amendments to 
the constitution and 150 affirmative votes at one meeting or 113 affirmative votes at each of 
two meetings, the second of which must be the next regular meeting. Advance notice is 
required for amendments to the bylaws and 113 affirmative votes. Other actions require 
only a simple majority of the members present and voting. The members of the Council of 
Academic Officers are ex officio nonvoting members of the University Senate. 

Any member of the faculty and any student eligible to vote for senators shall be entitled 
to speak at the discretion of the University Senate. Only elected members of the University 
Senate, the members of the Senate Consultative Committee, and, in case of a tie, the 
chairman, shall be entitled to vote. 

Representatives may designate eligible alternates from their college, school, or stu
dent constituency as the alternate to serve in their place and stead by written notice to the 
clerk of the Senate prior to the commencement of any meeting of the University Senate. 
Each college or school may either elect a pool of alternate representatives or define the 
pool to be those eligible to vote for senators. 

ATTENDANCE RECORD 

A roll of elected and ex officio members will be available at each door of the auditorium. 
Members, please check your name to indicate your presence. A summary of the at
tendance of members elected for the current academic year will be included in the minutes 
of the last meeting of the year. · 

RULES GOVERNING THE UNIVERSITY SENATE 

Rules are available. at each door of the auditorium. Please leave rules at the door after 
the meeting for future use. 

I. MINUTES FOR NOVEMBER 1 AND--"NOVEMBER 29, 1979 
Action (5 minutes) 

MOTION: 

IV. SENATE COMMITTEE ON SOCIAL CONCERNS 

NESTLE BOYCOTT 
Action (20 minutes) 

That the Senate requ~sts the Board of Regents to direct the University Food Services 
to refrain from further purchases of Nestle products, and those of its subsidiaries, until 
Nestle stops all promotion of infant formula in less-developed countries. 

MAJORITY STATEMENT: 

Those in the majority opinion strongly urge the passage of this resolution. It is a rare 
opportunity when an institution such as ours can have a significant impact on an immense 
and critical issue as the infant formula problem. Even more rare is the lack of any m<!jor cost 
to the University, pending its willingness to make a temporary modification in its food 
purchasing policy. 

Hoping that most people have a basic understanding of the issue, we answer a few 
often-asked questions, with the assistance of some of the experts. 

How serious is the problem? 
"My interpretation of the scientific evidence leaves absolutely no doubt in my mind 
first that bottle feeding i.s a major cause of morbidity and mortality in developing 
countries and secondly that the promotion of formulas by Corporations such as 
Nestle has contributed significantly to this most tragic of problems." 

Dr. Michael C. Latham, Director Program on International Nutrition 
Cornell University 

Is Nestle really to blame? 
"Precisely the very astute commercial campaigns executed by Nestle and other 
baby food companies are diminishing the percentage of breast fed babies in my 
country." 

Dr. Edison Altamirano, Professor of Growth, Development and Perinatology 
Central University of Ecuador 

How do the formula companies promote their product in a way critics consider 
unethical? 
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Action (5 minutes) association and the Dominican Medical Association have an agreement that 

SENATE COMMITIEE ON SOCIAL CONCERNS: Civil Service Representative, Patricia 
Williamson. 
UNIVERSITY COMMITIEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS: Ralph Miller (ex officio). 

UNIVERSITY COMMITIEE ON THE USE OF HUMAN SUBJECTS IN RESEARCH: Philip 
Craddock, Ronald Ferguson, Thomas P. Green, Thomas Jones, Lawrence Lockman, 
James E. Mitchell, Earnesto Molina, Robert Patterson, Lepnard Rybak. 

UNIVERSITY COMMITIEE ON ANIMAL CARE: Kent Rees (replacement for Walter 
Jopke). 

INFORMATION: 

UNIVERSITY COMMITIEE ON BIENNIAL REQUEST AND BUDGET REVIEW (members 
designated by parent committees): Sabra Anderson (UMD), Robert Evans (UMD). Stu
dents: Rosalind Horowitz (Research), Jim Gelbmann (UMM). 

Ill. UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON BIENNIAL BEQUEST 
& BUDGET REVIEW 

SENATE CONSULTATIVE CO-MMITTEE 
THE PRESiDENT 

BU,DGET, REALLOCATION, AND BIENNIAL REQUEST ITEMS 
(1 hour) 

Upon the recommendation of the University Committee on Biennial Request .and 
Budget Review (UCBRBR), the Senate Consultative Committee (SCC), and the President, 
the Senate should devote a maximum of one hour at the February 14 meeting to discussing 
the President's and the Budget Executive's recommendations on the 1980-81 Budget, the 
1981-82 Reallocation, and_ the 1981-83 Biennial Request. 

Background materials on these proposals have been provided to all members of 
UCBRBR and SCC as well as Senate Committee Chairmen, Professors Arthur Williams, 
Robert Hexter, Paul Grambsch, and James Terwilliger. Abbreviated materials on the same 
items can be obtained from the Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs, the 
Provosts' Offices, and the Deans and Directors' Offices. In addition, a summary sheet 
outlining the recommendations will be handed out to the Senate members at the February 
14 meeting. Copies will be sent to the coordinate campuses before that date and will be 
available at the February meeting. UCBRBR will publish its summary of these materials in 
the Senate Reports in the Minnesota Daily Tuesday, February 12. 

· After this public hearing, UCBRBR and sec will prepare recommendations and 
reactions to be sent to the President. Persons wishing to make additional comments should 
provide them to Professor Fred Morrison in the Law School, chairman of UCBRBR, or 
Professor Richard Purple in the Department of Physiology, chairman of SCC, not later than 
February 19. 

There will be a separate meeting to discuss the distribution of the 1980-81 faculty 
salary increases on February 13 from 2:30 to 3:30p.m. in the Regents Room in Morrill Hall. 
Telephone hookups to the coordinate campuses will be available. In addition, the Senate 
Committee on Faculty Affairs will be making its recommendations to the President and to 
UCBRBR on these matters. Persons wishing to provide additional comments on this matter 
should deliver their reactions to Professor Arthur Williams by February 15. 

Finally, the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs will be conducting an open hearing on 
faculty salary increase proposals for the 1981-83 Biennial Request in March or April. 
Information on this meeting will be provided later. 

SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE IN BIENNIAL REQUEST & BUDGET REVIEW 
PRESIDENT C. PETER MAGRATH 

guarantees a certain percentage of sales of all pharmaceutical products, includ
ing infant formula, to the doctors' association. In other words, a kind of sales 
commission goes to the doctors every time a pharmaceutical product gets sold." 

Bill Moyers 
CBS Reports, "Into the Mouths of Babes" 
July 5, 1978 

Distribution of free samples. 
"It is difficult to justify the continuation of the practice of handing out free samples, 
given their purpose. If a mother is poor enough to need a free sample she is too 
poor to use it properly, and the promotional impact of that sample on her and her 
friends is unjustifiable." 

Dr. S. C. E. Abraham 
Senior Consultant Pediatrician, Head Dept. of Pediatrics 
General Hospital, Kuala Lampur, Malaysia 

Promotion by milk nurses (Nestle sales representatives). 
"University Hospital stopped the milk nurses from coming on the wards. But now 
they come not in uniform to see patients. They come during visiting hours when 
we are not around to stop them . . . But they still find out names and visit mothers 
in their homes." 

Dr. S. K. Teoh, Obstetrician 
University Hospital 
Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia 
July 1978. 

Isn't the problem really the lack of sanitary conditions? 
"In the past, the industry has argued that freedom of consumer choice was reason 
enough to allow its products to be sold, and that they were not responsible for the 
lack of pure water, the poverty, or the illiteracy of the population. Butthat argument 
cannot legitimize a product whose misuse is predictable and calculable." 

Dr. James E. Post, Professor of Management, Boston University ' 
Even if Nestle stopped promotion, wouldn't the trend toward bottle feeding continue? 

"This is a resume of a 4-year study done at the Baguio General Hospital Philip
pines from 1973 to 1976 . . . in nearly 10,000 newborn babies, we were able to 
reduce our deaths by 47.2% and our diseases by 58%. Now, diseases due to 
infection were reduced by 66% and mortality due to septicemia was reduced by 
81% and the diarrhea was reduced 79%. This means that just by giving back the 
babies to their mothers and not using any infant formula in the nursery, we were 
able to put down our deaths and diseases . . . . Our breastfeeding went up to 85% 
and this is the result we got." 

Dr. Navidad Clavano, Baguio General Hospital 
Luzon, Philippines 

What is the reaction of the world's health groups? 
"Sales promotion activities of organizations marketing baby milks and feeding 
bottles . . . must be curtailed by every means available . . . Dissemination of 
propaganda about artificial feeding and distribution of samples of artificial baby 
foods in maternity wards should be banned immediately." 

International Pediatric Association, Oct., '75 "' 
More recently, in October of 1979, the World Health Organization and UNICEF met to 

take an in-depth look into infant formula marketing policies. The results were a list of 
recommendations which parallels the boycott demands. That is, an end to direct consumer 
advertising, gifts, and kickbacks to the medical profession, distribution of free samples, and 
promotion by milk nurses. · 

"If you read these warnings, these recommendations, I find it very difficult to see 
how industry could leave this meeting with any soft ambiguity . . . I don't think 
industry could get away with that, and say now we've got their blessing for doing 
what they did in the past." 



Dr. Halfdan Mahler, Director-General, World 
Health Org., press interview, Oct. 12, 1979 

While agreeing to abide by the recommendations, Nestle appears to be playing its 
usual public relations game. 

"We feel in no way restricted in our commercial activities by the recommendations 
of the WHO. On the contrary. The changes introduced step-by-step by Nestle in 
the last five years correspond to these recommendations." · 

Interview with Mr. Arthur Furer, General Manager, 
NestleS. A., in Tages Anzeiger, 
a Swiss newspaper, Oct. 19, 1979 

Th~y have refused to negotiate with a national bargaining committee of church, 
academic, womens, labor, and health group representatives, as to when such changes 
were made, and why hard evidence proves that their promotion continues. 

The boycott thus far has had a very positive effect on bringing this issue closer to a final 
solution. The public outcry succeeded in obtaining U.S, Senate hearings in the spring of 
1978, ~hich in turn led to the WHO-UNICEF meeting last fall. It also provided a strong ally 
for Th1rd, World health personnel who are lobbying their governments to regulate a com
pany whose gross sales sometimes double their own gross national product. 

Profit figures for the Swiss-based Nestle are difficult to come by, but U.N. bfficials claim 
the ~oycott has hurt t~eir sales. The company has spent close to a million dollc:trs in public 
relations and, according to a former Nestle employee, stepped up its U.S. promotional 
efforts with coupons and media advertising. One can speculate that this might also include 
reducing itsbidding price to institutions such as ours, to make up for lagging individual 
consumer sales. Several Libby (a Nestle subsidiary) products currently in stock were 
supplied by other companies a year ago. But even a company as large as Nestle (17th in 
the world) cannot afford the effects of a prolonged boycott. 

The end is in sight but an extra push is needed. The University of Minnesota can help 
provide the necessary pressure with an endorsement of this boycott. While many other 
colleges, including some public universities, presently have full or partial boycotts in 
progress, none has been decided at the Regents' level of the administration. Such a stand 
by our University would be a powerful voice indicating that multinational economics is not 
immune to social accountability. For an institution built on truth and ethics, to willingly 
subsidize a corporation which obviously ignores these values, can only damage the 
purpose of its mission. 

While such a policy stance would be bold, fiscal costs should be.insignificant. The 
bidding process for food is usually close, and at the volume of normal purchase, additional 
costs to the individual consumer is unlikely. In fact, a new state imposed buying policy, 
which calls for greater consideration of minority and small businesses, could be an ideal 
opportunity to facilitate the discontinuance of Nestle products. 

This issue has an extremely broad base of student support, as evidenced by the 
en~orsements of over 50 campus organizations and a successful referendum last spring, 
which passed by a three to one margin. Current policy makes it difficult, it not unfair, to avoid 
the many Nestle, Libby, and Stouffer products now served. The quantity and the quality 
(some are used as ingredients in main courses) restricts the possibility of a system of 
permanent choice, as was done with the lettuce boycott several years ago. 

This University is on record, thorough shareholder resolutions against American 
Home Products and Brystoi-Myer, as being opposed to the unethical promotion of infant 
formula in less developed countries. To voice its disapproval of Nestle, the world's largest 
and most flagrant violator, an institutional boycott remains the only effective alternative. 
Placing strict business policies above social concerns too closely parallels the problem at 
our attention. 

MINORITY STATEMENT: 

Prepared by RICK HOVE 
Committee Member 

Rejection of this res.olution is urged for a number of reasons, as follows: 
First, because it is a misuse of the University. A large university finds itself enmeshed 

almost completely in the total economic, social and cultural life of the community, the $tate 
and the nation. It is constantly buying products or providing aforum tor points of vieW that 
are obnoxious or repulsive to some segments of the university community. If each pressure 

~-9I9MP JbaUimts.SPrnJLac..tion_otthe U_IJi.\Le.r.sjty__o.Qj_ej::.tJnnf}bLeJs_to be_ p_Etf"m itte.dJgconvu lse 
the administrative machinery with petitions for boycotts or other punitive actions, the--
orderly conduct ofthe University's educational mission breaks down. The University should 
not be used as a stick with which to beat the appointed enemies of particular single-issue 
pressure groups. 

Second, the boycott issue is diversionary. It directs attention away from the central 
issue, which is the difficulty of reconstituting any concentrated food product in many 
developing countries because of the polluted nature of local waters. This issue is en
countered specifically with the distribution of dried skim milk to hungry people, yetthere has 
been no suggestion that the University should boycott the purchase of products from firms 
producing dried skim milk. The basic issue is the absence of a germ theory of disease on 
the part of many populations, and the inadequacy of the understanding of public health, 
sanitation and nutrition requirements in areas '~!(here food problems are most acute. A 
boycott of the products of the Nestle Corporation will do virtually nothing to promote this 
educational task or to relieve the problem of impure water supplies in hungry countries, and 
that is the basic issue. 

Third, because there is no evidence that a withdrawal of all Nestle brand infant formula 
from hungry countries would result in a net improvement in infant mortality rates, which is 
the specific issue addressed by the boycott. While there have been unquestioned cases of 
abuse of infant formula products, and of the misuse of advertising, no data whatever have 
been advanced to_ show whether or not some good has also been accomplished through 
the use of these m1lk supplements. The issue has been presented in a half-light, and it is the 
antithesis of serious inquiry that should be the basis for any policy action by a university. 

Fourth, because there is an unmistakable odor of neocolonialism associated with the 
proposal. A boycott in the United States on the sale of products of the Nestle Corporation 
because infant formulas have been misused in some less developed countries is a form of 
saying to the people of those countries: 

We will protect you from yourselves. By our superior knowledge we are able to judge 
that the products you have chosen to purchase are harmful. We will solve this problem 
by withdrawing fhem from you. 
The atmosphere thus created is reminiscent of the early behavior of welfare officials, 

who attempted to distribute welfare checks with advice t9 recipients on how to spend the 
money_. This parental attitude in the name of public health and welfare has been rejected in 
the Un1ted States. It seems strange to propose that it be adopted toward less developed 
countries at a time when our sensitivities to the consequences of unintended patronizing 
behavior should be fully aroused. 

Finally, the proposed boycott is trivial. It is a classic example of the type of action that is 
requested in the name of humanity and justice, that will cost the giver virtually nothing, and 
that has as its principal consequence the creation of a feeling of having solved a problem or 
performed a meritorious act. The main consequence of the boycott will be to make the 
people exercising the boycott feel good. It belongs to a class of devices whose principal 
function is to relieve guilt feelings. Given the wide availability of substitute products of 
similar quality tor virtually every product of the Nestle Corporation that is merchandized in 
the Uni~ed States, a boy?ott of Nestle products will be virtually cost-less to the boycotters. 
T_hey v-:111 surrender_ nothmg of value. It will be only a symbolic gesture, and the symbol is 
highly likely to be m1sread in the countries for whose benefit it is hoisted. To have meaning, 
~boycott should reflect the surrender of something of real value in the hope of accomplish
Ing some other goal whose value is assessed at an even higher level. We have within the 
past few days seen an example of this use of the boycott, in the decision to embargo grain 
s~!es to the Soviet Union. This is a costly act on the part of the United States, both for its 
c1t1zens and for the people who made the decision. The individuals making the decision 
have placed their political reputations at risk and this will be seen by the larger community to 
have been a real risk. In that setting, an act to boycott has meaning. A boycott of the 
products of the Nestle Corporation will have no real meaning, because it will be associated 
with no real cost to consumers in the form of goods given up. It will generate real costs in the 
~arm of greatly complicated purchasing procedures by the University, which will result in 
Increased costs to be met by taxpayers or by the users of University services. In this sense 
it is difficult to imagine a more disruptive and less useful gesture. ' 

Prepared by PHILIP M. RAUP 
Committee member 

V. SENATE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY 

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON THE HANDICAPPED 

(5 minutes) 

INFORMATION: 

President C. Peter Magrath constituted and appointed the University Committee on 
the Handicapped in August of 1978. The Committee is the main policy development 
committee with respect to access for handicapped students to University programs. In this 
capacity it figures as the successor to two previous committees, the University Committee 
for the Physically Handicapped which was appointed in 1974 to work on the access 
problems of handicapped persons, and the 504 Compliance Review Committee which 
was appointed in 1977 to evaluate the accessibility to University programs With re~pect to 
their compliance with the provisions of the 504 Regulations. 

The University Committee on the Handicapped met four times during the 1978-79 
academic year. The committee chairperson, Professor Maynard C. Reynolds, forwarded 
the ~ommittee report to President Magrath early in the fall quarter. On November 15 
Pres1dent tv!agrath forwarded copies of the report to SCEP with the request that SCEP, 
"Please rev1ew the report, realizing that it is a draft document, and give me your reactions to 
the recommendations and any problems you see with implementing them, and your advice 
on how we might best inform the University community of our responsibility and our 
resources in this area." 

A special subcommittee consisting of four members of SCEP one member of the 
Senate Committee on Resources and Planning, and one member 'of the Committee on 
Social Concerns studied the report, giving special attention to the recommendations 
s~ction, and prepared a written response. The report and the subcommittee response were 
discussed at length at the January 24 meeting of SCEP. The major reactions of SCEP to the 
report may be summarized as follows: 

1) ·we commend the Committee on the Handicapped and it$ chairperson, Professor 
Reynolds, for preparing a report which is both thoughtful and comprehensive in its 
treatment of the University's legal and moral obligations to the needs of the 
handicapped. We urge that the report be distributed to all members of the Univer
sity Senate and be made available to all faculty members. 

2) The 22 recommendations contained in the report suggest a variety of policy 
statements and specific program responsibilities of the University with regard to 
meeting the needs of handicapped students. Although we concur with many of 
these recommendations, we believe the budgetary implications of some proposals 
are extremely important. These must be viewed in the context of long-term pro
gram planning for the entire University. 

3) We recommend that the University undertake a systematic study of the magnitude 
of the needs of handicapped students in terms of: 1) numbers of students to be 
served, 2) types of programs and services needed, and 3) budgetary resources 
required to provide the needed programs and services. 

4) We further recommend that projections concerning changing needs of handi
capped students over the next five years be employed in establishing timetables for 
implementing recommendation·s calling for new support services, research, and 
training activities. 

5) Finally, we call special attention to the two final recommendations in the report. 
These call for the University to seek state and federal funding to support the variety 
of training, research, and technical assistance activities which will be required to 
meet the needs of the handicapped. We concur with the Committee on the 
Handicapped that, "Simply absorbing the costs involved into present departmental 
budgets is highly undesirable, especially at a time when many departments are 
being asked to cut back on existing programs." 

It is the intention of SCEP to give further study to the report of the Committee on the 
Handicapped and to bring specific motions for action at a later meeting after members of 
the Senate have had an opportunity to study the document in detail. 

JAMES S. TERWILLIGER 
Chairman 

VI. SENATE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY 

S!UDENT COURSE INFORMATION PROJECT 
Reported for Information 

On March 29, 1979, the Senate adopted a motion authorizing a new cou~se-teacher 
evaluation document designed to provide information to assist students in course selec
tio~. The Student Course Information Project (SCIP) was initiated on a pilot basis during 
spnng quarter, 1979. An ad hoc task force consisting of three students and three faculty 
members w~s appointed by Vice President Koffler in consultation with student government 
repre~entat1ve~. The members of the task force were: Robert C. Brasted, professor of 
chemistry, Institute of Technology; Nell Costello, student, School of Nursing; Richard L. 
P_urple, professor_ a! physiology, Medical School; Kenneth Rosenblum, student, College of 
Liberal Arts; Patncm B. Swan, professor of food science and nutrition, College of Home 
Economics; and Stephen Tillitt, student, College of Liberal Arts. James H. Werntz, Director 
ef the Center tor Educational Development, served as non-voting chairman of the task 
force. 

A support staff worked with the task force to develop trial versions of two instruments: 
the ~ourse Information Profile (CIP) completed by the instructor and the Course Opinion 
Profile (COP) completed by students. These instruments were administered in 306 course 
sections tau~ht by faculty members from 12 departments during the spring quarter. 

Information gathered during the spring was distributed to students and advisers in two 
ways: in a _bound comprehensive ~eport and as an eight-page newsprint report designed to 
call_ attention to the comprehensive report. Copies of the comprehensive reports were 
ava1lable for reference at various locations on campus and 40,000 copies of the newsprint 
report were distributed to faculty arid students. 

An evaluation of the pilot project has been conducted by the Measurement Services 
Center in an effort to assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the data collection 
inst~~ments ~nd reporting procedures. Results of this evaluation are generally quite 
pos1t1ve. Stud1es of the extent to which students and their advisers use the information in 
the comprehensive report as a basis for program planning and course selection are 
currently being conducted. 

~ report of the ad hoc task force was presented to SCEP in November. That report 
contamed several recommendations concerning the future of the project. Following discus
sion of the ad hoc task force report at the December 6, 1979, meeting of SCEP, the 
following recommendations were unanimously endorsed: 

-that the_Stud~nt Co~rse Information Project (SCIP) be continued on as large a scale 
as fundmg Will permit through 1982-83 with an extensive evaluation of the costs and 
benefits of the project to be conducted during the 1982-83 academic year; 

-that a recommendation concerning the subsequent continuation of the project be 
made by SCEP after examining the .evaluation for the period from 1979-80 through 
1981-82; 

-that the project be extended to the coordinate campuses as soon as procedures can 
be developed and resources assembled; 

-!hat the two questionnaires (CIP and COP), as modified, continue to be used as the 
mstruments for the continuing SCIP project; 

-that participating departments continue to play the central decision-making role in 
~arryi~g o~t t~e p_roject by identifyi~g courses to be surveyed, arranging for ques
tionnaire d1stnbut1on, and commumcating with their faculty about the project; 

-that SCIP results continue to be disseminated in ways that will maximize their 
utilization; 

-that costs for the continuing project be borne jointly between the University adminis
tration and student government; and 

-that a n~w facu!ty-student committ~e which reports to SCEP serve as the advisory 
and pohcy-mak1ng body for the proJect and oversee its operation, this committee to 
consist of three students and three faculty members, one of each from SCEP. 

It should be emphasized that the purpose of the project is to assist students in course 



selection and not to evaluate individual faculty members. We remind the faculty that the 
motion passed by the Senate in authorizing the project contained the following provision: 

"A course-teacher evaluation vehicle designed for student advisement of course 
selection may be inappropriate for promotion, tenure, and merit considerations, and 
any such use should be very carefully considered. Therefore, approval by a college's 
faculty operating via its normal governance procedures is required before inclusion of 
results of the board-administered evaluation may be permitted in a faculty member's 
file for the purposes of promotion, tenure, and merit decisions." 

JAMES S. TERWILLIGER 
Chairman 

VII. COUNCIL ON LIBERAL EDUCATION 

ANNUAL REPORT, 1978-79 

The all-University Council on Liberal Education was established by action of the Faculty 
Senate i~ June, 1962. The Council is responsible: 

... for the formation of policy, subject to Senate ratification, establishing a "floor" 
requirement in liberal studies for all University curricula leading to the Bachelor's 
degree. It shall maintain surveillance of the effects of this policy and shall propose to 
the Senate such extensions and modifications of this policy as seem warranted. The 
Council shall initiate other policy proposals or actions designed to improve the quality 
of undergraduate education at the University. (Handbook: "A Compilation of Rules and 
Procedures," University Senate, January, 1974, p. U-19.) 

The Council is a standing committee of the University, reporting to the Senate and the 
Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP); it is chaired by an associate of the Vice 
President for Academic Affairs with a primary concern for undergraduate education. 
Selected according to a formula designed to gain perspective from all undergraduate 
programs of the University, members participate as individuals identified by their respective 
collegiate administration to represent the ideas-not the interests-of their units. 

1978-79 Council Activities: 

The Council's 1978-79 activities were initiated with discussion of a summary provided by 
the chairman of the major issues that have emerged from the Council's deliberations over 
the past few years including such matters as the role and responsibility of the departments 
for the liberal education of their students. In this context of a re-definition of the major issues 
it has been dealing with, the Council's 1978-79 work was highlighted by the participation in 
two of its meetings of President Magrath, Vice Presidents Koffler and Linck, CLA Dean 
Lukermann, and SCEP chairman Donald Browne. 
The central topic of these discussions was the question posed to the Council by President 
Magrath which asked whether the various University of Minnesota undergraduate pro
grams are adequately maintaining and reflecting the values implicit in the concept of a 
liberal education. A digest of the Council's dialogue with the President and the other guests 
mentioned was prepared and disseminated to the wider University community in the March 
1979 issue of COMMENT. Briefly stated, the main points of the discussions were these: 

1) Responsibility for defining liberal education and contributing to its availability rests 
on faculty shoulders. "Liberal education ought to be seen as the responsibility of all 
faculties of the University. It ought to be imbedded in·what they do." But how best to 
encourage this in the University remains a controversial issue. 

2) In assessing current University efforts to provide liberal education it was ob
served that the University offers a wide variety of teachers and courses, but it is not 
always easy to help individual students to get the best combinalion for their liberal 
education. 

3) Opinions varied regarding student's receptivity to the concept of liberal education. 
On the one hand, the view was expressed that students regard the liberal educa
tion requirement as a hurdle to get over with a minim!Jm expenditure of time and 
effort, that they reveal a basic hostility or at best an indifference to liberal education. 
On the other hand, it was suggested that good liberal education courses well taught 
will be favorably received, particularly by older, ,more mature students. 

4) More effective ways to provide liberal education to students were discussed. Some 

HORACE T. MORSE-AMOCO FOUNDATION AWARD FOR OUTSTANDING CON
TRIBUTIONS TO UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION 
Since 1965 the Council ~as awarded 88 certificates and honoraria to faculty members 
selected for their outstanding contributions to undergraduate education. From its inception 
the program has been supported by an annual grant to the University for this purpose from 
the Amoco Foundation. In 1977-78, the Amoco Foundation increased its grant from $5,000 
to $7,500 enabling the Council each year to make seven awards of $1 ,000 each rather than 
eight awards of $500. 
This year, following extensive discussion, the Council revised the selection criteria to 
include demonstrated excellence in three areas (listed in diminishing order of importance): 
the full range of activities associated with undergraduate teaching and advising; planning, 
design, and creation of alternatives intended to improve existing educational practice 
(innovation and academic program development); and educational leadership, both within 
and outside the University, associated with improving the undergraduate experience. 
Procedures were similar to those followed in recent years. Early in 1979 those colleges of 
the University offering undergraduate instruction were invited to submit nominations (ac
companied by a dossier for each nominee). Dossiers were reviewed and judged by a 
subcommittee appointed by the chairman, and awards were made by the Council on the 
recommendation of the subcommittee. 
The 1978-79 subcommittee, formed according to ~general CLE guidelines, included: 
Joseph Bonyata (CLA student and CLE member), Nathaniel I. Hart (Humanities, UMM and 
CLE member, subcommittee chairman), P. Vincent Hegarty (Food Science and Nutrition, 
Agriculture and a previous awardee), Jeylan T. Mortimer (Sociology, CLA and non-CLE 
faculty member), and Robert 0. Pepin (Physics, IT and CLE faculty member). This year 20 
nominations were received from 14 colleges, with the award and a $1,000 honorarium 
presented to: 

Harold F. Arneman, Professor of Soil Science, College of Agriculture 
Abraham S. Berman, Professor of Aerospace Engineering and Mechanics, Insti

tute of Technology 
Peter A. French, Professor of Philosophy, University of Minnesota, Morris 
Richard D. Goodrich, Professor of Animal Science, College of Agriculture (nomi

nated by University College) 
Patrick E. Hanna, Associate Professor of Medicinal Chemistry and Pharmacol

ogy, College of Pharmacy 
Stuart B. Schwartz,· Professor of History, College of Liberal Arts 
Dwc;tine R. Tallent, Assistant Professor of Management, School of Business and 

Economics, University of Minnesota, Duluth 

An award certificate and the honorarium were presented to each recipient at the 
appropriate college commencement ceremony. Again this year, award recipients and 
their spouses were honored at a luncheon given by the Regents. The luncheon was 
held May 10. 

SMALL GRANTS PROGRAM 
In 1967, the Council established the Small Grants Program in order to stimulate the 
improvement of the undergraduate experience by providing fi!lancial and organiza
tional support to the ideas of faculty-student groups. Each year proposals for support 
of educational development efforts are reviewed and evaluated by a faculty-student 
subcommittee. 
In the fall round of the 1978-79 Small Grants Program, 62 proposals totaling $131 ,461 
were received and 18 proposals totaling $26,479 were funded. In the spring round, the 
Council received ·so proposals totaling $91,619 and funded 39 proposals totaling 
$55,359. 

The subcommittee for the fall 1978 and spring 1979 rounds of the Small Grants 
Program was chaired by Jerrold M. Peterson. 

JAMES H. WERNTZ 
Chairman 

____ ___;:,uggestions-focused_an.._curricuJurn_cor:rtent,_others on instn •ctionaLpro_c.es_s..-=----------~---'--
University-wide analytic skills requirement was suggested, for example, as were 
courses that would place the major in its social and historical context. It was urged 
that faculty and students be encouraged to explore new ways to incorporate liberal 
education into every teaching-learning situation. 

5) Concern was expressed about the relationships between available resources and 
the quality of liberal education at the University, particularly in the light of the 
constrained financial situation of recent years. 

6) Several specific strategies that might be used to promote liberal education at the 
University were suggested such as stimulating increased awareness of liberal 
education through public discussions or seminars, identifying programs or depart
ments that are particularly effective in addressing the liberal education needs of 
their students, including the quality of liberal education as a part of the depart
mental and program review process, giving attention to the liberal education 
qualifications of faculty who are being recruited, and rewarding research and 
teaching that furthers the objectives and availability of liberal education. 

Another full meeting of the Council was devoted to consideration of its response to the 
"Report of the Select Committee on Planning, Decision-Making, and Consultation at the 
University of Minnesota." Discussion at this meeting centered on two items in that report. 
The first item was the suggestion that a "Council on Undergraduate Education" be 
established to provide the Academic Vice President with administrative consultation re
garding the problems of undergraduate education. 
The second, and related item, was the Select Committee's recommendation for an explora-
tion of ways to give undergraduate studies a sharper focus and to provide better expression 
of its concerns in the consultative process. The chairman of the Council on Liberal 
Education reported the Council's discussion of these items to the Senate Consultative 
Committee, indicating that the CLE would support Senate redefinition of its role and 
membership and offering cooperation and assistance with such an endeavor, particularly 
as that effort might relate to a re-examination of undergraduate education in the University. 
The Council manages two operating programs for the University intended to contribute to 
the improvement of undergraduate education: the Horace T. Morse-Amoco Foundation 
Award for Outstanding Contributions to Undergraduate Education and the CLE Small 
Grants Program. 

VIII. QUESTIONS TO THE PRESIDENT 
(15 minutes) 

IX. OLD BUSINESS 

X. NEW BUSINESS 
(15 minutes) 

Please feel free to use this agenda item to comment on a topic you believe is of 
general interest to the Senate. · 

The Senate is reminded that this entry in the agenda (not to be confused with the 
Senate's "Questions to the President") may be used to raise specific issues, concerns 
and/or ideas of general interest. A motion is not required. As much as anything, the 
Business & Rules Committee wishes to remind the Senate that all ideas presented to 
the body need not flow from a committee. 

XI. TRIBUTE TO DECEASED FACUL TV MEMBERS 

JOHN HOWARD ALLISON 

1883-1979 

XII. ADJOURNMENT 


