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SUBJECT: Report of the Task Force on Human Services Programs 

I have enclosed a copy of the report of the Task Force on Human Services 
Programs which I had appointed last Spring to consider a number of issues related 
to the function and structure of our many programs in the area of Human Services. 
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Off.Ja .Qf 1I::IE mAN 

From: Maynard Reynolds 

Sorry that I arrived late at the meeting on June 14. I had another 
meeting. Because of my late arrival, I did not say anything- for fear of 
repetition - but I'd like to express myself briefly here. 

1) I beleive that the family studies units of the campus are of growing 
importance in virtually all of the human service professions. In education, 
recent policy developments call specifically for closer ties between teachers 
and parents. I believe the College of Education has need of new components 
in preparation sequences relating to family life, parent education, parent 
counseling, etc. This observation does not propose any obvious administra
tive arrangement, but it does suggest that accessibility to course offerings 
in the family area is important. 

2) I believe that the Foundations Depts. in the College of Education 
(personality, cognition, social psych., multi-cultural relations, history, 
sociology, anthropology, measurements, statistics, evaluation, computer 
methods, etc.) come very close to the kinds of "foundations" vJork that could 
be used in MSW programs. Use of such professionally-slanted studies may be 
more feasible than to relate to basic disciplines in CLA. My impression is 
that much of the Foundations program in education could be made available in 
slightly modified version of present classes and thus not involve extra cost. 
Again, the use of the educational foundations courses could be accomplished, 
I'm sure, under several different administrative arrangements. Speaking only 
for myself, I think the option of transferring the School of Social Work to 
the College of Education should be·considered seriously. 

MCR/bw 
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TO: Kenneth Keller, Vice President for Academic Affairs 

FROM: John Wallace, Chair, Task Force on Human Services Programs 

RE: Report of the Task Force on Human Services Programs 

1. Introduction. In looking for ways to improve efficiency and quality in 
pre-baccalaureate, baccalaureate, professional, and graduate education in 
the human services area the Task Force studied reports and data concerning 
the teaching, research, and service activities of the six units directly 
mentioned in our charge (Department of Family Social Science and Center for 
Youth Development and Research in the College of Home Economics; School of 
Social Work in the College of Liberal Arts; School of Social Development at 
UMD; General College; Continuing Education in Social Work). We also studied 
reports on the expected future employment demand for specialists and pro
fessionals in the human services area. In our deliberations we took up the 
followi~g issues: 

a) the administrative and geographical location of the School of 
Social Work; 

b) the administrative and geographical location of the School of 
Social Development; 

c) the advisability of merging the School of Social Work and the 
School of Social Development; 

d) the advisability of new administrative arrangements to bring 
the School of Social Work and/or the School of Social Development 
into closer administrative proximity with the Family Social 
Science Department and the Center for Youth Development and 
Research; 

e) the relationship of Continuing Education and Extension to academic 
units which house faculty members in the human services area; 

f) the primary and secondary missions of the General College, and 
the implications of these missions for the College•s involvement 
in educational programs in the human services area; 

g) the appropriate role of professional school faculties in under
graduate education; and 
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h) the existing relationships and the possibilities for increased 
future cooperation between the professional social work schools-
the School of Social Development and the School of Social Wor.k-
and the faculties in the basic social science departments and in 
the other professional schools. 

. . 

We have found these issues to be difficult, complicated, and in many cases 
interconnected. We have made progress in identifying options and in bringing 
into the open considerations that should be brought to bear in deciding among 
them. We have found areas in which appropriate collaboration among units is 
likely to generate efficiencies. In several instances we recommend putting 
in place further processes, more highly focused and defined than our Task 
Force, to carry toward resolution the work the Task Force has begun. 

The issues which revolve around Continuing Education and Extension, the 
General College, and the problem of duplication at the undergraduate level, 
while complicated enough, are somewhat simpler than the ones raised by the 
other units and professional and graduate education. So we will deal with 
CEE, the General College, and duplication at the undergraduate level first. 

2. Continuing Education and Extension. Without wishing or needing to assign 
blame for it, a weakness of the University's present system for designing 
and delivering continuing and extension education programs is that the 
programs may and sometimes do evolve without sufficient input from the 
appropriate disciplinary faculties. This weakness can be countered and 
overcome by improved communication between the disciplinary faculties and 
the CEE staff. Ultimate responsibility for and control of intellectual 
content and selection of qualified teachers for degree credit programs 
must rest with the faculties. CEE will be expected to continue to seek 
substantial involvement of disciplinary faculties in development and 
presentation of programs other than those offering degree credit. In the 
human services area the Task Force has not found severe abuses or problems 
with current CEE programs. We do find, however, a pattern over several 
years of less than optimal involvement of disciplinary faculties in the 
design of CEE programs. We believe that a coordinated unit by unit review 
of the situation, which might lead to the revision of some programs and to 
the creation of new and more usable mechanisms of communication and monitor
ing at the unit-CEE level, is in order. 

Recommendation 1. The Vice President for Academic Affairs should request 
that the Dean of Continuing Education and Extension and the appropriate 
collegiate deans to appoint small committees to review and make recommenda
tions for the future about content and staffing of CEE offerings in (a) the 
human services area of the General College, (b) the School of Social Work, 
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(c) the School of Social Development, (d) the Family Social Science 
Department, and (e) the Center for Youth Development and Research. In 
the most straightforward approach, there would be five of these small 
committees. A steering committee, composed perhaps of the chairs of 
the small committees for each unit, should also be appointed to coordinate 
the work of the small committees. 

3. The General College and Duplication at the Undergraduate Level. If one 
had to single out a primary mission for the General College, it would be 
to provide an entry and access point to the University for students whose 
backgrounds have not prepared them for admission to other colleges. The 
Task Force reviewed data which show that the College is performing this 
mission well: many students who enter the University through the General 
College gateway transfer in one or two years to other colleges of the 
University. At the same time, in the human.services area the General 
College offers baccalaureate degrees (bachelor of general studies and 
bachelor of applied studies) and one and two year certificate programs 
(human services generalist, aging studies, and peace officers standards 
and training) the rationale for which does not fall clearly within the 
primary mission, but under the larger mission of meeting the educational 
needs or preferences, up to and including baccalaureate degrees, of students 
for whom programs in other colleges are inappropriate or less preferred. 
There is no doubt that for many years--at least a decade--the College has 
been performing both missions. For the Task Force to take a stand on 
whether the College should be encouraged to return to its narrower primary 
mission would be to exceed our charge. On the issue of duplication of what 
is available in other units, we note that the certificate programs in the 
human services area, because they involve internship experience for students 
taking 1000 and 3000 level courses, do not duplicate what is available in 
other colleges. There does appear to be significant overlap between the 
College's baccalaureate degrees and the Bachelor of Science in Social Work 
degree offered by the School of Social Work. Since the School is already 
undertaking to drop this vocational undergraduate degree, a recommendation 
on this issue would be superfluous. For clarity it should be noted that 
the School of Social Work also delivers an undergraduate liberal arts 
degree, the Bachelor of Arts in Social Welfare. The School plans to continue 
this degree. 

At the undergraduate program level the Task Force does not find duplication 
among the programs delivered by the six units included in the charge to the 
Task Force (other than that noted above involving the General College bacca
laureate degrees and the Bachelor of Social Work in the School of Social 
Work). We believe, however, that on both the Duluth and Twin Cities campuses 
a course-by-course study of duplication which the Task Force did not have the 
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time or the appropriate composition to undertake, would disclose a 
different picture and would reveal unexploited opportunities for 
cross-listing of courses and for efficient redeployment of faculty 
resources. We are recommending that such studies be undertaken. 

Recommendation 2. (a) A committee should be formed with members from 
the School of Social Development and from other basic and applied social 
sciences programs to be determined in consultation with concerned academic 
officers on the Duluth campus to examine systematically the specifics of 
each program, to suggest ways to eliminate unnecessary duplication, and to 
coordinate program elements so as to make maximum and effective use of 
faculty competencies in each program in undergraduate education, (b) a 
committee should be formed with members from the General College, the 
School of Social Work, the Family Social Science Department, the Center 
for Youth Development and Research, and from other basic and applied social 
sciences programs to be determined in consultation with concerned academic 
officers on the Twin Cities campus to examine systematically the specifics 
of each program, to suggest ways to eliminate unnecessary duplication, and 
to coordinate program elements so as to make maximum and effective use of 
faculty competencies in each program in undergraduate education. 

4. The School of Social Work, the School of Social Development, the Family 
Social Science Department, the Center fOr Youth Development and Research. 
The Task Force identified and discussed a large number of alternatives for 
structural changes involving these units. In the recommendation we reach 
at the end of this section the alternatives are narrowed down to two which 
need further study. The plan of the section is to lead the reader from the 
full set of alternatives through a course of reasoning that narrows the 
alternatives down to two. 

We begin by taking up one at a time the units included in the charge to the 
Task Force and listing possible structural arrangements and rearrangements 
for each. 

For the School of Social Work there are the following possibilities: 

a) the School remains in the College of Liberal Arts 

b) the School moves to the renamed College of Home Economics (A word 
of explanation: the Task Force learned of deliberations in the 
College of Home Economics to change its name to something more 
descriptive of its evolving mission such as "College of Human 
Services" or "College of Human Ecology." The phrase "renamed 
College of Home Economics" registers our assumption some such 
change will be made.) 
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c) the School and the School of Social Development are placed 
together in the renamed College of Home Economics 

d) the School moves to the School of Public Health 

e) the School moves to a newly created College of Human Services 

f) the School moves to the Office of the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs 

g) the School and the School of Social Development are placed 
together under the Office of the Vice President for Academic 
Affairs 

For the School of Social Development there are the following possibilities: 

a) the School remains a free-standing school 

b) the School moves to the College of Education at UMD 

c) the School moves to the College of Letters and Science at UMD 

d) the School and the School of Social Work are placed together in 
the renamed College of Home Economics in the Twin Cities (it 
should be emphasized that 11 placed 11 here means administratively 
placed; the Task Force does not contemplate that the School will 
move physically to the Twin Cities) 

e) the School moves to a newly created College of Human Services 

f) the School and the School of Social Work are placed together 
under the Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs 
(it should be emphasized that 11 placed 11 here means administra
tively placed; the Task Force does not contemplate that the School 
will move physically to the Twin Cities) 

For the Family Social Science Department there are the following 
possibilities: 

a) the Department remains in its present setting (perhaps combined 
with the Center for Youth Development and Research) 

b) the Department is placed alongside the School of Social Work 
and/or the School of Social Development in an expanded and re
named College of Home Economics; the Department•s faculty 
becomes more fully involved in teaching and advising in the 
School •s MSW and Ph.D. programs and in appropriately combined 
baccalaureate degree programs 
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c) the Department is placed alongside the School of Social Work 
and/or the School of Social Development in a newly created 
College of Human Services 

-
For the Center for Youth Development and Research there are the 
following possibilities: 

a) the Center remains in its present setting {perhaps combined 
with the Family Social Science Department) 

b) the Center if placed alongside the School of Social Work and/or 
the School of Social Development in an expanded and renamed 
College of Home Economics; the Center•s faculty becomes involved 
in teaching and advising in the School •s MSW and Ph.D. programs 
and in appropriately combined baccalaureate degree programs 

c) the Center is placed alongside the School of Social Work and/or 
the School of Social Development in a newly created College of 
Human Services 

How can this set of alternatives be reduced? Here the key point is 
a conclusion on which the Task Force was unanimous: 

The School of Social Work, the School of Social Development, 
the Family Social Science Department, and the Center for 
Youth Development and Research should be brought under a 
single administrative umbrella. 

The following reasons support this conclusion. (1) The mission of the 
units, the interests of their students, their faculty resources, and their 
course offerings are to some degree overlapping and to a large degree 
complementary. In terms of costs per student credit hour, for example, 
the School of Social Work is more efficient than the School of Social 
Development; bringing the units under a single administrative umbrella 
would facilitate achieving a more even distribution of work load and 
resources. At the same time, faculty members in the Family Social Science 
Department and in the Center for Youth Development and Research appear to 
be somewhat underused in their teaching roles; these are faculty resources 
that could be put to good use in the presently stretched School of Social 
Work. (2) The School of Social Development, because of its relatively 
high costs, is in an exposed position at the University of Minnesota-Duluth. 
State and University economic problems over the next few years could subject 
the School to a long series of retrenchments which will sap morale and 
quality. With careful management, we believe that the proposed merger 
changes and brightens this picture. (3) The unit representatives on the 
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Task Force all support such an administrative merger. Jerome Beker, 
Director of the Center for Youth Development and Research, and Hamilton 
McCubbin, .Head of the Family Social Science Department, recommended it 
as part of a more detailed plan which would bring the units into a 
renamed College of Home Economics (see the proposal by Beker and McCubbin 
which is attached as Appendix A). Neil Bracht, Director of the School of 
Social Work, recommended it as a possible long-run goal (see the proposal 
by Bracht which is attached as Appendix B). Irl Carter, Director of the 
School of Social Development, also favors the merger. 

Given the conclusion that the four units should be brought together in one 
administrative home, the question remains as to what that home should be. 
(There also remains a question, which we take up in a moment, about the 
physical location of the School of Social Work.) Some of the alternatives 
can be ruled out. The College of Liberal Arts did not seem to be an 
appropriate option because of questions that have been raised about the 
School of Social Work's congruity with the CLA mission and apparent orga
nizational/administrative disparities. We ruled out the School of Public 
Health, or an arrangement under the Health Sciences Vice President in 
close association with the School of Public Health, as the administrative 
home, on the grounds that at the present time the School of Public Health 
has a full agenda dealing with changes in its patterns of funding. We 
ruled out a Duluth unit as the administrative home, on the grounds that a 
large majority of the faculty of the new unit will be based in the Twin 
Cities. 

This reasoning leaves open basically two alternatives for the administrative 
home of the newly merged unit: (1) the renamed College of Home Economics or 
(2) a newly created College of Human Services or some alternative arrange
ment under the Vice President for Academic Affairs. 

The Task Force saw strengths and weaknesses in each of these alternatives. 
Merger under a renamed College of Home Economics would involve less distur
bance of units that are working well where they are; it also has the 
advantage of bringing to bear on the operation of the School of Social 
Development, which we assume will remain physically in Duluth, the experi
ence and resources of the Agricultural Extension Service and the Agricultural 
Experiment Station, which are already state-wide operations. A possible 
weakness of this alternative is that such an administrative arrangement may 
not be acceptable to the School's accrediting body (for elaboration of this 
possibility see the July 20, 1982 Bracht-Hollister memo which is attached 
as Appendix C to this report). If this alternative would entail relocation 
of the School of Social Work on the St. Paul campus a further possible weak
ness is that it might reduce access of the School's faculty and students to 
library and faculty resources on the Minneapolis campus. Relocation on the 
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St. Paul campus might also cause a decline in the number of undergraduates 
electing majors in social work; the probability and the desirability of 
this effect need careful consideration. Turning to the other alternative, 
merger under a new college or under the Academic Vice President might make 
possible greater encouragement of interaction with the basic social science 
disciplines, the ethnic studies programs, and other professional schools; 
it might also facilitate the handling of issues created by the presence of 
unionized and nonunionized faculty in a single unit. Against these advan
tages must be set the disadvantage that this alternative would make for more 
disturbance of units that are working well where they are. Also, direct 
reporting to the Academic Vice President has the disadvantage that that 
office is already overburdened with units reporting directly to it. 

It should be emphasized that, in the view of the Task Force, determining 
the relationship of the four units to each other should be the responsi
bility of the eventual administrative home, i.e., the renamed College of 
Home Economics or the Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs. 

The preponderance of opinion in the Task Force, on the basis of the evidence 
we reviewed, was in favor of the first alternative--merger under a renamed 
College of Home Economics. We believe, however, that further study of the 
implications of this alternative is nec_essary before resolving this issue. 

An important factor which should be taken into account in this study is the 
School of Social Development's contribution to the education of American 
Indian students. The Task Force heard compelling testimony about the School •s 
success in recruiting American Indian students to its BSW and MSW programs, 
its success in involving these students in the life of the School, and in 
graduating them. It was clear from the testimony also that the School makes 
an important contribution to the excellent record of the whole Duluth campus 
in making college education accessible to American Indian students: this 
record is the result of a team effort to which many units--Social Development 
important among them--contribute. In working out the merger of the School 
with units in the Twin Cities care should be taken to see that its contributions 
to the education of American Indian students is preserved. 

This leads us to a final issue, the physical location of the School of Social 
Work. We found it important in our deliberations to separate the issues of 
physical and administrative location of the School. We noted that adminis
trative location of the School in the renamed College of Home Economics would 
appear to favor a physical location on the St. Paul campus, but does not 
dictate it. Space may be of higher quality and more available on the St. Paul 
campus. On the other hand, interaction with social science, ethnic studies, 
and professional school faculty might be easier from a physical home on the 
Minneapolis campus. The Task Force was not able to resolve this issue and is 
recommending that it be studied further. 
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This brings us to our final recommendation. 

Recommendation 3. A working group should be appointed to study the merger 
ot the School ot Social Work, the School of Social Development, the Family 
Social Science Department, and the Center for Youth Development and Research 
and to prepare concrete proposals and rationales to the following questions: 

a. What economies would be achieved by the merger? 

b. What are the priorities to which those savings should be applied 
to build a stronger professional program in the human services 
area for which the unit is responsible? 

c. What are the practical problems that would come from administrative 
affiliation with the renamed College of Home Economics and how 
could they be resolved? Would such an arrangement have an adverse 
impact upon accreditation of the social work programs? Would these 
problems be reduced by an alternative administrative arrangement? 

d. What are the practical problems of locating the School of Social 
Work on the St. Paul campus and how could they be resolved or 
avoided? 

5. Cautionary note about evidence we did not systematically take into account. 
Though charged to do so, in making judgments about duplication the Task 
Force did not systematically gather information about programs available 
at other educational institutions in the region. We did note that the 
University of Wisconsin at Superior does not offer an MSW degree and that 
the MSW program planned for Moorhead is not in fact going to be implemented. 
Also, the Task Force did not have time to consult the professional communities 
concerned (e.g., social work, youth work, family counseling, human services, 
etc.) in the State. The group which resolves the issues we have left open 
may well wish to undertake such consultation. 

6. The role of students Q!!_ the Task Force. At the last meeting of the Task 
Force there was a discussion of the contributions our student members had 
made to our work. There was consensus that the students had made very 
important contributions and had provided a perspective from which our 
deliberations and our report strongly benefited. The Task Force unanimously 
passed the following resolution for submission to the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs: We as a Task Force would like to insure that any further 
committees, work groups or task forces involved in organizational restruc
turing and interdisciplinary collaboration include among its participants 
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students from each program being considered. We see the input of students 
as a necessary part of any decision~aking in this regard on all University 
of Minnesota campuses. 

Task Force Members: Linda Bartels 
Jerome Beker 
John R. Borchert 
Neil Bracht 
Irl E. Carter 
Daniel F. Detzner 
Eleanor S. Fenton 
Valerie Lebus 
Co ll_een L i ppke 
Hamilton I. McCubbin 
Jeylan T. Mortimer 
Norma Peterson 
John Wallace 
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initially presented to the Task 
Force. 

June 7, 1982 

TO: Human Services Task Force 
-

FROM: Jerry Beker, CYDR, and Ham McCubbin, Family Social Science 

Subject: A proposal for consideration 

Attempting seriously to take into account the constraints and 
aspirations of all the units represented on the Task Force, we have developed 
the accompanying proposal for reorganization and consolidation, in which the 
College of Home Economics, renamed, would play a central role. · 

Included are the following: 

1. A list of assumptions underlying the proposal; 
2. A narrative description of the proposal; 
3. A diagram of the proposed structure; 
4. Current organizational diagrams of the College of 

(Home Economics) and the Institute of Agriculture, 
Forestry, and Home Economics; and 

5. A proposed checklist, with categories to be added, 
for the assessment of alternative proposals. 

This proposal is just that; it is, in some areas, not complete and 
is subject to revision as well. · 

En c. 

We hope it will be a helpful contribution to moving us ahead . 

. 
' ., 



A Proposal to the Human Services Task Force 
Beker & McCubbin 

I. Basic Assymptjons: 

A. We should advance a proposal that would, insofar as possible, con
solidate the human services programs we are considering under a 
single administrative umbrella that will foster the joint develop
ment and strengthening of each area involved; 

B. The plan offered by the Task Force should specify the organizational 
objectives, including administrative arrangements, and provide for 
reaching them over an appropriate time span to insure a smooth and 
supportive transition for all units involved. 

C. The professional standards of the individual programs, particularly 
as they relate to issues of accreditation and established excellence, 
should be maintained, and strengthened where possible. 

D. The reorganization of programs should include a systematic effort to 
reduce costs, maximize efficiency, and still maintain the highest 
quality of programming so characteristic of the University of 
Mi nnes_ota. 

E. We should examine the specifics of each program systematically and 
suggest ways to eliminate unnecessary duplication and to coordinate 
program elements so as to make maximum and effective use of faculty 
competencies within each program--to deliver the best set of offerings 
to undergraduate, graduate; and· non-traditional students, and in 
research and service. , : . 

I 

. l { 

' . 

F. The details of organizational ·and program change cannot be projected 
effectively outside the context provided by the specific administrative 
umbrella under which each unit will exist and by the other units to be 
included, so recommendations should offer meaningful latitude for 
fine tuning "in situ .. as appropriate. 
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II. An Outline of the Proposal: 

In its deliberations to date, the Task Force has heard about a wide variety 
of activities that seem to fit within a framework of seven major functions or 
concerns as follows: 

A. Enhanced understanding of family social and economic functioning and 
how to help families, and preparation for working with families; 

B. The study of youth development, the enhancement of services for youth, 
and the education of youthworkers; 

C. Professional social work education; 

D. Undergraduate preparation of human service practitioners, particularly 
those from nontraditional backgrounds; 

E. Liberal undergraduate education for students interested in concen
trating in the area of social welfare; 

F. Understanding and pro vi ding for the social welfare needs of rural and 
Native American populations, particularly in northern Minnesota; and 

G. Providing in-service, continuing education opportunities for practicing 
human service personnel. 

To meet these needs most efficiently and effectively, it is proposed that most of 
the units involved be concentrated in an expanded, renamed College of Home 
Economics (CHE}. A more clearly defined General College (GC) focus in the human 
services and a broadened, renamed CESW-type unit in CEE would be maintained as 
well, with the three units working closely together in mutually nourishing rela
tionships as is developed more fully below. 

At this time, youth and family issues are addressed in CHE in close associa
tion with the Agricultural Experiment Station and the Agricultural Extension Service. 
To these could be added a CESW-ac·creditable (Council on Social Work Education) 
social work education component, based on the current School of Social Work program. 
The Duluth component would also join CHE but maintain its location in Duluth, per
haps being guided by the 11 Branch Station .. model alreqdy used in agricultural re
search, whereby the Experiment Station supports units in parts of the state where 
special conditions (e.g., soil and weather) establ'ish ~a need. Its functions 
might broaden in collaboration with the Extension Service to include leadership 
roles in the activities of the Service in northern Minnesota, as well as providing 
an active field station for faculty in the family and youth areas. The CHE inter
departmental model for undergraduate education, combining liberal and professional 
degree requirements, would be utilized by the four units involved (SSW, CSD, FSoS, 
CYDR) in developing a bachelor•s degree program in social welfare with sub-speciali
zation available in family social science, youth studies, rural social welfare, 
and Native American social welfare. This would encompass in one broadly-oriented 
degree program the current Bachelor of Arts in Social Welfare, the proposed CHE 
bachelor•s program in Youth Studies, and perhaps the CHE bachelor•s program in 
Family Relationships. 

At the same time, the BSW programs could be dropped and undergraduate direct 
human se~vice .practitioner preparation.programs concentrated in ~C ... It is not 
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proposed that these programs be moved to CHE, despite the greater 11 neatness 11 that 
that might seem to suggest, for several reasons. First, they seem to be so 
imbedded in the ·overall GC program that to move them would require major renova
tion in that unit. Second, GC has shown a special capability to fulfill the 
University's racial and social class-related commitments by providing access 
and education for these groups. They and the human service components at CHE 
would, however, be expected to work closely together on a continuing basis, and 
GC should continue to be developed as a pathway into the human service graduate 
offerings for nontraditional students. Such closeness should be expressed and 
supported structurally through jointly appointe·d faculty members, avoidance of 
course duplication, reciprocal course requirements where appropriate, the involve
ment of GC as a field placement site for appropriate CHE graduate students inter
ested in teaching and research in the human services, and in other ways. 

CESW has compiled an enviable record in serving not only the social work 
field~ but the entire range of human services and social welfare. Therefore, 
its role and mission should be reflected in a new name, and formal, mutually 
supportive organizational linkages with CHE and GC should be established. This 
unit might then absorb other CEE human service activities not now under CESW, 
and it would be well to rethink with GC any apparent overlap in certificate 
programs offered by the two units. Shared certificates might be a reasonable· 
option to provide both for regular students and for those who wish to take a 
similar program but need to work around hours of employment, etc. 

The result of this proposal would be a large, synergistic unit focused on 
. the human services in CHE, propelled to work integratively and to eliminate 
duplication by a shared bachelor's program, shar.ed faculty, the College's style 
and personality, and the Experiment Station and Extension Service connections. 
The Duluth program could draw on a wide range of faculty colleagues for support 
and enrichment, perhaps through exchanges with Twin Cities campus through which 
the work of all involved would be enhanced. Close linkages among CHE, GC, and 
CEE would be established and maintained as well, with each of these programs 
handling the work in their areas as suggested above. The scatter and structural 
insulation that have kept the groups from such productive interaction in the 
past would, thus, be minimized. Finally, undergraduate, resident direct prac
titioner degrees would be concentrated in GC, and undergraduate degrees in the 
social welfare field would be subsumed as one CHE degree program in social 
welfare. · · 

There are, of course, many details·unspecified .. Discussions would, for 
example, be required with the Directors of the Experiment Station and the Exten
sion Service with respect to mutuality of interests and the possibility of 
establishing supportive relationships. If this overview has appeal, we should 
perhaps move toward a consideration of the specifics in the context of the needs 
of the academic and administrative units involved. 
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Proposed outline for the report of the All-university's Task Force 

I. \ihat exists - roles and functions 

A. Academic units - credit and noncredit 

B. Brief history of individual program developments 

C. Strengths 

D. Deficiencies 

E. Opportunities 

II. Quality, Connectedness, and Integration, Demand, Uniqueness 

III. Recommendations - A four-phase plan for program directions in the broad 

fields of social ~~rk, social development and family-youth science. 

IV. Benefits and Costs to the University in light of the recommendations 

contained herein. 

A. Benefits 

B. Costs 

C. Duplication 

D. Merger'and consolidation issues. The need for a continuing cross-

college transition effort. 

V. Implementation prospects and details 

VI. Minority Views 

) 
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A PROPOSAL FOR CONSOLIDATION IN TlffiEE STAGES 

Phase I KEY PROGR.AH OBJECTIVES: Consolidate T\vO Schools of Social Hork 

A. Strengthen long-term resource base for social work education by 
administrative merger of the two schools of social work. 

B. Submit a detailed plan for Duluth and Minneapolis-based efforts, 
to include: 

1) undergraduate and graduate degree program offerings, 
2) continued focus on American Indians 
3) continue rural and international focus with combined 

resources of Minneapolis campus. 

C. Form a combined part-time degree and professional education office 
within the newly merged school of social work and social development 
with half funding coming from Duluth and half funding from }Iinnea
polis. Highest priority to be given to further development of part
time graduate programs. 

D. Implement, icmediately, more cross-listing of courses between 
Social Hork, Family Social Science, Center for .Youth Development, 
and General College. 

Structural Changes in Phase I 

A. Maintain, te~porarily, the existing collegiate structure for a new 
combined School of Social \-lork and Social Development; A collegiate 
dean over both Minneapolis and Duluth programs, reporting directly 
to Vice President Keller for not more than a two-year transition 
period. Small advisory committee from the All-University Task Force, 
to continue in a planning/implementation capacity during this period. 

Reasons: 

1) 
2) 

3) 

4) 

need for budgetary decision-making at vice president's level; 
involvement of multiple collegiate units calls for vice 
president decision-making; , 
differences in unionized and nonunionized faculty require 
central administrative attention; ~ ~., 
promotion and tenure process and channels may require special 
coordination 

B. Incorporate professional social 'tvork continuing education function 
within the combined school with less emphasis on high volume con
tinuing education. Any planned restructuring of human services pro
gramming in CEE should be more closely linked to existing schools 
and departments in the University. 
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Phase II KEY PROGRAH OBJECTIVES 

A. Complete arrangements for dual degree program with Family Social 
Science. 

B. College of Home Economics presents final plan for combined Family 
Social Science and Youth Studies unit. 

C. Better integrate the various undergraduate degree programs and 
resources. Cross-listing courses is a possible first step. 

D. Eliminate redundancies in certificate programs between General 
College and CEE in certificate and degree programs. 

E. Freeze development of new degree programs (~·[·• masters degree in 
youth studies). 

Structural Ch.3nge in Phase II 

A. Herger of Center for Youth Development and Family Social Sciences 
to be impl~~ented. College of Home Economics may indicate willing
ness to change overall name of college to foster a more receptive 
umbrella collegiate unit. 

B. Define role of certificate level education outreach missions in the 
human services. Locate responsibility for certificate education, if 
any, within restructured Social Work Continuing Education program 

P.hase III KEY PROGR~~ OBJECTIVES 

Further consideration of closer teaching and research ties between the 
combined social work schools and family-youth science. Final location 
of combined social work school is determined and Family-Youth Science 
relationship is further clarified. Family Social Science merged with 
Youth Studies could remain as autonomous, specialized research insti
tute either i~ a possible umbrella unit or more closely associated with 
social work. See attached diagrams on program structures. 
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APPENDIX C 

July 20, 1982 GltADUATE SCHOOL' 

TO: John Wallace, Chair, Human Services Task Force 

FROM: Neil F. Bracht, Task Force Member ~ 6 
C. David Hollister, Elected Faculty Observer~~ 

SUBJECT: Comments on the second revised version of the report 
of the Task Force 

JUL 2 l 1982 

We are responding to your memorandum of July 6 concerning the second revision 
of the report of the Task Force. 

Our main concern, which was expressed by Neil Bracht at the July 1 meeting, 
and which has been the subject of several discussions by the Task Force, is 
that the report does not raise the very important question as to the possible 
impacts of the two alternative organizational/administrative arrangements 
upon our School's accreditation. Specifically, we request that the wording 
on page seven·, paragraph three, lines 7-9 be changed to say: 

"Possible weaknesses of this alternative are that it might distance 
the School of Social Work from the library and faculty resources on 
the Minneapolis campus and that such an administrative arrangement 
may not be acceptable to the School's accrediting body. Further, 
physical relocation of the School to the St. Paul Campus would 
almost certainly precipitate a sharp decline in the number of under
graduates electing majors in social work, given reduced accessability 
and convenience of classes, instructors, and advisors to the large 
number of CLA undergraduates who now major in social work." 

Second, we request that the wording on page eight, Item c be changed to say: 

"c. What are the practical problems that wou:td came •from administrative 
affiliation with the renamed College of Home Economics and how could 
they be resolved? Would such an arrangement have an adverse impact 
upon accreditation of the social work programs? Would these problems 
be reduced by an alternative administrative arrangement?" 

In support of these requests ~nd to show that there are indeed some serious 
questions as to possible impacts on accreditation, we are attaching the 
relevant standards from the Commission on Accreditation of the Council on 
Social Work Education. 

I. With regard to administrative arrangements: 
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Standard 

4211 The position of a school within the organizational structure of the 
educational institution shall enable the school to fulfill its 
educational purpose and shall be similar to that of other profes~ 
sional schools in the institution.! 

4212 A school of social work shall be so organized within the educational 
institution that it has a clear identity. It shall have responsibility 
and freedom to (1) evolve curriculum and guide its development and 
modification; (2) select and recommend appointment of faculty; 
(3) present and defend, to appropriate university authorities, a 
budget in harmony with its objectives; and (4) administer the budget 
as approved. 

Educational isntitutions utilize different forms of organization. 
Experience has shown, however, that the most desirable pattern is 
to organize the professional program of social work education as a 
separate school within the educational institution. Institutions 
in which a program is differently organized will be requested to supply 
evidence that the dean or director has the authority necessary for 
the continuing development of the program.2 

1231 A school seeking accreditation must be an integral part of a recog
nized educational institution. It should occupy a position, similar 
to other professional schools in the institutional structure, that 
makes possible the degree of autonomy needed to fulfill its educational 
purpose.3 

1233 A school shall have an annual budget for teaching, administration, and 
research which can be shown to be adequate to carry out its total program. 
The school and the educational institution shall have, and continue to 
implement, long-range financial plans which will assure the stability and 
development of the school.4 

1council on Social Work Education, Manual of Accrediting Standards for Graduate 
Professional Scheols of Social Work (New York:·csw~, 1971), p. 22. 

3Ibid., p. 6. 

4Ibid., p. 6. 
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Standard 

3. The program shall have autonomy sufficient to assure realization of the 
program objectives. 

3.1 The social work program shall have autonomy in areas including: 
an identified budget; established governance and administrative 
structure; responsibility for participation in personal recruitment, 
retention, promotion and tenure decisions; support staff assigned 
to the program; and other resources and authority required for the 
achievement of specified program objectives.S 

II. With regard to the need for ties to the liberal arts: 

6.4 The liberal arts perspective in professional education enriches the 
understanding of the person-environment context of social owrk. The 
broad understandings fostered by education programs with this perspective 
are essential to the mastery of social work content. As the student 
assimilates the social work content, much of the knowledge from the 
liberal arts perspective will become even more useful and relevant.6 

6.5 Education with the liberal arts perspective is most commonly provided 
at the undergraduate levle, but is a prerequisite for both undergraduate 
and graduate professional programs in social work. 7 

6.6 The educational experience of students entering social work programs 
should have emphasized acquisition of the knowledge, attitudes, ways 
of thinking, and means of communication that are characteristic of 
an educated person capable of thinking about society, about people and 
their problems, and about such expressions of culture as art, literature, 
science, history, and philosophy. While the exact nature of a liberal 
arts perspective is not specified, it is not to be construed as meaning 
a narrow technical background or one that is otherwise restricted.8 

5
Memorandum to CSWE members from D.B. Daly, President, CSWE, dated Feburary 

6, 1981 and titled, "Revised Accreditation St~ndards, Statuses, and 
Procedures." '., 

6
CSWE, "Curriculum Policy for the Master's Degree and Baccalaureate Degree 

Programs in Social Work Education," adapted by the Board of Directors, 
May 24, 1982. Effective July 1, 1983, p. 6. 

7 Ibid., p. 7. 

8 Ibid., p. 7. 
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Standard 

6.11 Social work education at the master's level is built on the liberal 
arts perspective and must include the professional foundation and one 
or more concentrations. In the master's program, the content relating 
to the professional foundation is directed toward preparing the student 
for concentration. Students who graduate from MSW programs are to 
have advanced analytic and practice skills sufficient for self-critical, 
accountable, and ultimately autonomous practice.9 

6.13 All MSW programs must require or provide an educational background 
with a liberal arts perspective. They also must provide all non-BSW 
students with the professional foundation content on which every 
concentration is built.10 

III. With regard to faculty credentials: 

7.2 Each person who teaches required practice courses and/or directs the 
practicum shall hold credentials which include a master's degree in 
social work, and shall have post-master's experience in professional 
social work practice.11 

7.3 Responsibility for providing basic educational experiences shall be 
vested in a core of full-time, experienced, knowledgeable faculty 
who identify with the profession of social owrk. Part-time and adjunct 
faculty may provide flexibility and breadth to the program as a supple
ment to the core of faculty.12 

IV. With regard to library facilities: 

5211 The book, periodical, and reference collection shall support--by 
qual~ty, size, nature, and appropriate duplication of holdings--the 
instructional and research programs of the school and be assembled 
in such a way as to be readily accessible for student use. (emphasis 
added) 13 

Our point in citing these standards is not that they automatically preclude 
any of the alternatives discussed-by the Task Force; but rather that the final 
report should raise the accreditation question, so that the working group called 
for in Recommendation Three will give serious attentioc to the accreditation 
questions. 

9Ibid., p. 8 

10Ibid., p. 8. 

11 Daly, op.cit., p. 9. 

1~aly, op.cit., p. 9. 

13csWE, Manual of Accrediting Standards for Graduate Professional Schools of 
Social Work (New York: CSWE, 1971), p. 30. 


