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 Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
 February 8, 1990 
 
 
Present: John Clark (chair), John Clausen, Jean Congdon, Roland Guyotte, Karen Karni, Marvin 

Mattson, Gary Parnes, Julie Peterson, Jennifer Wesson 
 
Guests: Thomas Clayton, Trudy Dunham (Council of Graduate Students), Darwin Hendel 

(Academic Affairs), Dean Robert Holt (Graduate School), Warren Ibele (Senate 
Consultative Committee), Jack Merwin, Mary Sue Simmons (Academic Professional 
Staff), James Tracy 

 
 
1.   Separation of Graduate and Undergraduate Students in 5-XXX Courses 
 
 Professor Clark opened the meeting by welcoming Professor Tom Clayton and Dean Robert Holt; 
the latter began the discussion. 
 
 From the perspective of the Graduate School, Dean Holt said, the anomaly of the 5-XXX courses 
raises more questions than anything else.  Graduate students complain that these courses are often not 
graduate-level and that many contain many undergraduates.  Undergraduates, on the other hand, complain 
about being competing with graduate students. Medical and Law School courses are 5-XXX but not open 
to undergraduates; there are similar courses in other units.  The result is that the 1, 3, and 8 as first digits 
in course numbers convey meaning, 5 conveys no meaning whatsoever.  Given that there are nine digits, 
why don't we use other digits to convey additional information? 
 
 The Graduate School proposed, in its Strategy for Focus plans, the introduction of two new course 
levels, 6-XXX and 7-XXX.  The 7-XXX numbers would be used for professional school courses where 
the courses are limited to those enrolled in the college (primarily Law and Medicine)--in schools which 
give their own degree rather than a Graduate degree (so would not be used in Engineering or other 
"professional" programs).   
 
 The 5-XXX courses would be primarily for undergraduate students (although graduate students 
would not necessarily be precluded from taking them for credit but they would not typically be expected 
nor would they be requirements in a graduate program).  The 6-XXX courses would be the opposite:  
Primarily graduate level, although open to undergraduates, but they could not be required courses in any 
undergraduate major.  Asked if this would change the nature of the existing 5-XXX courses, Dean Holt 
replied that the patterns vary widely across the institution; some are primarily graduate students and some 
are primarily undergraduates.  With these widely varying practices, introduction of new numbers would 
clarify course level meaning. 
 
 There would of course still be some ambiguity, Dean Holt said, because of small numbers of 
undergraduates taking 6-XXX courses, and vice-versa, but that would be acceptable--and there should be 
few barriers to such cross-overs for bright undergraduates.  Some of the existing 8-XXX courses, in at 
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least some departments, might well be reclassified as 6-XXX courses. 
 
 Dean Holt told the Committee that he had sent to the deans a written proposal along these lines; 
their responses were ones "of considerable annoyance."  He said he had just reviewed those letters and is 
unable to understand them, although it is clear an emotional nerve was touched.  One issue was the 
mechanics of making the change, although he had only proposed introducing the new numbers and letting 
the colleges use them if they wished.  The Dean of the Medical School, on the other hand, liked it 
immediately; it would simplify his life considerable. 
 
 Another part of the opposition was on grounds of educational philosophy--there is no real 
difference between a good undergraduate student and a graduate student and the courses should be wide 
open.  Dean Holt told the Committee that his proposal would have allowed the cross-over but that he 
disagreed with the philosophy; the purposes of undergraduate and graduate educations are very different.  
The difference has not to do with level of difficulty but rather with what is done in a course; they are 
conducted differently.  One will be more directed at the research literature. 
 
 The major issue, in fine, is the ambiguity of the 5-XXX course; there are a large number of 
graduate students who complain because they believe they will be taking a graduate course and learn that 
they are not.   
 
 Asked if there were staffing implications, which might be why the deans opposed the proposal, 
Dean Holt replied that it is perhaps time for the University to recognize that it should quit pretending it 
can do things with a staff that is too small.  That is also why the proposal would be option; some units 
could use it and others could not.  The Graduate School would not have a policy on the matter; that would 
be department option.  It would be expected that graduate requirements would be at the 6-XXX level, but 
recognizing that some departments simply could not staff them is the reason why any change would be 
implemented over time; as the undergraduate population is reduced, however, departments might have 
more flexibility. 
 
 On the 3-XXX/5-XXX courses with the same number, Dean Holt said he thought there should be a 
separate syllabus and a separate exam.  This addresses the problem by making the faculty work harder in 
that they have to teach two courses as one.  There are probably fields, he noted, where the graduate 
student will not have majored in it as an undergraduate and where it would make sense to have the joint 
courses.  This would not, however, generally be the case. 
 
 Asked whether he saw graduate and undergraduate education as incompatible, Dean Holt said he 
was saying that there is perhaps a 10 or 15% overlap--which is why he would propose to permit cross-
overs--but that would not apply in 90% of the cases.   
 
 What then, Dean Holt was asked, is the advantage to undergraduates taking their education at a 
research university, particularly in the classroom?  He replied that faculty at a research university can 
bring to their classes, because of their research, something different than what other faculty can.  They 
can bring research knowledge and methodology to their classes. 
 
 There seemed to be agreement that there would be more students taking 6-XXX courses and 
correspondingly fewer in 5-XXX courses.  Dean Holt observed that this is essentially what Electrical 
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Engineering does now, by dividing requirements for courses numbered 5000 to 5499 and for those 
numbered 5500 and above. 
 
 Professor Clark turned next to Professor Tom Clayton, who said that he agreed in part with Dean 
Holt.  Professor Clayton recalled that the issue arose for him as a matter of "truth in advertising":  Faculty 
in CLA who were proposing 5-XXX courses were asked to specify what the different requirements would 
be for graduate and undergraduate students.  This seemed to him and others to be irrational because there 
is no reflection on the transcript of differences among 5-XXX enrollments; truth in advertising should 
require some clarity of definition; a 5-XXX course should be a 5-XXX course.  There are also some, he 
said, who see considerable merit in having graduate and undergraduate students in the same class, 
irrespective of the numbering or staffing; the distinction between graduates and undergraduates is 
artificial and it is useful to have intellectual stimulus and "cross-pollination."  Those of his view, he said, 
believed that the double-course numbering was desirable; one enrolled as an undergraduate at the 3-XXX 
level (unless graduate credit was desired, when the 5-XXX number would be used and which would also 
require additional work and reading). 
 
 This does not, he said, necessarily mean that Dean Holt's proposal should not be considered, 
because there may be fields where it should be used.  What is important is that the public knows what the 
numbers mean. 
 
 Asked if the proposals could both be adopted and meet his goal of mixing the two groups of 
students, Professor Clayton said that would depend on how the transcript were explained.  If it made clear 
that 5-XXX were essentially a graduate course in which undergraduates were enrolled, and if the work 
requirements in the course were the same, then presumably the 6-XXX course would have demand a 
higher level of work than the 5-XXX.  So long as the demands are the same for all the people in the class, 
there would be no problem.  If, however, there are two different levels of requirements then there should 
be two different levels of recognition--which is accomplished by the split-level course. 
 
 Professor Clark next asked Professor Tracy for his comments.  He began by suggesting that the 
University teaches five different kinds of courses:  beginning undergraduate, somewhat advanced 
undergraduate, a more concentrated undergraduate course, and two levels of graduate courses.  History, 
he reported, does the same thing as Electrical Engineering; it maintains a distinction between courses 
numbered below and above 5500.  While reasonable to the department, he agreed that the distinction 
means nothing on the transcript. 
 
 Professor Tracy also agreed with Dean Holt's point about "premature professionalization" through 
exposure of undergraduates to graduate education; he said he did not think that was something the 
University should do in its undergraduate education.  Ways should be maintained to permit 
undergraduates to take beginning graduate courses, and vice-versa, he said, but the transcript should 
recognize the five different levels of courses rather than four.  Dean Holt interjected that there are really 
six, because courses such as those in Law and Medicine are very different. 
 
 Asked if a faculty member were given credit for two courses if offering a combined 3-XXX and 5-
XXX course, Dean Holt said not but the reports to the legislature differentiate between them because 
there are different levels of support for graduate and undergraduate education. 
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 The point was made that the consumers of transcripts have difficulty with the numbers; Dean Holt 
concurred that the more ambiguity there is the less there is being told.  It was agreed that clarification of 
the 5-XXX courses would be clarified; the 6-XXX level would be new. 
 
 There are, it was suggested, two separate questions at hand:  One is better identifying what the 
University is doing and the other is whether or not something different should be done. 
 
 Asked what an undergraduate needs to do to enroll in an 8-XXX course, Dean Holt said permission 
of the Graduate School is needed--which is given quite reluctantly.  The 6-XXX courses, he said, should 
be relatively easy for an undergraduate to get into; consent of the instructor, perhaps, would be enough--
but the courses could not be required as part of the undergraduate major.  Almost all the people in these 
courses would be graduate students; that will be known when an undergraduate enrolls in it.  Approvals 
for new 6-XXX courses would, though, be approved by the Graduate School, not the college. 
 
 There was discussion about the "blending" which now takes place, both the 3-XXX/5-XXX courses 
with the same registration as well as in the existing 5-XXX courses; the point was made that this would 
not be eliminated; what would be eliminated would be the courses which are equally undergraduate and 
graduate.  Courses would be primarily one or the other.  
 
 The Committee next heard from Trudy Dunham, President of the Council of Graduate Students.  
Ms. Dunham said that the blending of undergraduates and graduates might be appropriate in some 
departments and not others; that would be a matter of judgment for the faculty in the unit.  Most graduate 
students who responded to a COGS inquiry felt that their education was hindered when there were a large 
number of undergraduates in their courses because those courses then become structured for the 
undergraduates.  They do not, then, prepare a graduate student for taking an 8-XXX-level course or to do 
their research.  In some departments the leap from the 5-XXX course to the 8-XXX course is a large one; 
with very general 5-XXX courses, graduate students are expected to make that leap on their own and be 
prepared for the advanced seminar. 
 
 The Council of Graduate Students has several recommendations on this matter.  One, to avoid 
mixing graduate and undergraduate students unless it is necessary to obtain the critical mass of students 
necessary to offer the course and if desirable for educational reasons--both for undergraduates and 
graduate students.  Second, the 5-XXX-level courses--or 6-XXX if a different numbering system were 
chosen--be developed to prepare students for advanced graduate study.  Third, require approval by the 
Graduate School for courses that can be used in graduate degree programs; this would be a way of 
ensuring that the course would have the necessary content and structure to prepare for 8-XXX level 
courses.  Fourth, enforce prerequisites for course entry and appropriate assignments.  (It was clarified that 
5-XXX courses are not now reviewed by the Graduate School.) 
 
 Professor Clayton observed that that statement provided a good argument for a 6-XXX level 
course, especially for those who teach graduate students intending to go on to the doctorate.  It was also 
suggested, however, that there are a diversity of graduate students--continuing education, Masters' versus 
Ph.D.--and that perhaps a single approach would not be appropriate.  Apart from Masters' degrees not 
offered through the Graduate School, Ms. Dunham responded that the Graduate School has the 
responsibility to ensure that any graduate degree is in fact that.  The faculty and review groups have the 
responsibility to ensure that the course is appropriate.  Standards may differ among disciplines on course 
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structure and what will be required, which is appropriate. 
 
 The comment was made that in some colleges there is no enforcement of the rule that there be 
different requirements for graduates and undergraduates in 5-XXX courses.  Dean Holt said that some 
colleges do not do so as a matter of principle and said he would defer to the advice of the graduate 
students.  Using 5-XXX for both graduate and undergraduate purposes, however, was undesirable. 
 
 Dean Holt also suggested that some data be obtained from Management Planning for a quarter or a 
year on the distribution of enrollment in 5-XXX courses.  The problem may not be as large as some might 
think, he added. 
 
2.   Measures in Improvement of Quality in Undergraduate Education 
 
 Professor Clark next welcomed Darwin Hendel and Jack Merwin to the meeting to discuss quality 
indicators. 
 
 Professor Merwin began by noting that the Committee had received the Proposed Quality 
Indicators for Undergraduate Education for the Twin Cities Campus (August, 1988) and the more recent 
report to the legislature (December, 1989) on monitoring quality improvements.  The August, 1988, 
document grew out of a number of factors that came together; the University said it needed to have fewer 
students to have higher quality and legislators asked how the University would know when it had higher 
quality, the accountability movement at the primary and secondary level was beginning to attract 
legislative attention with regard to higher education, which in turn led to the creation of a task force 
which was charged to create pilot studies to do assessment in public higher education.  Each of the four 
systems were to designate a faculty member and administrator to serve on the task force; President Keller 
designated John Wallace and Jack Merwin (Darwin Hendel subsequently replaced John Wallace). 
 
 As a result Dr. Wallace put together what Professor Merwin described as a "rump group"--people 
Wallace knew were interested in the subject.  This group, without any specific charge or responsibility, 
tried to come up with realistic indices to be used.  Part of the motivation was fear that others would devise 
such measures if the University itself did not do so.  (Indeed, recalled Professor Merwin, one reaction in 
the task force was to set up a test and give it to all institutions in the state in order to identify where there 
is quality education.  That was beat down quickly, but some would have been very comfortable with it.) 
 
 The document reflects the judgment that there should be assessment at three levels:  "input 
assessment," process assessments, and outcome assessments.  Now, a year and half after the report was 
distributed, there has been some movement on some of them.  There has been less accomplished on the 
outcome measures as on some of the others.  The report has had no formal response although some people 
in central administration have acted on some of the measures. 
 
 Asked what response he would expect from the University, or whether or not colleges would see 
this as central, Professor Merwin said they were hoping that the consciousness of people would be raised 
about the need to do quality assessment and that something would be put on the table to be "chewed on."  
As to who would chew on it, SCEP would be a nominee, and Professor Merwin expressed the hope that 
would still occur.  It would be desirable to focus on at least one or two measures, whether or not the ones 
in the report, and obtain the support of the Senate and general acceptance of assessment.  
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 Professor Merwin pointed out that in dealing with the legislature if the University is doing 
something, making some honest movement, then the outsiders would probably leave the University alone. 
That may, of course, not remain the case.  But a good faith effort would likely leave the University its 
own master.  Dr. Hendel added that not only was there worry about what might come from the outside but 
also, at least since the Task Force on the Undergraduate Experience, a growing conviction that more 
attention should be paid to undergraduate education and to better define what is met by quality in that 
education. 
 
 Dr. Hendel emphasized that the document was intended to serve as discussion piece for those on 
campus interested in the topic; there was no intention that the indicators noted were necessarily the only 
ones which should be used.  These are only some of the possibilities in a very complex matter upon which 
the University might wish to reach consensus. 
 
 One important indicator in the report is retention and graduation rates.  The view seems to have 
spread, in the last year or so, that these are the prime indicators; Dr. Hendel cautioned, however, that 
other indicators, such as the characteristics of students and what happens to them in the University are 
important.  To make improvements, he said, requires understanding of the processes which contribute to 
the outcomes.  In and of itself retention rates do not give much guidance on what to do to change them. 
 
 The report has gone to the Council of Undergraduate Deans and they have discussed it; the general 
consensus appears to be--among the deans as well as other groups--that this is a reasonable set of 
indicators.  No group, however, has been asked which might be more important than others.  The 
undergraduate deans did, however, focus upon indicators which focus on the employment experiences of 
graduates.  This is also, Dr. Hendel observed, an indicator which is filtered by intervening factors over 
which the University has little control. 
 
 Turning to the second report, Dr. Hendel said that it was intended as a discussion piece; it tells the 
legislature about some of the things that the University will probably be doing as a way of assessing the 
impact of reduced enrollment and changing emphases.  Nothing is cast in stone nor does it suggest that 
the University will report the data to any external constituencies. 
 
  A point was raised about financial aid and about the length of time it takes to graduate. Dr. Hendel 
recalled the report to HECB on timely completion; not only do only a small percentage graduate, but 
those who do take a long time to complete their degrees.  Those indicators, he commented, could be 
influenced but it will take a long time because they are affected by such things as student employment.  It 
is questionable whether or not this is related to quality.  Research on quality in higher education, he said, 
typically focuses on students who enter the institution:  test scores, GPAs, etc.  These are seen as 
surrogates for the quality of students.  This does not go to the processes or the outcomes.  
 
 Retention information, Dr. Hendel told the Committee, is much better than it was even three years 
ago; better statistics are also being provided on class size and about students of color, for example.  
Progress is being made on some of the indicators, although there has been no decision on what is most 
important. 
 
 There was discussion of the meaning of graduation rate, both given the context of the University in 
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a large metropolitan area and vis-a-vis peer institutions. 
 
 Professor Merwin reported on two other items.  Dr. Hendel did a "quick and dirty" study using 
outcome measures available commercially being used at some institutions.  Second, the University 
received $60,000 (pursuant to the legislation calling for assessment) to plan a pilot project and $117,000 
to implement it.   
 
 Professor Clark asked if the Committee wished to obtain data.  Professor Merwin pointed out that 
the rump group had included input and process indicators as well as outcomes in order to obtain some 
insights on why things might be occurring.  Are we able, Professor Clark then asked, to answer questions 
from legislators or parents which might come up--that the data will be available, although it may take 
awhile to get them--or should SCEP take action.  Dr. Hendel said in some areas the University has 
excellent information, in others it does not.  One weak area is data about the quality of teaching; the 
graduate survey gives some sense of what they think but broad information has not been gathered.  
Another weak area is class size experience, although some progress is being made; TA training and its 
effectiveness is another.  Although better off than a few years ago, the University would have difficulty 
providing detailed information from several indicators on the list. 
 
 One Committee member expressed the opinion that additional study was not what was needed; the 
University, it was said, has a genius for making complex what is really quite simple.  The University, he 
said, is a ship without a rudder in terms of its contact with students; it has no influence with them; it 
cannot persuade them there are benefits to carrying 15 credits and finishing in four years; the University 
does not guide them nor serve as role models.  Students are strictly on their own.  Further, there are no 
rules, no policies; they tell us they want material things and education is a low priority.  Parents are busy 
and don't care. As a result, 17- and 18-year-olds arrive on campus and are expected to make wise 
decisions about whether or when to graduate, they have lousy teaching in many areas and never see 
faculty members--none of this is so complex that it requires additional study.  There must be faculty 
involved, and there must be leadership; if the University is going to have a faculty member who is a lousy 
teacher in the classroom, it has to make him or her shape up.  It is time to start dealing with the problems, 
beginning with providing quality instruction.  One result is that students are not living up to their 
potential.  It is time not only for adequate preparation but also for the University to set some guidelines on 
what will be expected.  It is also time for parents to begin supporting their kids in college rather than rely 
on the taxpayers (although those who are financially unable to do so should have the opportunity to 
attend). 
 
 On the last point, Dr. Hendel reported, Minnesota has a higher percentage of students who say they 
are financially independent than is the case at peer institutions.  They are responsible for paying for their 
own education.  To that it was said that students have received the message that part-time attendance is 
acceptable and parents see that other kids work their way through and wonder why they should pay. 
 
 One of the student members of the Committee concurred that students see no reason why they have 
to graduate in four years.  There is no reward or impetus to do so, especially when they work.  More 
students also take time off, in part to work.  Many don't go to class because they are just tired.  It is not 
just good teaching; some of the factors cannot be dealt with.  The University, however, it was argued, 
must set the standards. 
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 One thing missing is an understanding between the University and the students about the 
expectations of each.  There is no "connectedness"; one is simply "taking courses at the U."  The 
University should say it expects students to go to class and take a certain number of credits; the students 
have the right to expect a teacher who is coherent.  Dr. Hendel reported that some students still come 
expecting to graduate in four years, but by the end of their first day on campus 43 people have told them 
they won't. 
 
 One missing indicator, it was suggested, is number of courses and sections offered and times they 
are offered.  Elimination of bottleneck courses would help in moving students along to graduation.  
Commitment to Focus, however, may have been an excuse to cut numbers of sections.  Dr. Hendel 
reported that data compiled by Management Planning show that departments have not reduced the 
number of sections, and that with declining enrollment class sizes are actually dropping.  That does not 
mean that access is better; it remains a problem.  Students are told that these are the courses they need to 
start out well--but then says that only 62% of the students can take them.  
 
 Another issue is the number of credits attached to courses.  Three 4-credit courses versus three 5-
credit courses makes a big difference--as against four 4-credit courses. 
 
 For a student coming to the University who does not know what his or her major will be, advisors 
will suggest taking a variety of introductory courses.  But with the many distribution requirements the 
University has, taking a wide array of introductory courses will make it impossible to fulfill the 
distribution requirements and degree in four years.  That advice, it was suggested, was not very good.  
Others commented that whether one spends five or six years on campus is among the least important 
factors to be considered. 
 
 Professor Clark thanked Professor Merwin and Dr. Hendel.  Dr. Merwin pointed out, in departing, 
that one reason little action has been taken is because the group that gathered the indicators had no 
authority to do what it did and no to whom it reported.  The link with a responsible administrator has 
limited the impact; if SCEP wished to take up the issue, and push on the matter of indicators, it might be 
helpful. 
 
3.   Review of the Core Curriculum 
 
 Professor Clark announced that the item relating specifically to the Humanities Department has 
been taken off the agenda, even though he had been asked to take it up by the Faculty Consultative 
Committee, because CLA has not yet dealt with the matter within the college.  He welcomed Professor 
Warren Ibele, chair of FCC, to the meeting, however, to discuss the more general question of procedure, 
of a forum for review of the questions raised. 
 
 Professor Ibele said that withdrawing the item from the agenda provides the Committee with time 
for thought and planning on how these situations ought to be dealt with.  The President's Initiative on 
Excellence in Undergraduate Education, he noted, envisions something different in liberal education from 
what now prevails; the Task Force on Liberal Education will have the responsibility for laying out the 
broad guidelines on what a liberal education should consist of at the University (Twin Cities campus).  
That will include assumption of responsibility for areas within the purview of collegiate units. 
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 The question that will arise is this:  Given the shifting interests of faculty, once the broad outlines 
of what a liberal education become clear, what group should exercise an oversight to see that regardless of 
faculty interests to see that those broad outlines, endorsed by the faculty, continue to be met?  That 
wherever faculty ability might be housed, those conditions will be met?  What, for example, if the 
mathematics faculty one morning decided it was tired of teaching calculus to generations of engineering 
students and was going to do something else?  Professor Ibele argued that the University should not be 
powerless to ensure that those who need mathematics instruction will get it in some way.  It may be that 
the Task Force will recommend a standing body.  But the institution must have some means to ensure that 
needed courses are available. 
 
 It was agreed that a department decision to drop a course, especially within the core, is an all-
University matter.  Professor Ibele pointed out, however, that there is an acceptable process--departments 
which rely on discussion and dialogue with other units proceed in the right manner. 
 
 Professor Ibele was asked if there was not now an all-University vehicle for addressing such issues 
as mathematics deciding to drop calculus; he said there is not.  The only way now is for the college to 
withdraw resources from a department and put them elsewhere to provide the necessary teaching--which, 
he observed, is very disruptive and certainly not very collegial. There is no faculty judgment exercised. 
 
 The Assembly was suggested as a possible forum for the resolution of curriculum decisions by a 
department--but only, Professor Ibele cautioned, after the responsible college has had an opportunity to 
deal with it.  One Committee member commented that using petitions is a piecemeal way to approach it; 
another comment was that the Assembly is an awkward forum and that a standing institution-wide 
curriculum body would be a more appropriate body.  Such bodies can, however, go onto "automatic pilot" 
and almost become part of the administration, Professor Ibele commented; the faculty have to keep a 
proprietary interest in its work and functions.   
 
 Another element of the debate, Professor Ibele pointed out, is academic freedom.  If one comes to 
the University as a bona fide faculty member and is duly appointed, he or she should not be restricted in 
areas of interest in research or teaching--although there are cases where an individual is bypassed by the 
discipline or follows a line of thought or research which are totally outside the mainstream of the field.   
 
 Professor Clark thanked Professor Ibele for his appearance and agreed that the Committee would 
take up this matter in the future. 
 
4.   Report of the Chair 
 
 Professor Clark announced that the Morse-Alumni committee is at work, chaired by Professor 
Congdon. 
 
 He also reported on a meeting that he and Mr. Engstrand had with Senior Vice President Kuhi; the 
purpose was to get acquainted and bring him up to date on SCEP's agenda.  Dr. Kuhi was very interested 
in the work of the Committee and wishes to be kept up to date on what it is doing.  
 
 Note was made that the meeting will again begin at 3:00; President Hasselmo will join the 
Committee at its next meeting.   
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 The Committee adjourned at 5:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


