
 Minutes∗ 
 
 Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
 April 12, 1990 
 
 
Present: J. Kim Munholland (chair pro tem), John Clausen, Thomas Clayton, Jean Congdon, Roland 

Guyotte, Marvin Mattson, Gary Parnes, Julie Peterson, Jennifer Wesson 
 
Guests: Franklin Barnwell (College of Biological Sciences), Lesley Cafarelli (Educational 

Development Programs), Gordon Hirsch (College of Liberal Arts), Robert Pepin (Institute 
of Technology) 

 
 
 Professor Munholland opened the meeting by explaining that Professor Clark was out of town; he 
then announced that the agenda for the meeting included discussion with college representatives about the 
honors programs and review of possible items to be forwarded to the Senate. 
 
1.   Discussion of the Unification of Honors Programs 
 
 Professor Munholland welcomed the three faculty members to talk about the unification of honors. 
Professor Pepin began by reporting that the College Honors Coordinating Committee has been 
considering the recommendations which came from the Senate Honors Committee last year.  He said that 
many of the problems of the honors programs are addressed by those recommendations; in particular, #9 
(calling for the bringing the honors programs to a higher level of visibility and funding) requires a high-
level administrative commitment, if possible accompanied by money, to support the programs.  
Leadership at the level of the new Vice Provost, Ann Hopkins, will be essential both for the orderly 
growth and development of the intercollegiate honors programs as well as for the health of the programs 
within the colleges. 
 
 Support for the IT honors program has recently begun to wane somewhat, not because of a lack of 
enthusiasm for it but because it is very expensive.  A proper honors program, such as the one in IT, which 
is made up of a highly integrated lower division and 12 upper division programs, costs a lot of money.  
When confronted with shortages of faculty, departments begin to ask whether faculty must teach the 
recitation sections or if there must be two faculty members teaching the honors course. 
 
 Two factors lead to the possible decline in support.  One is that there is no money coming from 
central administration and only a very small amount from the college; the programs are departmentally-
funded.  Two, there has been no articulate defense of the programs from a level above the colleges.  There 
has been discussion, including at SCEP, but that is not implementation; which will only come when there 
is sufficient administrative support at the level of the Vice Provost. 
 
 Professor Hirsch concurred with the views of Professor Pepin; he also observed that many of the 
recommendations of the Honors Committee were addressed, at least in practice, by some of the honors 
programs.  In addition to desired attention from the Vice Provost, he pointed out, there are things already 
in place, such as monthly meetings of the honors directors, the honors coordinators network, work with 
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other programs of the University--there is much collaboration and coordination but it could be 
strengthened by support from central administration. 
 
 Professor Hirsch expressed caution about standardization and unification, noting the diversity of 
programs at the University. Some schools have an institution-wide honors program, but such programs 
usually entail something like a core curriculum--which does not exist at Minnesota.  That sort of plan is 
probably not feasible for the University, which has built honors programs on the strengths of the various 
colleges and departments.  The Minnesota programs are also reviewed by faculty committees, so they 
make sense in the college, and they are held to certain standards.  Within that structure, however, 
additional collaboration is possible. 
 
 One Committee member suggested that there could perhaps be a unification of what an honors 
student must perform at the end--a thesis, recital, or whatever--but how the honors student gets there 
would be dependent on the programs established by the colleges.  Another added that the interest of the 
Committee, based on information it had been provided, was in the uniformity of the standards used to 
grant an honors degree, not a set of core courses. 
 
 Asked about whether or not Agriculture has an honors program--which would, it was said, fall 
outside the purview of the Vice Provost--Dr. Cafarelli told the Committee that Agriculture was just now 
establishing one.  She also noted that the Vice Provost's responsibilities include all of undergraduate 
education so that her involvement could run to these programs.   
 
 Professor Barnwell reported that the College of Biological Sciences honors program, in his 
judgment, meets the concerns expressed in the Honors Committee report.  As a smaller and upper division 
college, it has a smaller honors program that is more focussed.  He described the program and its 
emphasis on research, including its impact on the providing research opportunities for all undergraduates 
in the college. 
 
 Professor Munholland inquired what SCEP might do other than continue to try to move things 
along as recommended in the Honors Committee report; there has been a call for additional funding as 
well as for visibility and recognition.  One comment was that the University has a series of programs, well 
run and in some cases growing, operated not independently but in their separate units; further 
development of the programs within that framework is probably not possible.  The programs are 
constrained by lack of finances and, more important, lack of faculty perception that they are an important 
activity.  When a dean supports it, the program may flourish--but there are department chairs who are 
hostile to the honors program and they receive no pressure from above that honors is an integrative and 
important part of undergraduate education and shall exist.  As a consequence, the programs exist at the 
whim of people in academic authority in the various departments.  SCEP, therefore, can bring the case for 
an overall University commitment--and it need not be accompanied by vast amounts of money, just an 
obvious University push which would make it clear there is a commitment to the development and 
integration of the programs.  In no uncertain terms.   
 
 A question was asked about the number and percent of students in the three colleges who are in 
honors programs and what it is that makes them honors students.   
 
 -- 10-15%, or 20-25 students, are in honors in CBS; they must have a certain grade level to be 
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admitted.  Once in, they are given opportunities to do additional work; other students 
qualify but choose not to enter.  There are a variety of events which students participate in. 

 
 -- CLA also has 10-15%, or about 1500-1700 students, in honors.  They are selected from 

incoming freshmen as well as currently enrolled students.  It is a program of special 
opportunities and advising within the college. 

 
 -- IT operates pretty much the same way as CLA, with about the same 12 - 13 percent--about 

300 students--although there is no recruitment into it after the first year.  The program is 
very tightly structured, with little exploration permitted--it provides the best possible 
grounding for scientific work with little freedom of choice. 

 
 One Committee member suggested that some high level recognition seems to be one major issue; 
another is dealing with the fatigue factor--offering these programs over the years and wondering if anyone 
is behind them.  SCEP could take efforts to help, including perhaps a resolution to be presented to the 
Senate.  But there must be some prestige, beyond mere satisfaction, attached to the program. 
 
 It was clarified that for any student to graduate with honors from the University (with the Latin 
designations), he or she must be enrolled in the college honors program. 
 
 Concern was expressed about the University's plan to retrench units by 2% for the next several 
years.  Honors programs exist on soft money rather than fixed faculty lines, and are thus at risk to be 
victims of retrenchment. 
 
 One Committee member suggested that students be able to graduate with honors without having to 
participate in an honors program--because the opportunities provided are in fact obligations.  Students in 
the program could be surveyed to determine if they are in it solely to graduate with honors; if they are, 
they could be released from the requirement of participation and still be granted an honors degree if their 
academic performance warrants it.  Another Committee member demurred, although acknowledged it 
would reduce the numbers in CLA.  It was also argued that such a proposal might endanger the existing 
programs.  The honors programs, moreover, do have a distinctive content and provide an opportunity to 
get beyond the anonymity of large classes. 
 
 One of the student members reported that some students are in the program solely to obtain the 
Latin after their degree; others are not in it because they do not wish to meet the obligations.  Committee 
members discussed at some length the nature of student participation although reached no conclusions. 
 
 Professor Munholland thanked Professors Barnwell, Hirsch, and Pepin. 
 
2.  Discussion of Items for the Senate 
 
 A number of draft resolutions were distributed to members of the Committee. 
 
 Resolution on grade changes  One Committee member suggested that the resolution make it clear 
that the justification for the grade change be written.  Another inquired how this would change existing 
practice; the response was that now the practice varied by college and there is at present no requirement 
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that the opportunity to do extra work to improve a grade be made available equally to all class members.   
 
 The Committee voted unanimously to approve the resolution and forward it to the Consultative 
Committee. 
 
 Resolution on "D" grades  One concern about adopting a policy declaring that a "D" grade in a 
prerequisite course should not permit a student to progress to more advanced courses is whether or not it 
can be policed, but the statement will be self-policing in most instances and is intended to provide units 
with a policy which they can use in making decisions. 
 
 Concern was expressed, again, about those courses which are not actually prerequisites but serve 
rather as "weeder" courses.  It was argued, however, that this is a separable item from the question of 
achieving a D in a prerequisite course; it was agreed that SCEP should put on its agenda the matter of 
prerequisite courses. 
 
 The Committee concluded that the resolution needed to be reworded; it should serve as a warning 
signal to students.  The larger problem of prerequisites was also a concern. 
 
 Resolution on Events During Study Day and Finals Week  The Committee voted unanimously to 
approve the resolution and forward it to the Consultative Committee. 
 
 Resolution on Unification of Honors  The draft resolution calls for the Senate to direct the Senate 
Consultative Committee to appoint an ad hoc committee to explore the unification of honors.  The 
resolution, however, does not respond explicitly to the issues raised by the three guests earlier in the 
meeting.  The Committee seemed to agree that unification should be of standards rather than 
requirements. 
 
 It was suggested that the honors directors, and students, should work on developing a proposal.  Dr. 
Cafarelli, responding to a request for her views, observed that there are some very complex issues 
involved in possible unification of honors.  Most of the coordination of honors is now outside the hands 
of the faculty and is being dealt with by student affairs administrators; policies about recruitment, 
admissions, and funding are being made by these individuals apart from considerations of curriculum.  
Another issue is whether or not admissions to the honors program should remain separate from 
admissions to the University. 
 
 Professor Munholland said the resolution should perhaps be considered by the Committee rather 
than being sent to the Senate.  Another issue to be reconsidered, it was suggested, should be recognition 
for outstanding academic performance without participation in an honors program.  Expansion of honors 
opportunities was also seen as desirable.  The Committee concluded that more work should be done, 
including a survey, cross-college interaction, and attention to the notion of community, so that a strong 
statement could be brought to the Senate at the right time. 
 
 Resolution on Course Numbering  Professor Munholland noted that the resolution would likely 
engender flak as well as unlikely to respond to the criticisms which had been offered.  Those who had 
expressed views to the Committee, it was noted, were all opposed except for Dean Holt and the graduate 
students.   
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 The Committee concluded that it had not discussed this issue enough to bring it to the Senate floor 
and that it should be on the agenda for the next meeting. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 5:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
  
University of Minnesota 


