
 Minutes∗ 
 
 Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
 November 7, 1991 
 
 
Present: Stanford Lehmberg (chair), Stephanie Carr, Thomas Clayton, James Cotter, Joanne 

DeMoss, Michael Handberg, Kenneth Heller, Robert Kvavik, Clark Starr, Susan Wick 
 
 
1.   Discussion of the Budget 
 
 Professor Lehmberg convened the meeting at 1:15 and explained that it would be devoted to a 
review of the budget plans and turned to Associate Vice President Kvavik to begin.  Dr. Kvavik began by 
explaining that the budget is being set within the context of the broader 5-year reallocation plan.  The 
intent is to put together a budget, constrained in unappealing ways, to find money to carry on but to 
minimize the impact on reallocation.   Under the reallocation plan, $58.6 million will be reallocated to 
high priority programs; those shifts will occur and 20% has taken place this year. 
 
 In state funding, compared to 1990-91, the University lost $15.7 million in 91-92 and $11.4 million 
in 92-93, for total decrease of $27.1 million for the biennium.  In addition, there were no salary or SEE 
increases.  Moreover, the University still faces the $23.2 million in vetoes of State Specials.  Some of the 
latter have a direct impact on educational programs.   
 
 The University is receiving less and less of its total budget from the State, over time (although the 
proportion is skewed somewhat by significant increases in research funding).  But the State, facing fiscal 
difficulties, is also talking of shifting the burden away from the State to the students by reducing the 
subsidy for instructional costs--and that trend may continue.   
 
 The fundamental assumptions of the budget are restoration of the vetoed state specials (that is the 
first priority), continuation and acceleration of the reallocation plan, and provision of a 5% increase in 
salaries and SEE (about 6.x percent in compensation).  The administration will not continue to cut SEE 
expenses; the increase, in fact, should be greater than inflation. 
 
 The tradeoffs in the budget are these:  increased tuition (and, thereby, increased revenues), 
curtailed inflationary costs (no salary increases this year), and elimination or curtailment of programs.  If 
tuition is not raised, either the 1992-93 salary increases must be foregone or additional programs must be 
eliminated;  the administration is attempting is to find a balance that is acceptable.  The tuition portion of 
the budget has been pushed to the maximum rate (and it is not pleasing to any members of the Board of 
Regents).   
 
 A summary of 1992-93 recommendations:  The University must find $47 million for salary and 
SEE increases and other mandated increases.  The sources will be $15 million from an average 9% tuition 
increase and $32 million from other sources (programmatic reductions, non-tuition revenues, targeted 
tuition increases).  The details of the $32 million in other sources were provided to the Committee. 
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 Dr. Kvavik noted the analysis of income; it illustrated where the 1991-92 budget should have been 
with an inflationary run-up of 3.5% over 90-91 ($661 million; the actual income was $612).  For 1992-93 
the proposed budget is $637 million.   
 
 In terms of tuition and fees, the administration has tried to stay at the mean of Big Ten public 
institutions--and will be very close in 1991-92.  As explained earlier, there will be an average increase of 
9% plus targeted additional increases in law, management, public affairs, Morris, and CEE. 
 
 The Committee next looked at Minnesota faculty salaries (cash) compared to Big Ten public 
institutions.  For "B" appointees, the University was in the middle for 1990-91.  For "A" appointees, the 
University is towards the bottom.  Dr. Kvavik said the administration believes that with the zero increase 
in 1991-92, and with a 5% increase in 1992-93, the University will lose ground in comparison with its 
Big Ten peers.   
 
 One Committee member suggested that in addition to looking at number of faculty at each 
institution (included in the data on cash salaries), one must also look at the number of students.  
Minnesota is the largest institution in the Big Ten; faculty salaries per student must be at the bottom.  Dr. 
Kvavik explained that formulas for the total cost of instruction on per-student are typically used; the 
University tries to stay at third in the Big Ten and in most instances is close to that position.  It was 
suggested, however, that that is because administrative or support costs are so high; the only relevant 
number is the number of faculty per student.  The University, by design, has lowest number of faculty per 
student and tries to make up the gap in support services.  To simply compare faculty cash salaries this 
way is not really relevant; if students were factored in, Minnesota "would be off scale on the bottom."  
Other Committee members appeared to concur with this point; the experience of several was that the 
departments are smaller than peer institutions but the number of students served is much larger. 
 
 Another difficulty with the data, it was observed, is that there should be a breakdown by teaching 
faculty.  One Committee member recalled seeing that Minnesota has a 9:1 ratio of students to faculty and 
that it has one of the lowest ratios of the top ten institutions, which seemed very unlikely; that kind of 
number must include units like the Medical School.  The chart presented also indicates that the University 
has only 702 faculty on "B" appointments; are there not more than that?  Dr. Kvavik said that additional 
or more refined data can be obtained from Management Planning; Professor Lehmberg pointed out that 
there is no need to persuade the members of SCEP; it is others who must be shown how badly off the 
University is. 
 
  The point, concluded one member of the Committee, is the educational policy implications of the 
data.  One very important number in the budget is the number of faculty members per student and the 
amount of money being spent on teaching faculty per student; those numbers do not appear anywhere in 
the documents.  Dr. Kvavik pointed out that the number of students is declining and the University will 
not so different from its peer institutions in total numbers; it is almost at the projected 1993 total of 
31,000 undergraduates. By 1992-93 and 1993-94 the University may be below the number agreed upon 
with the legislature (30,000 and 29,500, respectively). 
 
 One Committee member inquired about the negotiations taking place with the unions; does this 
budget presume the salary settlements will include no increases?  Dr. Kvavik responded that this is a 
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budget proposal, not the final budget.  The final numbers will come in June, when the University will 
know fringe benefit rates and labor settlements; this proposal is based on what the administration thinks 
will happen.  It was prepared this early in the year because the nature of the crisis requires capturing 
faculty positions--something that could not be accomplished if the budget were to be prepared and 
adopted in June.   
 
 Dr. Kvavik discussed with Committee members the possibility of regaining the vetoed funds, 
political considerations that will enter decisions, and the legislative action that might occur.  At present 
the University is not blinking and has said, apropos the State Specials, $23 million or nothing.  Directors 
of programs on State Special funds have been told to escrow sufficient funds to close down the programs 
in June. 
 
 Dr. Kvavik assured the Committee that no funds have been taken from the Undergraduate 
Initiative.  Those funds have not been allocated yet; they are being held in Academic Affairs.  In response 
to a query, Dr. Kvavik said those funds will not be at cross-purposes with budget--faculty will not be cut 
as a result of budget decisions and then restored with Undergraduate Initiative resources.  Professor 
Lehmberg noted that this is an issue which it is the responsibility of the Committee to monitor.   
 
 Another Committee member observed that in the budget CLA is losing faculty positions through 
attrition; the location of the losses may not be related to student demand.  Will the Undergraduate 
Initiative funds be used to hire faculty where that demand exists?  Dr. Kvavik explained that the present 
situation is driven by need to find cash wherever it can be found; retirements or resignations will not 
necessarily occur where the University wants them and some imbalances will be created.  It is to be 
hoped, given the expected number of retirements in the second and following years of the reallocation 
plan, that deans will be able to reallocate positions to accommodate demand and programmatic priorities 
and, therefore, to adjust for inopportune retirements this year.   
 
 The deans of one college, it was related, have said that faculty will not be hired based on student 
demand or programmatic need but on the basis of scholarly work and departmental decisions on 
important areas of research.   Dr. Kvavik pointed out that departments certainly consider research, but in 
his own department for example, Political Science, it would never be able to go to the dean to obtain a 
position without student demand in the field.  In addition, said another Committee member, there is also 
the idea of protecting the core of the University, which may not necessarily mean putting faculty positions 
or resources where student demand exists.  It was also suggested that most decisions are more likely to be 
programmatic rather than based on demand in units but that the Undergraduate Initiative will probably 
bring student demand more into consideration than has been the case in the past.   
 
 Dr. Kvavik informed the Committee that there will be another consideration, which will probably 
become more evident later in the Spring:  there is a group actively working on enrollment management.  
There will probably be a proposal to look at the number of students who transfer to the University 
(Wisconsin, for example, has a policy that says 25% of its student body will be transfer students and 75% 
will be new entering freshman).  By doing nothing, Minnesota has moved to the situation where half of its 
students are transfers.  It is also getting to the point where there are more juniors and seniors than 
freshmen and sophomores--a funny skew compared to other institutions.  This situation is related to how 
Minnesota recruits and admits and students and it creates strains on resources in different ways.  There 
will be proposals which will take more into account enrollment and budgets; the number of students a 
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college will take will in part be dependent on the capacity of the college to handle those students and also 
provide a quality education.  There will be several options:  If the college is taking too many students, 
either that number can be reduced or additional funds will be allocated to the programs based on 
enrollment.  The University has never done this before and there is no institutional expertise on 
recruitment or enrollment management.  Some questions raised at the meeting may be answered by those 
plans. 
 
 Dr. Kvavik was asked about funding for the recommendations of the Task Force on Liberal 
Education; he said that it is part of the Undergraduate Initiative.  Will the funds for new faculty be used 
for whatever courses the new Council on Liberal Education (CLE) approves?  Dr. Kvavik said they would 
in part; departments will also be asked to consider how they can allocate existing faculty resources and 
activities in ways most consistent with the work of the CLE and the recommendations of the Task Force.  
This again, Professor Lehmberg observed, is an area where SCEP should monitor and comment on 
events. 
 
 It is difficult to understand the programmatic cuts implied by these documents, one Committee 
member observed.  Another commented that one must look at program-by-program budget changes; the 
question is what programs will be cut and what will be the educational policy implications.  There is 
concern that the administration will talk about focused programmatic cuts--but will take the 3% from 
everywhere.  The President assured the Consultative Committee that this would not be the case, and that 
the documents would demonstrate the point, but the plans as described do not sound very much like 
programmatic cuts. 
 
 Dr. Kvavik explained that these documents are for presentation to the Board of Regents. Once the 
level of reductions have been decided upon, observed one Committee member, it is expected that the 
colleges will appropriately manage them--with, it is hoped, consultation with the departments and the 
faculty.  Concern was expressed about the proposed cuts in IT, which appear to be aimed primarily at the 
basic science departments.  It appears that the traditional core of the University is not being protected; is 
this also true in other units?  Dr. Kvavik said that Academic Affairs has relied on the academic vice 
presidents and deans to make the decisions and that case statements from every dean have been presented. 
Professor Lehmberg suggested that there is a distinction between the Board of Regents, which ought not 
micro-manage, and the Committee, which is not part of management but which is commenting on the 
plans.  The Committee, he said, should have access to the more detailed plans because it is appropriate 
that SCEP comment upon them.  The responsibility of the administration is to ensure that the colleges are 
doing the right thing and following the general budget principles. 
 
 Dr. Kvavik pointed out, in response to the concern about the core, that in the case of Waseca and 
CEE, for instance, what is occurring for the first time is not a reallocation but an actual decrease in funds 
going to those programs.  One must look at the total five-year plan, not just the 1992-93 budget. 
 
 Dr. Kvavik was asked about the size of the administration budget, which appears to be larger than 
that of CLA and IT combined.  He pointed out that the administration budget includes funds for Rajender 
decree payments, for PUF set-ups, for matching grants, for the system-wide initiatives, for undergraduate 
education, for research, and for telecommunications.  It also includes sequestered reserves, the interest 
income from which is used to support programs.  The actual costs of overhead and staff are not large; the 
administration has spent the last three years whittling down those costs to the point where some offices 
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almost cannot function.   
 
 One Committee member noted the drastic cuts in Finance and Operations and expressed 
amazement that it was possible to make them that deeply and still expect units to function.  Dr. Kvavik 
said that there are a number of areas where costs have been reduced, especially in Physical Planning and 
computing.  Senior Vice President Erickson has also been aggressively asking "can we buy it cheaper 
outside?" 
 
 Dr. Kvavik was asked about the rationale for the expanded enrollment and tuition increases of 18 - 
19% in Law, Management, and Public Affairs.  He said the University recognizes there is a market for 
degrees in those fields, which allows the University to obtain additional revenue and to permit the units to 
operate more "on their own bottom"; the plans for these units are extensively market-driven.  Does this 
mean the University does not view them as low-cost programs which provide services to the citizens of 
Minnesota but rather as programs which have national recognition and operate in a national marketplace? 
Dr. Kvavik said both factors were involved.  Law School tuition is now $5200; at Hamline and William 
Mitchell it is $11,000.  The real operating cost per student is about $6500, so at present there is an 
institutional subsidy for each student.  This proposal would bring tuition to the actual cost per student.  
The Law School can increase its funding by raising tuition and by increasing the number of students.  
Right now the University graduates about 25% of the lawyers in the State; it would be to its advantage, 
both economically and politically, to have the largest group of lawyers in the State loyal to the University 
rather than Hamline or William Mitchell.  It is also the case, remarked one Committee member, that 
students who obtain an MBA or JD can more readily repay student loans than can those who obtain a 
liberal arts degree.   
 
 The deans of the three schools, Dr. Kvavik also told the Committee, will have the discretion to 
increase tuition, increase enrollment, or make programmatic cuts; he surmised that none of them would 
increase tuition the full amount authorized.   
 
 The situation at Morris is different, Dr. Kvavik explained.  The increases there are tied to the cost 
of facilities and faculty salaries.  The campus needs two new buildings, one-third of the funding for which 
must come from the University.  Either the rest of the system is taxed to pay for them or revenues at 
Morris must be increased.  Aggressive adjustments in faculty salaries are also required, he said, because 
the Morris faculty are not very well paid in comparison with their peers. 
 
 Questions were next raised about the College of Education.  Dr. Kvavik explained that the reason it 
is being cut is that, unlike the instance of the Law School, there are 27 institutions in Minnesota offering 
education degrees.  There are also twice as many people with those degrees as there are positions for 
them.  The administration does not believe, given what is occurring in higher education outside of the 
University, that it should continue to offer four-year licensure degrees.  The plan is to have students 
obtain an undergraduate degree and then return for a 12-to-15-month professional licensure program.  
When the University stops providing the four-year licensure degrees, it no longer needs a College of 
Education faculty of 190.  The University sees a smaller and very different college emerging; Dean 
Bruininks is developing a vision which makes good programmatic sense and which is sensitive to the 
overall delivery of education in the State.  For additional details, he suggested that the Committee look at 
the plans developed by the College. 
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 Discussion next turned to cuts in CEE, Extension, and perhaps Agricultural Extension.  It seems, 
commented one Committee member, that the University is abandoning outreach, which was a key word 
five or ten years ago--but now it is not mentioned.  Maybe it is necessary that the University turn inward 
and not provide services to the same extent as in the past, but it used to be thought that one of the main 
functions of the institution was to make available its skills and resources throughout the State. This view 
seems to be tacitly rejected by the budget plans.   
 
 Concerned was also expressed about increased tuition in Extension courses, which relates to the 
larger issue of the legislative and gubernatorial view that all University students should be between 18 
and 24 and finish in four years.  Many faculty grew up that way themselves, and think it might be nice, 
but that is simply not the way a metropolitan university in Minnesota is going to operate.  There has not 
been sufficient recognition of the desirable diversity of the student body that exists.   Senior Vice 
President Infante has said the University will continue to serve these non-traditional students but that they 
will have to pay more, because the budget will be directed primarily at the traditional students in the 
normal age group who finish in a reasonable length of time--and that that is what the legislature requires.  
It is of concern that the University would yield to such a mandate, because it is wrong-headed.   
 
 Dr. Kvavik responded that is not what the University is saying.  There are, he said, at least three 
different types of clientele.  One is the traditional student who will go through in 4 or 5 years; it is 
expected that that will be the typical student at the University of Minnesota--the largest group.  There are 
also legitimately part-time students who cannot go through like the average student; the University is not 
now identifying those students and providing the appropriate type of advising and support.  There are also 
students who, for whatever reason, did not obtain the preparation they need but who have the ability to 
ultimately be very successful students; General College is intended to meet their needs.   What remains to 
be determined is how many of each kind of student the University will have and how much it will cost 
and where resources should be placed to serve them.  The idea is to make a conscious decision about the 
magnitude of the clienteles and to serve them well. 
 
 In CEE, Dr. Kvavik told the Committee, the intent of the tuition increases is not to charge students 
in those three groups; the idea is to charge the people who have already obtained a Bachelor's (or 
advanced) degree and who decide to enroll in CEE, for example, to learn Japanese.  The State has already 
subsidized the student's education; the legislature is saying that tax dollars should be used to help people 
obtain their first degree, not for recreational or continued learning in this economic environment.  The 
idea is to put the surcharge on the non-degree-seeking students.  What has made that difficult is that the 
registration system does not identify what kind of student we have, which leads to talk of across-the-
board increases to generate the revenue.  The administration is resisting that plan.  Ideally, all higher 
education would be provided for free.  The tradeoff is between providing lower-cost education to the 
CLA or IT student seeking a degree and a subsidy for someone to learn Japanese.  Dr. Kvavik said it is 
his sense is that the money should support the undergraduate working for the first degree.  This does 
mean, he agreed, that CEE will move towards self-support, as with the three post-baccalaureate units. 
 
 It was suggested that CEE students are not supported in their education at the same level as 
undergraduates and that extension courses are in no way equivalent to the same courses offered in the 
Day School: they do not have regular faculty and contact hours are shorter.  The courses could be taken 
anywhere; the only connection with the University is that the seats are on the campus.  There is no 
intellectual connection with the department.  Dr. Kvavik responded that Dean Miller would argue that 
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CEE is delivering a better product.  His own preference, Dr. Kvavik said, would be that there be no Day 
students in Extension at all; the "Day" schedule should be broadened across the day and week much more 
aggressively and the clientele for CEE would not be degree-seeking students.   
 
 Committee members deliberated briefly about the quality of Extension courses, with views both 
positive and negative expressed.  The quality probably varies by department, it was observed; another 
Committee member pointed out that it is the department that determines if a course will be acceptable for 
fulfilling degree requirements--not CEE.  If the courses are of unacceptable quality, it the fault of the 
department, not of CEE.  Dr. Kvavik suggested that this could be an agenda item for SCEP unrelated to 
the budget.  It was said, however, that the question is tied to the budget if the University tries to make 
Extension classes self-supporting; then there should be enough support put in so that they are at same 
level as Day school courses--pay faculty their regular salaries and ensure there is no difference in the 
intellectual level.   
 
 Dr. Kvavik said that the to correct the problem is to remove CEE from the business of teaching 
classes that support degree-seeking students.  Instruction for all courses which support degree-seeking 
students should be taught by the faculty as part of their regular load and compensation.  He speculated 
that by the turn of the century most faculty could be on 12-month appointments teaching very different 
schedules than they do now.  One reason for University troubles with the legislature, he observed, is that 
legislators do not believe faculty teach.  But the University never includes Extension teaching in its 
calculations; the average faculty is probably teaching seven rather than five courses.  It might, he said, be 
in the faculty's interest to be on "A" appointments that would reflect the real cost of teaching those two 
additional courses and to rationalize the teaching load.   
 
 Dr. Kvavik noted another problem the University has encountered:  the post-secondary education 
options act, which permits high school students to attend college courses.  In some Composition classes 
half the students are in high school.  The University does receive funding for them (although not full 
cost), and it has become a more important issue than originally expected--because there are 3000 such 
students rather than the 500 originally anticipated. 
 
 On the question of the State Specials, Dr. Kvavik speculated that the cuts in the Extension Service 
may engender support in the agricultural community for their restoration.  The Extension Service has 
been subject to a number of blows.  It was mandated by the State to cut its budget by 2%, which it did.  
The University declined to use tuition income to subsidize Extension programs, which meant that they 
had to absorb the entire 6% run-up on salaries for next year.  In addition, the federal government has been 
cutting its funding, and at the same time many of the staff are on federal fringe benefits, so those costs 
have been absorbed as well.  Without University funding, and decreases in State and federal funding, a 
tremendous burden is placed on the counties, which at present fund about 25 - 30% of the operation.  The 
University is concerned that the counties will decide that there is no mandate to provide continuing 
education--and the Extension system could be pushed to the point where it collapses.   
 
 Dr. Kvavik was asked if some counties would be without any service at all or if they would 
amalgamate, as they have done with school districts, and share the expenses and the services.  Dean 
Borich is trying to create clusters, Dr. Kvavik said, but some counties may dispense with the services 
altogether.  For the most part the employees are P&A, so they can be released.  But the counties will be 
devastated; it is often the Extension Service jobs that are among the better-paid in the area, and the 
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Service generates work in the counties.  The Extension Service is also redefining its mission; the 
traditional expertise that it has provided in the past is no longer needed to the same extent. 
 
 One of the members of the Committee said that his concern, over the long term, is with which 
departments will receive new faculty positions, which ones will not, and what kind of process will be 
used.  He would be more comfortable, he said, if there were some well-articulated procedure or priority 
list for the colleges.  CLA has such a list, it was pointed out by another.   There are, however, many 
interdisciplinary programs that rely on departments; how will their needs be addressed, since do not hire 
faculty?  Dr. Kvavik said it would be appropriate to raise such questions with the deans.  Senior Vice 
President Infante, he reported, is determined not to have this level of discussion in Academic Affairs; they 
do not know enough, cannot get down to that level of detail, and must rely on deans and departments to 
do the right job without having the administration second-guess them.   
 
 The same should generally be true of SCEP, it was said.  CLA issues were dealt with by its 
Assembly.  If there is no Assembly equivalent in other units, the faculty should contact the dean and ask 
why they have not been consulted.  Another argued that if SCEP has any function, it should be to ensure 
that there is some integration of details across the University in terms of educational policy; the only way 
to accomplish that is by considering the college documents.  The Committee should look at the plans and 
try to get some idea that educational interests are being attended to.  SCEP should not try to micro-
manage, but it should monitor; the only way it can learn of the impact of budget on educational policy is 
to learn how, programmatically, funds will be moved around.  That information is only available in the 
college plans.  The point is not to tell the colleges how they should act but to get some idea of the scope 
of the plans. 
 
 The Committee, it was said in response, can see what is done and raise objections if there has not 
been adequate consultation in some units.  But it is not within its scope to object to specific plans if they 
are adopted after appropriate consultation.     
 
 Dr. Kvavik commented that he had read the college plans with this perspective in mind. The 
documents, he related, seem pretty sensible in terms of where colleges ought to be going. He would get 
upset, he said, if it appeared the strategy was to withdraw support from freshman and sophomore classes 
or to reinvest out of teaching or to make no effort to change service courses so students could gain access 
to them--then there would be issues of educational policy.  If he saw such strategies, he added, he would 
immediately come to SCEP for help.  But this is not what is happening. 
 
 It was agreed that Dr. Kvavik would make available to Committee members any college plans 
which they were interested in reviewing; if, upon such review, a Committee member felt that SCEP 
should discuss issues, he or she would bring them to the Committee. 
 
2.   Men's Basketball 
 
 Professor Lehmberg reported that the President has not yet decided on whether or not to grant the 
exemption to the men's basketball team to play on Winter Quarter Study Day.   
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
University of Minnesota 


