
 Minutes* 
 
 Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
 Wednesday, May 8, 1996 
 1:00 - 3:00 
 Room 626 Campus Club 
 
 
Present: Laura Koch (chair), Avram Bar-Cohen, Anita Cholewa, Paul Cleary, Elayne Donahue, 

Amanda Eidsvoog, Gayle Graham Yates, Thomas Johnson, Robert Leik, Judith Martin, W. 
Phillips Shively, William Van Essendelft 

 
Regrets: Robert Johnson, Jeffrey Larsen 
 
Absent: Megan Gunnar, Darwin Hendel, Glenn Merkel, Ryan Nilsen, Helen Phin 
 
Guests: Dean Robert Elde; Assistant Vice President Frances Lawrenz; Vice Provost Louise Mirrer 
 
[In these minutes:  biological sciences reorganization; course numbering; intellectual property policy; 
Undergraduate Initiative II] 
 
 
1.   Reorganization of the Biological Sciences 
 
 Professor Koch convened the meeting at 1:00 and welcomed Dean Robert Elde to discuss the 
reorganization of the biological sciences. 
 
 Dean Elde thanked the Committee for the opportunity to join it and said he believed the concept of 
the "master teacher" would be the item of most interest to SCEP.  He reported that he is involved in a 
series of meetings with colleges and faculty about the reorganization, and distributed a handout that 
contained a draft for discussion. 
 
 Dean Elde reviewed the developments that led to the draft proposal (essentially, the five deans of 
the biological sciences policy council reacted to a report from a committee chaired by Regents' Professor 
Ronald Phillips on the biological sciences that had noted the University's biological sciences, by most 
measures, were not in the top tier).  The state of the programs is troubling, given the interest in biology; 
defining the term broadly, there are about 1200 faculty involved in biology on the Twin Cities campus.  
The College of Biological Sciences core is the only program dedicated to non-professional biology; all 
the other programs are professional, and only CBS is responsible for undergraduate education.  There are 
far fewer undergraduates in biology at Minnesota than at peer institutions, a signal that something is 
amiss. 
 
 The objective of the reorganization is to reduce or eliminate the moats that surround the 
undergraduate programs from the professional schools, because the faculty in both are trained in the same 
disciplines.  The Phillips committee said the slippage in rankings is accurate and should be attacked with 
unification, a task that the biological science deans have taken on. 
                     

 *These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 
Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
reflect the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 



Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
May 8, 1996 
 

 2

 
 With respect to undergraduate education, Dean Elde noted, there is no major research university 
where biology is good at the graduate and research level but not good at the undergraduate level.  At 
Minnesota, however, the two are disconnected; they must be coupled if the University is to do better. 
 
 Dean Elde then reviewed the proposal for undergraduate programs in the biological sciences; 
although it appears to be "CBS-esque," it was drafted by Dean Martin of Agriculture. They propose a 
single corridor into the biological sciences, through CBS, and it would become a freshman-admitting 
college.  (At present it is not, and some students stay in CLA as long as possible because the tuition is 
lower.)  CBS will be responsible for coordinating the offering of all core courses in biology; each college 
with programs that rest on the foundation will assign/contribute/allocate a prorated share of teaching 
effort to the core program, while faculty lines would remain in their home units. 
 
 Only "master teachers" will teach in the core.  These would be the best faculty, and would be 
recognized and rewarded for the distinction (e.g., $3,000 per year) as long as they hold it.  These would 
be mid- to senior level faculty who have proven themselves as scholars and teachers, and would bring the 
star biologists to the forefront.   
 
 All core courses will be approved by a program coordinating committee (similar to the Council on 
Liberal Education); the curriculum will be streamlined, duplication will be eliminated, and students will 
be recruited to a program with first-rate teachers.   
 
 These proposals are not fleshed out, although the five biological science deans all agree that such a 
program should be implemented.  Dean Elde solicited the views of the Committee. 
 
 One Committee member recalled that the Committee talked about recruitment and why students 
come to the University in connection with the critical measures.  These are attractive proposals, but the 
assumption that they will help in recruiting may need more thought.  Knowing how and why students 
come to the University would help them focus the efforts in the biological sciences. 
 
 Dean Elde agreed that they have only anecdotal experience.  The University as a research 
institution has more to offer than a liberal arts college, but it does not capitalize on its resources.  One is 
struck by the care the larger private institutions give to teaching introductory biology; there are wonderful 
stories here, but the University could do better. 
 
 Committee members discussed with Dean Elde the meaning of having a single corridor into 
biology; whether or not the biology courses carrying a CBS designator would be cross-listed, or if other 
colleges would offer courses in biology, are details not yet settled.  The present structure has done a 
disservice to biology, he told the Committee, and there has been too much competition.  In terms of the 
prospect of RCM, Dean Elde was of the view that money would continue to flow to departments, and 
teaching by faculty in non-CBS units would not be a "gift" to CBS or the biology program.   
 
 In response to a question about how "master teachers" would interact with other faculty and the 
proportion now teaching undergraduates, Dean Elde said it was hard to tell.  It is to be hoped, it was said, 
that the plan will not call for brilliant faculty to be lecturing to groups of 500 students.  Dean Elde said it 
was not; CBS has gone from very user-unfriendly teaching in biology to multi-media aided instruction, 
and believes that instruction is most valuable when a faculty member is present.  Some lectures are 
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reasonably large, but they are viewed positively, and labs are typically around 22 students.  They want 
instruction to be as personalized as possible, and do not propose to do it "on the cheap." 
 
 Asked if the master teachers would be team leaders, Dean Elde said he assumes it would be the 
group that would set the tone and traditions, and that people would rotate in for a period of 3-5 years, 
while others are nurtured into it; they would establish a culture that elevates the teaching enterprise.  
There are a number of faculty who have led in teaching innovation across the campus, said one 
Committee member; the expertise is present. 
 
 Does the long-term vision include joint appointment, as professional school faculty are drawn into 
undergraduate education?  Dean Elde say they are focusing on the functions needed from the community 
of biologists, not on the structure.  Jointly-administered departments, with a lead dean, have worked; that 
possibility is being explored.  The problems of appointment and compensation require careful attention. 
 
 It is possible that in ten years, when biology has moved into the top tier, there could be changes in 
the way departments think about hiring, said one Committee member; a professional school search could 
include thought about how a faculty member could contribute to undergraduate education.  Dean Elde 
said he hoped that would occur, and said he would like to see a structure that ensures such a result. 
 
 Dean Elde spoke with Committee members about the programs they have for minority students and 
their commitment to those programs, how the freshman- admitting colleges might react to CBS admitting 
freshmen, and how the core courses would best be taught by people keeping current in the overview 
rather than by units with a distinct professional mission (the latter phenomenon has weakened the core of 
biology).  The deans recognize that if there is to be increased quality and numbers of students in the 
biological sciences, there must be an increase in program quality.  Rather than other colleges feeding 
CBS, the proposed reorganization would establish true foundation work in the biological sciences. 
 
 One Committee member recalled reading an article by a psychologist who had struggled with core 
courses and who had concluded that the "master teacher" concept wastes the time of the best teachers.  
This may not be the mainstream view, but it had a long historical perspective.  Dean Elde said he would 
like to see the criticisms. 
 
 The "master teacher" concept does not require a lecture format or large classes, Dean Elde 
affirmed, and said the master teachers would be in classes at the 1-XXX and 3-XXX level. They are also 
discussing what the package of courses should be with the change to semesters. 
 
 What has been the reaction of faculty to the notion of the master teacher, one Committee member 
inquired?  They have heard virtually no negative comments, Dean Elde reported, and faculty appear to be 
unanimous the concept should be adopted.  The faculty in the Academic Health Center appears to be very 
supportive of the reorganization and the focus on undergraduate education.  The other message they hear, 
he said, is that they should just DO something and stop talking.   
 
 Professor Koch thanked Dean Elde for joining the meeting.  He repeated that he would be pleased 
to receive any comments Committee members might have on the proposed reorganization concepts. 
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2.   Committee Business 
 
 Professor Koch said that in order for the Committee to continue its review, revision, and 
consolidation of Senate educational policies, it will be necessary to have summer meetings again.  
Committee members will be contacted about their availability. 
 
3.   Course Numbering 
 
 Professor Koch then reported on a discussion at another meeting, at which time Dr. Zetterberg 
inquired if course numbering is really an educational policy issue.  She asked if the Committee wished to 
handle it, or if it should be an administrative matter.   
 
 At the time of the last change in course numbering, the Administrative Committee (the President's 
senior officers) reported the change for information to the Senate.   
 
 There are concerns about the system, Professor Koch reported; there are instances where the 
existing numbering system is used by units to designate different kinds of courses.  There are educational 
policy implications, one Committee member observed, such as distinguishing between courses only for 
graduates, post-baccalaureate courses for non-graduate students, courses composed of both graduate and 
undergraduate students, and so on.   
 
 After brief discussion, it was agreed that the course numbering system for semesters would be 
reported to the Senate for information but that the Committee would not take action on it. 
 
4.   Intellectual Property Policy 
 
 Professor Koch next welcomed Assistant Vice President Frances Lawrenz to the meeting to discuss 
the intellectual property policy.   
 
 Dr. Lawrenz explained that the need for a broader policy was recognized by a committee looking at 
copyright issues, so Senior Vice President Infante commissioned a 26-member committee to develop a 
proposed policy, which is now being brought to the governance system for review.  They sought broad 
participation and comment on the policy, she said; they met over six months and had working groups in 
four different areas. 
 
 The Senate Research Committee has seen the draft; the major issue raised there was whether or not 
the policy should cover "traditional faculty works" such as texts and works of art.  As written, the policy 
does include them, Dr. Lawrenz pointed out:  the University has rights to the work if the individual used 
University facilities to produce them (in the office, on University time, and so on).  The policy does not 
say the University MUST assert ownership, but provides that it may do so.  The committee favored 
including such works; the Senate Research Committee split about 60/40 in favor.  Dr. Lawrenz observed 
that the provision could be changed to exempt such works. 
 
 They looked at the policies of other institutions; in the Big Ten, for example, about half the 
institutions have the proposed policy in place and the others do not include traditional faculty works.  In 
some cases the income is split between the institution and the individual, according to different formulae. 
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 A very difficult subject is software and electronic issues, Dr. Lawrenz commented.  With increased 
electronic publishing, software that can be licensed or text published electronically may be more valuable 
than traditional text.  If traditional texts are exempted, should software also be exempted?  That is one 
reason the committee chose not to give away rights to that kind of property.   
 
 Committee members discussed with Dr. Lawrenz a number of points related to whether or not 
something was produced with University resources (e.g., work on weekends, work in an office during 
time the faculty member is not being paid, included in the faculty member's work plan), the benefit to the 
University of faculty being here even when they are not being paid, and so on.  The line on when 
University resources are being used, everyone appeared to agree, is fuzzy.   
 
 Dr. Lawrenz pointed out that there are two other policies, on educational materials and on patents 
and technology transfer, that are related, and they have different provisions for amounts paid to faculty 
members.  One point that came up several times is that the University receives 75% of the income from 
an invention; why not from a text?  The split on educational materials is 50% to each.  Software is being 
negotiated, and it is not clear which policy it falls under.  Asked if the University should share in the 
income from an opera written by Dominick Argento that is performed worldwide, Dr. Lawrenz said it 
would under the provisions of the policy. 
 
 The Committee also discussed the flow of funds from items produced, and the role of ORTTA and 
ICR money in that distribution of funds. 
 
 The policy seems to imply control over a faculty member's entire salary, said one Committee 
member, because whether the individual works without pay on campus or consults for pay on campus, 
University resources have been used and the University is entitled to income.  It is impossible to separate 
these things, and the policy implies a considerable reporting commitment. 
 
 The committee was led to the conclusion that the University should have ownership in the 
production of something because if it shares income from patents, why would it not do so with an opera?  
Why does the University share in the intellectual property of an engineer but not a musician, Dr. Lawrenz 
inquired?  One Committee member noted that they are different kinds of work, and that in the arts the 
royalties are often very small. 
 
 Dr. Lawrenz pointed out again that the committee tried to distinguish between those situations 
when University resources were used and when they were not.  That is not a useful distinction, said one 
Committee member; it is confusing, and is not just a matter of using University resources, because that is 
predicated on the idea that faculty work from 8:00 to 4:30 and do not work at home.  They are not hourly 
employees.  And if they do work at home, added another Committee member, they often use their own 
computer and pay for their own modem.  It is acceptable to treat the engineer and the singer the same, but 
without Big Brother. 
 
 There is no question that if produced on University time, the University has a right to income from 
a patent, said one Committee member.  Sponsored work is different, because faculty are doing their own 
work.  Some of this work goes through ORTTA, some does not.  The line is fuzzy.  And if one tracks 
revenue streams, they should also consider what the prominence of the faculty brings to the University in 
tuition revenues and general income.  The University brings money to the faculty as well, said another 
Committee member. 
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 The committee considered thresholds reasonable, Dr. Lawrenz said; some institutions take all the 
money.  There would still be a reporting requirement, said one Committee member.  Another said that this 
had been a moral discussion; in pragmatic terms, it will affect competition for faculty.  The patent policy 
is in line with other universities; if the intellectual property policy is quite different from peers, it could 
have an effect on recruitment. 
 
 This policy is about in the middle, Dr. Lawrenz pointed out.  One could say traditional works are 
exempted, or there could be an income threshold established.  She said she would favor the threshold 
rather than exempting textbooks.  The threshold should be set reasonably high, said one Committee 
member; it should not provide that the University receives 50% of a $200 lecture fee.  And if one were 
asked to write an article for an encyclopedia, and had to split the $500 with the University, who would 
bother?  One Committee member suggested $10,000. 
 
 Another Committee member took issue with the approach, because it raises reporting and policy 
issues and questions honesty.  It would better to draw the line so that if something is supported by grant 
money or University money directly, and part of the faculty workload, the University has a right to the 
property.  But there are researchers who have not gotten big grants, who worked without sponsorship, and 
come up with something worthwhile in their lab or office that generated a lot of money; since it was non-
sponsored, the University would get none of the money.  Then why are faculty paid; the University needs 
to rethink salaries.  Or patents, it was said. 
 
 No matter the system, said one Committee member, there will be reporting and follow-up. 
 
 On the University side, there should be some basis on which the University says "yes" or "no" to its 
rights in a property, so the individual is free thereafter.  There should be a yes or no, perhaps made by 
ORTTA, so even if something generates $10 million after a University "no," the University has no rights 
to the money.  Another provision might be that the University would waive its ownership rights if the 
income were to directed to a good purpose (i.e., not personal).   
 
 Committee members continued to discuss various issues associate with the policy with Dr. 
Lawrenz, including the impact on students, legal definitions, and whether this policy would move the 
University to being run even more like a business.   
 
 In response to a question, Dr. Lawrenz said the point of the policy is to encourage faculty to do 
things that bring money to the University. 
 
 Professor Koch said the Committee would take up the policy again next fall and then make a 
recommendation about it for the University Senate.  She thanked Dr. Lawrenz for joining the meeting. 
 
5.   Undergraduate Initiative II 
 
 Professor Koch next welcomed Vice Provost Louise Mirrer to the meeting, who joined with 
Provost Shively to discuss the Undergraduate Initiative II. 
 
 Provost Shively began by saying these were very preliminary proposals that are subject to 
amendment.  The President asked that a second undergraduate initiative be developed for the Twin Cities 
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campus; if it is to be included in the biennial request, it will be expanded to include all campuses.  It is the 
President's view that the first undergraduate initiative accomplished a great deal, and would like a second 
initiative to be part of the biennial request, and perhaps the main theme of the request.  Vice Provost 
Mirrer took the lead in developing a set of proposals to improve undergraduate education, and talked with 
a lot of people in the process; this is the first time the proposals have been presented. 
 
 He then outlined the elements of Undergraduate Initiative II, which includes writing instruction, an 
"expanding world" requirement for all undergraduates (study abroad, community service, or an academic 
internship), a new freshman seminar (University 1001, an introduction to the University), more faculty 
support for undergraduate education (including hardening the Bush program for five years), an all campus 
honors program for the first two years, instruction of graduate students in teaching, improvement of large-
course instruction, increased used of learning technology, enhancement of the Post Secondary Options 
Program, expansion of Residential College, and re-engineering of student support systems.  He said that 
Dr. Mirrer has been working with faculty in writing all year; it is the part of the proposal that is farthest 
along. 
 
 Committee members asked a number of questions. 
 
-- What will the new freshman seminar be?  It will be modeled on the South Carolina freshman year 

experience, which both Professor Koch and Dr. Mirrer reviewed in a trip to South Carolina for that 
purpose.  It is especially helpful for at-risk students, and would be an introduction to University 
culture, not just to academic support systems available.  It would be an academic course. 

 
 Not all students would be expected or required to take the course.  Provost Shively said he did not 

believe it should be required, and the content could vary.  For first generation college students, it 
might focus on how to use a university.  It would be a small seminar facilitated by faculty that 
would provide students an intimate learning experience their first year, and help bring their skills 
up to the level necessary. 

 
 It is the intent that the seminar would carry degree credit. 
 
 The proposal does not address the notion of cohorts or advising, except in the Residential College.  

The experience of faculty who worked in the Residential College could be helpful in planning for 
the seminar, it was said; Professor Marshak, one of the founders of the Residential College, is on 
the planning committee. 

 
-- Would the faculty support for undergraduate teaching be for older faculty whose research has 

slowed and who want to get back to teaching?   
 
 Part of support for undergraduate teaching should be English proficiency.  Sometimes in difficult 

courses students cannot understand their professors, and are paying for something they are not 
getting. 

 
-- With the advent of RCM, it would be helpful to know the relationship of income and expense for 

each proposal.  Some activities could generate more revenue than they cost. 
 
-- Provost Shively said that expansion of UROP has been considered; they are trying to build on the 
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special things this campus can do.  The expanding world requirement is proposed because of the 
location of the campus in the Twin Cities, with many sites for internships and community service.  
UROP takes advantage of a research faculty.  He said he needs to talk with Vice President Brenner 
about the capacity of the campus to increase the size of UROP. 

 
 Committee members noted that applications are down, and it is harder to get faculty to participate 

because it takes so long to get a student up to speed.  The student is funded for the UROP program, 
but the faculty get nothing out of it.  If the proposal is incorporated in the biennial request, Provost 
Shively said something would likely be included for UROP so that departments receive funds.  
Many of the elements of the Undergraduate Initiative II are implementation of the Task Force on 
Liberal Education report, things that have not been done because of a lack of money.  This is an 
effort to try to obtain the needed funding. 

 
 UROP should be strongly supported, and called a learning opportunity, not research; it can break 

down the barriers between teaching and research. 
 
 UROP is geared to lab projects; a lot of faculty will not take UROP students unless they are 

funded.  There are also units that would take students for a short-term project that do not qualify as 
UROP but that would be very beneficial to the student.  If small projects could be encouraged, 
students would benefit. 

 
-- Student systems re-engineering should perhaps not be in the proposal; its benefits are more indirect 

than the other elements of the proposal.  And it is to be hoped that the University will not do only 
the systems re-engineering and not the other parts of the proposal. 

   
-- The expanding world requirement could affect graduation rates by lengthening the amount of time 

a student takes.  Provost Shively said that would have to be considered; IT might worry, for 
example, but they have a lot of internships that work very well.  The requirement could also be one 
way to use the three-week intersession and summer terms.   

 
 The onus should not be on the students to make the arrangements; there should be programs with 

opportunities to participate.  Provost Shively said the full requirement would be phased in, as the 
capacity to support it is built.   

 
 If the requirement is to be part of a course, it should not include only directed readings or life 

experience.  It is not just a matter of exposure, Provost Shively agreed; it is to be self-conscious 
exposure.  Credit for readings and experience is not envisioned, Dr. Mirrer said. 

 
 Professor Koch thanked Provost Shively and Vice Provost Mirrer, and adjourned the meeting at 
3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


