
 Minutes∗ 
 
 Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
 January 25, 1990 
 
 
Present: John Clark (chair), Jean Congdon, Roland Guyotte, Robert Jones, Marvin Mattson, 

Timothy Mazzoni, J. Kim Munholland, Gary Nelsestuen, Julie Peterson, Aron Pilhofer, 
Jennifer Wesson 

 
Guests: Lesley Cafarelli, Richard Christenson (Crookston; Committee on Honors Programs), 

Becky Kroll (University College), Jeanne Lupton (Academic Affairs & Student Affairs), 
Mary Sue Simmons (substituting for Marjorie Cowmeadow), Susan Stonefield (University 
College) 

 
 
1.   Report of the Chair 
 
 Professor Clark began by distributing a note from Ms. Fox, written after the last meeting when she 
spoke on study space and a copy of Regent Page's letter to Board members about intercollegiate athletics. 
 He also circulated a letter he had received from Professor Jack Merwin, chair of the Assembly 
Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics, concerning the exception ACIA had granted to permit a hockey 
game on the last day of Finals Week. 
 
 The Task Force on Liberal Education has not yet been appointed but presumably will be soon. 
 
 Letters are being received from the college deans on the two proposed policies which SCEP might 
consider (concerning study space and changing grades); almost all are favorable. 
 
 Implementation of the 1:1 ratio is beginning at the college level, as requested by Senior Vice 
President Kuhi.  Any questions about it should be addressed to the appropriate dean. 
 
 Committee chairs have been advised by Assistant Vice President Carrier than since graduate 
assistants are deciding about unionization, no discussions about their conditions of work may be held 
while graduate assistants are in attendance at meetings. 
 
2.   Unification of Honors Programs 
 
 Professor Clark welcomed Professor Richard Christenson from the Crookston campus; Professor 
Christiansen served as chair of the Senate Committee on Honors Programs up until last year, when that 
committee was folded into SCEP.   
 
 Professor Christenson began by telling the Committee that the Honors Committee had 
recommended bringing uniformity in requirements and administration to honors program requirements 
throughout the University.  The honors retreat in 1988 had stressed unification; the subject had also been 
emphasized in the February, 1988, report on honors and high-ability students prepared by Dr. Lesley 
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Cafarelli and the honors coordinators network.  It was on the basis of that latter report, plus its own 
deliberations, that the Honors Committee recommended to SCEP and the Senate the policy guidelines for 
standardization of honors programs. 
 
 Turning to the nine recommended policy guidelines, Professor Christenson related that the first one 
(barriers to the success of honors) was one that his committee had felt strongly about for several years:  A 
concern that things stood in the way of an honors emphasis in the University.  Some of these constraints 
were brought about by the turmoil of the times; others include incentives for participation, stronger 
administrative encouragement, etc.   
 
 The second recommendation (concerning an independent research component to honors) the 
committee also felt strongly about.  They had commended the UROP program and several individual 
program requirements which have a strong research element.  The committee had done a survey of units 
prior to formulating its recommendations; although the results did not suggest widespread research 
requirements, there were allusions to research by most units indicating it was something they would like 
to see.  The recommendation also suggested, however, that an alternative to research could also be made 
available. 
 
 The third recommendation (designation of number of honors credits should be clearly specified in 
each program) is related to the sixth (which concerns a lack of diversity in college programs and the ease 
with which cross-college enrollment should be possible).  The intent of the third is that there be some 
similarity of requirements--the programs need not be lock-step--but that there be some common minima 
and maxima in terms of exposure to honors experiences across departments. 
 
 The fourth recommendation (that there be a capstone course to lend cohesion to the honors 
experience) is being addressed.  (The discussion did not indicate who was addressing it.) 
 
 The committee was concerned (in its fifth recommendation) about faculty participation; there was a 
sense that the honors programs would be thwarted without interest and enthusiasm from the faculty to 
make it work.  There is also the notion that the program should come from within the department, not 
from the top down.  The honors programs should also be autonomous--individual to each program and 
supported by faculty vote--within in a University framework.  The spirit of the proposal is that the faculty 
would "own" the program. 
 
 The seventh recommendation concerns flexibility (common but not necessarily identical 
experiences) so that individual program needs can be met. 
 
 The eighth recommendation (that there be college committees established to evaluate honors 
programs and that an all-University committee be created to review activities from a central perspective) 
blends with other reports.  The proposal for high-ability students, Professor Christenson recalled, spoke to 
an "Office for Special Opportunities"; this proposal is in addition to that office rather in place of.  These 
would be faculty committees to review the programs. 
 
 The last recommendation suggests that a central administrator be given responsibility for honors 
programs.  This is also a concern which permeated committee discussions and which is shared by the 
honors coordinators' network.  Elements central to this recommendation include responsibility for 
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visibility, provision of funding, and accountability for honors programs being placed in the hands of a 
prominent educator/central administrator. 
 
 Professor Christenson was asked if these recommendations had been submitted to any higher 
authorities in the University; they have not. 
 
 The question of access and equity was raised; Professor Christenson said that there had flowed 
through committee discussion the notion of not restricting participation only to honors students but rather 
to permit any high-ability students to take advantage of opportunities regardless of whether or not they 
"bought into" honors.  The committee believed that the programs should be open.  Right now, it was 
suggested, students do have difficulty with knowing if they can take one particular course without being 
an honors student. 
 
 Professor Christenson was asked to expand upon the idea of uniformity and the possibility of an 
alternative to research.  The intent, he said, was uniformity across programs. If, for example, there is a 
component of research, that the work required be approximately similar for all students so that the same 
recognition is awarded.  There idea is that there be some guidelines established.  On the issue of 
alternatives to research there remained some confusion among Committee members. 
 
 Professor Christenson was asked about the meaning of the phrase "lack of diversity" in honors 
programs.  As a result of the survey of departments, he explained, it was apparent that different things (or 
nothing) were going on in different departments; a student in one program, however, could not readily 
draw on the offerings of a similar department in order to obtain something not available in their own unit. 
The intent of the recommendation--and the language addressing was not well-chosen--is that cross-over 
access should be easy and universally available.  Concern was expressed that the desire for uniformity, 
and for cross-over access, could restrict the legitimate need for flexibility and diversity in an institution 
with a wide variety of students.   
 
 Professor Christenson responded by explaining the survey of units that had been completed in the 
Fall of 1988.  They looked at programmatic requirements and the extent to which there were common 
elements across the University; they also solicited opinions about what the units would like to see and 
how these changes might be brought about.  The guidelines were developed from those survey results. 
 
 The discussion turned to a memorandum from Dr. Cafarelli.  She began by noting that the issues 
raised here have been deliberated at least since the early 1970s.  The primary question behind all of this, 
she suggested, is "what does it mean to graduate from the University with honors."  As a result of funding 
provided through the President's Recruitment Project a few years ago it has been possible to stimulate the 
development and improvement of honors programs across the institution; there are at least 13 collegiate 
programs, some very new in the professional schools, and there is a particular interest in integrating these 
professional school programs with a liberal education.  This, in turn, has led to a greater need for cross-
collegiate coordination. 
 
 The honors coordinators' network, which Dr. Cafarelli organized in 1985, served the purpose of 
sharing information for programming; it meets almost monthly.  Those who participate are faculty and 
administrators who have responsibility for directing honors programs in their colleges.  What this group 
sees the need for is something which goes beyond this loose confederation and to a more comprehensive 
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framework and visibility.  "Uniformity" and "standardization" are strong words but a more unified 
approach is seen as desirable.   
 
 Resources tend to drive the discussions; there are no funds remaining in her office, Dr. Cafarelli 
commented, so the money must come from the colleges.  At present direction for coordination and 
unification is coming not from the faculty but from the enrollment 
management/admissions/recruitment/merit awards issues.  The network will continue the discussions but 
other things need to be done to accomplish the Honors Committee recommendations--things that will not 
occur without additional direction.  That question, of additional steps, is what is in front of SCEP. 
 
 Professor Clark inquired what recommendations she might have in order for the Honors Committee 
proposals to be implemented.  One possibility might be that the new Vice Provost will emerge as the 
central officer to take on the role recommended by the committee; that, however, does not speak to the 
question of faculty involvement and legitimation.  Professor Christenson replied that the fact that honors 
programs are unit-driven, rather than University-driven, because that is where the funds are; as a 
consequence, until the faculty become more involved and until there is a recurring source of funding to 
help with the coordination, not a great deal will happen.  Another problem, Dr. Cafarelli added, is that 
issues are complex enough that they require continued discussion by a faculty committee; until that can 
happen the efforts are stalled. 
 
 While there seemed to be agreement that honors programs must be departmentally-based, there 
nonetheless must be funds and leadership at the central level as well as increased faculty involvement if 
the Honors Committee recommendations are to be adopted. 
 
 In response to questions, Dr. Cafarelli reported that honors programs nationally are growing and 
that the high school programs are also thriving.  Articulation of honors programs in community colleges 
and the University is also something which will need to be addressed.  There are at present no cooperative 
arrangements among the institutions in the state.   
 
 One of the student members urged support for accessibility for any students who wanted to avail 
themselves of the opportunity and for making the programs more visible.  Honors and high-ability are not 
interchangeable, it was suggested. 
 
3.   The Single Point of Entry 
 
 Professor Clark welcomed Dr. Jeanne Lupton to discuss the implementation report for the single 
point of entry.  Dr. Lupton began by thanking the Committee for taking this subject earlier than it had 
intended; there are likely to be financial implications for the 1990-91 budget so it is important to have the 
views of the Committee early.  It should be understood, too, that "implementation" at this point does not 
mean all of the report has been accepted, although the single point of entry has received considerable 
attention. 
 
 The topic has recently been reviewed by the Council of Undergraduate Deans, which has taken an 
active interest in it, especially the need for coordination and cooperation which must take place if the plan 
is to get off the ground.   
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 The Regents, in 1988, endorsed the proposition that there should be a common entry.  While easy 
to say, no one knew what that meant, and questions remain even today.  The Common Entry 
Subcommittee, which grew out of the Enrollment Management Committee, included representation of 
individuals from the colleges who were aware of the problems, issues, and needs of students as they seek 
to enter the University.  The group began work in August of 1988 and reported in January 1989; it 
concluded that it would be of no benefit, economically or politically, to develop a structure outside the 
existing colleges--which would drain away funds for undergraduate education.  While perhaps a desirable 
goal in 5 or 10 years, this is not the time to develop an undergraduate college. 
 
 The group approached the matter from the viewpoint of student need in terms of making entry to 
the University easier and making known the opportunities that exist.  So the recommendation is for a 
common entry point in admission but not a single door into "the same big room."  Most students will 
come in through very few doors; even with six entry points now, for instance, the St. Paul colleges take in 
no more than 150-175 new freshmen--most come into CLA, GC, and IT.  It would not be appropriate to 
ignore the needs or programs of the three St. Paul colleges; if, however, advising and counseling were of 
sufficient quality, upon entry, students would be better served.   
 
 The committee was attentive to the fact that freshmen change their majors three to five times; they 
clearly need time to explore programs.  This need could best be met by concentrating more efforts on 
advising and counseling.   
 
 In addition to changing the application form so more information about the student is obtained, 
information sent to students will be coordinated--to avoid the problem of a prospective student receiving 
up to 100 pieces of mail.   The committee examined ways there could be coordination among the college 
to review applications and to accept a common entry standard--rather than the different entry standards 
which now exist.  This change would help those students who do not know what they wish to do but who 
are then penalized when they try to change once they are here. 
 
 The report the committee issued, Dr. Lupton said, has received widely favorable response, 
especially from the undergraduate deans.  Those deans have also said that if there is no financial support 
for the changes proposed, especially in advising and counseling, there is no need to move on anything. 
 
 Asked about implementation, Dr. Lupton said that Student Support Services has already received 
soft funding to deal with changes in the application and to speed up responding to admissions 
applications; the latter has been cut from 10 weeks to 4 weeks.  The request for phasing of the total funds 
needed ($1.2 million) will be presented to the Provost by next week. The undergraduate deans are also 
requesting additional funds for increased advising. 
 
 Dr. Lupton was asked about the Prospective Student Center; that still exists, she said, for parents 
and prospective students coming to campus.  It would be a small center which would serve to obtain 
information about specific units as well as provide general information about the University.  Given the 
politics of the University about where registration, financial aid, etc., might be, building remodeling is a 
question.  One idea is to put these altogether in Nolte, Williamson, and Nicholson; the prospective student 
center would be part of that complex.  It should not be part of the University Center tied in with the 
pavilion. 
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 It was suggested that a uniform distribution requirements system, and better advising to go along 
with it, would be helpful for students.  Dr. Lupton said the requirements would presumably be addressed 
by the Task Force on Liberal Education.  Asked about IT and CLA standards, Dr. Lupton confirmed that 
IT now treats transfers from within the University in the same fashion it treats sophomores in IT.  The 
colleges, she added, have done an extraordinarily good job in beginning to cooperate in these matters. 
 
 Asked if the faculty supported the proposal, Dr. Lupton said that some might want to shoot it down 
and some might be unwilling to participate more in undergraduate education.  The changes proposed are 
premised on other changes, such as recognition for more tenured faculty engaging in undergraduate 
teaching and advising.  Personally, she said, the faculty do best in advising when they deal with matters in 
their own disciplines; freshman and sophomore counselors, on the other hand, need to be trained about 
the entire University--which will require more money.  Effective training programs are one element that is 
needed.  Dr. Lupton recalled that in University retrenchments going back many years, the first units that 
were cut were the student support services in each college; it is time for the University to provide the 
support necessary.  Other matters are critical to improving undergraduate education, such as faculty 
support, but this is a part of the package.  These improvements will probably require reallocation. 
 
 On the bright side, the legislature did allocate $1.3 million in recurring funds for undergraduate 
education. 
 
 One Committee member commended the support for peer advising and inquired if there would be 
funding for it.  Dr. Lupton said that $84,000 has been side aside, to begin with, to pay counselors.  The 
associate deans support this program, she said, but pointed out that it has not yet been started.  A follow-
up question was whether or not there would be any attempt to involve teaching faculty to involve 
freshmen and sophomores, especially in large units such as CLA and IT; Dr. Lupton said it was the hope 
that peer advisors, noting an interest on the part of a freshman, would be able to refer him or her to the 
appropriate faculty member in a department.  She agreed that faculty contact is essential to help retain 
students but cautioned that faculty should probably not be asked to learn all of the rules and regulations 
governing enrollment and courses and so forth--they should be used where they can do the most. 
 
 The comment was made that students now entering the smaller colleges, such as agriculture or 
home economics, have an advantage because they have faculty contact from the beginning.  A common 
entry point would eliminate that contact and substitute professional advisors.  A related concern is that a 
common entry point might make the University look even more impersonal and that faculty might retreat 
even farther from the advising role.  Dr. Lupton said that is why the option for a student to go directly to a 
college was retained, rather than forcing all into a common lower division unit.  There was, however, an 
attempt to retain a balance between those who make their choice immediately and those who do not.  Part 
of the new application process, she added, is personal review of each application and referral, where 
appropriate. 
 
 An inquiry was posed about how an undecided student would know which faculty to go to for 
advising.  Dr. Lupton said that an advisor, working with the student, would make referrals--and might 
refer the student to several different faculties.  Right now that is not done to the extent desirable. 
 
 Noting that this entire effort represents a major shift for the University, Dr. Lupton was asked if 
there is any "marketing plan" to sell this to institution or any evaluation plan to find out if it working, or 
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to handle the conflicts that might arise.  Dr. Lupton said she is taking the proposal to all the groups she 
can think of--the deans, the Consultative Committee, SCEP, the Provost's Council.  Where it will go 
thereafter she said she could not tell. 
 
4.   Tate Awards for Advising 
 
 Professor Clark next welcomed Becky Kroll and Susan Stonefield from University College to 
inform the Committee about the Tate Awards for outstanding advising.  In the rules governing the awards, 
Professor Clark explained, there is reference to involvement of SCEP in the process.  It was thought that 
it might be useful for SCEP to assist if it can. 
 
 Ms. Kroll explained that this is the fourth year of the awards and call for nominations is out right 
now; she distributed a brochure outlining the program.  The award is sponsored by University College 
and Educational Development Programs.  This year there have been changes in the auspices for the 
awards as well as the administrative relationships of University College so it seemed a good time to look 
at the awards again.   
 
 In the original report to SCEP it was deemed desirable to have the governance system involved.  
Nothing seems to have occurred.  Ms. Kroll said that while University College is certainly willing to 
continue the administrative work involved with the awards, it would be very interested in having SCEP 
choose members of the selection committee.  It was suggested that the process could be parallel to that for 
the Morse-Alumni Awards, where the selection committee reports the nominees to SCEP, which in turn 
endorses them.  The selection committee has historically been appointed by University College, and has 
been for this year, so any changes are prospective.   
 
 Professor Clark noted the recent support expressed by the President for undergraduate education 
and the various activities underway which are intended to bring more unity to it; this award could be a 
part of the improvements to undergraduate education.   
 
 Asked who could be nominated, Ms. Kroll said it was anyone who had a 75% time appointment or 
more.  There are two categories of nominees--those whose primary responsibility is advising and those 
whose commitment to advising is outstanding even though it may not be their primary responsibility 
(faculty, secretaries, etc.).  The award is based on a number of activities with undergraduates outside the 
classroom. 
 
 The original proposal for the awards, Ms. Kroll explained, came from University College but was 
developed in consultation with a number of faculty from across the University.  The original report 
creating the awards was circulated widely, including to SCEP. Assistant Vice President Carrier has said 
that her office is content with the present structure.  The award winners, she told the Committee, are 
presented to the Board of Regents.  Asked why an award for anyone in the institution is based in a 
collegiate unit, Ms. Kroll pointed out that for University College the faculty of the University is its 
faculty. 
 
 Professor Clark thanked Ms. Kroll and Ms. Stonefield for their presentation and promised that 
SCEP would take up, at a meeting in the near future, the question of its involvement in the award. 
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 The meeting adjourned at 5:05. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


