
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, May 12, 1999 

1:00 – 3:00 
Room 238 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Judith Martin (chair), Darwin Hendel, Gordon Hirsch, Laura Coffin Koch, 

Christine Maziar, Darcia Narvaez, Kathleen Newell, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Palmer 
Rogers, Tina Rovick, Thomas Soulen, Steven Sperber, Craig Swan 

 
Regrets: Robert Johnson, Martin O’Hely, Richard Skaggs, Suzanne Bates Smith 
 
Absent: Shumaila Anwer, Laura Beauchane, Angela Bos 
 
Guests: Bill Van Essendelft, Vickie Mikelonis, Brian Duran (University College); 

Professor Kent Bales (Committee on Faculty Affairs, Joint Committee on 
Academic Appointments) 

 
 
[In these minutes:  partnership degrees (applied work, with MnSCU); classroom expectations  
guidelines; academic appointments committee; associate of arts liberal education policy;  
registration charges] 
 
1. Partnership Degrees 
 
 Professor Martin convened the meeting at 1:00 and welcomed Dr. Van Essendelft and his 
colleagues from University College (UC) to report on the partnership degrees, following up a 
meeting the Committee had had with Dean Skinner-West earlier in the year. 
 
 Dr. Van Essendelft noted the document concerning partnership degrees that had been 
distributed to the Committee.  Among the concerns that had been raised by this Committee, and 
others, was the possibility of a proliferation of the partnership degrees, with each having a very 
narrow scope, rather than a more general degree.  He said that "all" of these degrees would not 
be a great number, and that UC does not foresee offering many such degrees.  The degrees are 
more specialized, he agreed, and are more responsive to the needs of a particular industry or a 
professional needs. 
 
 As they looked at the degree programs, they decided to propose degrees in three broadly 
defined areas where there seems to be a demand for applied degree programs:  Bachelor of 
Applied Health, Bachelor of Technology, and Bachelor of Applied Business.  The last of the 
three has already been approved and is being offered; the first two are proposed.   
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 Dr. Van Essendelft reported that Vice Provost Swan had suggested the title Bachelor of 
Applied Studies to cover all the degrees, with specializations (parallel to obtaining a B.A. with a 
major in a field).  UC constituents, however, have expressed a preference for more specific titles 
that are related to the program.  Mayo has said it does not wish to see the term "applied" in the 
degree, but that "allied" is acceptable.  Another suggestion was that it be the Bachelor of Health 
Sciences, because the term "allied" has a particular meaning in the health sciences.  The proposal 
for the Bachelor of Technology has not been discussed with the Institute of Technology, but it 
will be. 
 
 Committee members and the Committee guests made a variety of observations and 
comments: 
 
-- Support for not using the term "allied" in any health sciences degree was supported, 
because it might be considered duplicative of existing programs.  Dr. Van Essendelft said that 
was assuredly not the intent, and the guidelines governing the partnership programs ensure that 
they would not be. 
 
-- Where would the Bachelor of Construction Management fit in the three categories?  And 
since when did the term "technology" come to be equated with computers?  Dr. Van Essendelft 
agreed that the fit would be awkward, and that technology did not equal computers.   
 
-- Should there be only one degree, or two, or three?  There should not be too many titles; 
the two primary undergraduate degrees the University offers are the B.A. and the B.S., "in" 
something (although there are also a host of specific baccalaureate degrees, in engineering, 
business, etc.). 
 
-- The degree in technology would not be accredited as an engineering degree.  Would the 
rubric Bachelor of Applied Studies cover all the degree programs that UC can envision might be 
offered?  (It would.) 
 
-- How are these degrees different from the Associate or the B.A./B.S.?  One worries they 
will be confused with other degrees.  And why a bachelor's degree?   The major difference is that 
these degrees respond to a specific need, and do not focus on theory, as the B.A. and B.S. 
degrees do.  They are focused on job skills and job knowledge, developed through, developed 
through consultation with industry, University faculty, and MnSCU faculty, and are 
interdisciplinary.  They are bachelor's degrees because they require 120 (semester) credits, and are 
analogous to degrees offered across the country at polytechnic institutions.  (It was noted that the 
distinction between the baccalaureate B.A. and B.S. degrees, and other bachelor's degrees, is 
confusing and not clear to those outside the institution.)  These degrees also do not have formal 
liberal education requirements, although in some cases the requirements may be very similar--
they try to meet the spirit of the liberal education requirements.  They also focus on training that 
industry wants, such as multicultural skills and small group work. 
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 -- It is appropriate for UC to bring these recommendations, and the solution may be 2-3 
categories which encompass what is now offered and what might be offered in the future, 
although it is not clear what the exact terms should be. 
 
-- Any additional degrees (or majors, or programs, or whatever one calls them) would 
require regental approval--whether grouped under one name or several. 
 
-- The three proposed names reflect the directions the partnership degrees are going, but 
there is a "shoehorning" problem with some, and could also be in the future.  On the other hand, 
the customers of these degrees push in the direction of more specifically-named degrees, 
something in the title indicative of the training and experience received. 
 
-- University College is not looking for more of these programs; they are labor-intensive and 
if expanded, would most likely require additional support for UC.  These degrees are not a 
direction in which UC wishes to expand. 
 
-- The number of students in the existing programs has increased over time; it is difficult to 
predict what they will be in the future.  The programs appeal to a different type of student; it is 
unknown if the partnership programs pull students from MnSCU four-year programs.  They do 
pull graduates from the MnSCU two-year programs, and that was the intent.  They do not pull 
students from University programs. 
  
-- While one can understand the view of the clients for more descriptive degree names, 
from the institutional point of view, some of them are troublesome and ambiguous and may 
create the impression that part of the University is being carved off.  One could also carry these 
degree names quite far, so they would have a very narrow focus.  The sentiments expressed were 
for fewer degree names; the Bachelor of Applied Studies would differentiate it from other 
University degree programs.  Would it be understood by the people who are hiring?  Probably, 
over time. 
 
-- UC will abide by the wishes of the Committee, but it does cater to non-traditional 
students, and is the only unit that sets out to meet their needs.  Students in the programs say they 
would not enter them if not offered through the community colleges, because the University is 
not seen as friendly.  These are often first-generation college students, people who see themselves 
moving from the laboring to the professional classes, and the titles reflect what they are going 
into.  UC will hear complaints about a Bachelor of Applied Studies, as another instance of the 
University not responding to needs.  In addition, UC works very closely with industry to design 
the curricula, and EVERY course is reviewed by experts in the field so there is immediate buy-in.  
The University is frequently seen as indifferent to the business community, and this curriculum 
design process suggests it is open to their concerns.  There is a lot of attention being paid to 
these degrees around the country. 
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 -- The students who graduate from these programs could go to graduate school; 
admission is up to the individual graduate programs.  They know of one Bachelor of Applied 
Business student who have entered the Carlson School.  They need to have the right GPA, etc.  
 
 Professor Martin asked for a vote on whether the partnership degree programs should 
have one name or more than one (e.g., 3).  The Committee voted 5-1 that they should have one 
name.  She thanked Dr. Van Essendelft and his colleagues for joining the Committee and invited 
them to return to the Committee if they wished to discuss these or related issues any further. 
 
2. Classroom Expectations Document 
 
 Professor Martin turned next to Professor Koch, who distributed copies of a revised 
statement on classroom expectations, and said she had tried to incorporate the suggestions made 
the first time the document was discussed.  General comments included these: 
 
-- The more one requires be put on a syllabus, the more irritation and resistance the 
recommendation will encounter. 
 
-- It needs to be made clear who has what responsibilities with respect to students with 
disabilities. 
 
-- It should be clear that students are responsible for all class meetings and materials.  Any 
additional mandatory class meetings or events at stipulated times must be in the class schedule; 
classes which require outside activities, with the time at the discretion of the student (e.g., attend 
a play), need not be expressly included in the class schedule because it falls within the normal 
workload expectations for courses (i.e., 3 hours per work of week for each credit).   
 
 One Committee member inquired whether this should be a policy, which implies a level 
of formality and enforcement, or if it should be guidelines for good practice.  What disposition 
should be made of the document?  The general consensus of the Committee was that these 
should be guidelines, not a policy.  After additional suggestions have been provided to Professor 
Koch, the document will be revised and then circulated to the Council of Undergraduate Deans, 
academic department chairs, and the Academy of Distinguished Teachers. 
 
3. Academic Appointments 
 
 Professor Martin now welcomed Professor Kent Bales to the Committee, to talk about 
the work and status of the Joint Committee on Academic Appointments.   
 
 Professor Bales reported that the work of the Joint Committee will NOT be taken to the 
Senate on May 20, but will instead be referred to a working group on academic appointments, 
which includes faculty, P&A, deans, and central administrators, to identify what elements of the 
Joint Committee report can be implemented.  The reasons for the appointment of the working 
group apparently include concern among the deans and the central administration that some of 
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 the Joint Committee proposals are too restrictive (e.g., the limit of 15% on the number of 
non-tenure-track faculty that units would be allowed to hire) and that they could reduce the 
flexibility of a large University.  Only the President had said anything about such concerns up to 
now, he noted; the deans had said nothing and the Joint Committee had received no feedback 
about the proposals except for a brief meeting with a working group that generally expressed 
support. 
 
 Professor Bales acknowledged the concerns of the P&A staff that had been reported at 
the Senate meeting, and noted that the recommendations could mean breaking part of the group 
away from colleagues in the same department.  Such "social difficulties" are one reason for the 
concerns. 
 
 He also commented, in response to a question, that the Joint Committee was initially 
most concerned about the number of non-faculty people who teach, but concluded it should 
incorporate those who do research when it learned the number of non-faculty people whose 
work is devoted to research.  They also realized that many people who do research do teaching of 
a special kind because they have graduate students working with them, etc.   
 
 The recommendations are directed at people who do faculty-like work, Professor Bales 
pointed out, but do not require that those people do ALL the work that regular faculty do.  They 
may not do outreach, or may not do research, but the point is to regularize the treatment of these 
people, especially those non-tenure-track (NTT) staff who do a lot of lower division teaching in 
the core arts, sciences, and engineering units. 
 
 Professor Bales noted that there has been nearly universal resistance to the term 
"collateral faculty." 
 
 Asked if there were any specific issues to which this Committee should attend, Professor 
Bales said there were, and pointed to the regulation of the percentage of non-tenure-track faculty 
as an educational policy question.  This matter goes to the heart of the question of who teaches a 
number of the undergraduate courses in the core of the University and the extent to which they 
participate in curricular and course planning in the units where they work.  The practice varies 
considerably across departments. 
 
 One Committee member supported the 15% limit, as a way to keep the value of the 
faculty as a scholarly, academic group.  If that number declines, and the number of NTT faculty 
increases, that value declines.  The 15% limit (headcount) is for a college, and it is possible to 
obtain an exemption, Professor Bales noted.  Many believe the University is in good shape as it 
is, because teaching assistants are valuable and should be continued--and not counted as faculty.  
He also observed that the professional schools need professional practitioners; yet they need to 
talk about that, and talk with the Provost, so that there is awareness at the University level of the 
extent to which colleges are using NTT faculty; the 15% limit may not apply to them.  Most units 
apparently will not exceed the 15% limit; some, which appear to exceed it, actually turn out not to 
when one examines more closely the appointments.  Others, such as the Medical School, will 
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 come in under the 50% ceiling on NTTF because many of the NTTF are adjunct--and so in 
most instances will teach too little to "count."  
 
 The Joint Committee also believes that full-time staff are better for the University than 
part-time staff.  Equity is one concern, but educational policy is another.  Part-time staff do a lot 
of work, and usually without fringe benefits.  (One definition of "flexibility," he commented, is 
that it means one can hire cheap labor.)  Full-time NTT faculty, in addition to doing a lot of 
teaching or research, are useful beyond the classroom in advising, planning and supervising the 
curriculum, and fulfilling other duties at which the University is short-handed because it has so 
few faculty. 
 
 There has been concern about a unit where the number of faculty has declined and where 
P&A staff have been hired in a teaching role by decision of the administration, not the faculty.  If 
the unit is over the 15% limit, who makes the request for the exemption?  The administrators?  
Even if the request is in conflict with the position of the faculty?  What about units that exceed 
the 15% limit but in which the faculty do not WANT it to be over the limit?   
 

That's the faculty's call, in the eyes of the Joint Committee.  The working group may 
answer those questions more effectively, Professor Bales responded; the Joint Committee only 
proposed that all units must be a majority faculty.  What to do if a unit is not in compliance?  
Must it start hiring faculty?  One proposal to the Joint Committee that made sense was to look at 
peer institutions (size, number of students, sponsored research funding, etc.) and see what size 
faculty is appropriate for a tier one research university.  A decision about the size should be 
made, and say that all hires must be faculty until that appropriate size is reached.  (One possible 
problem with that proposal, it was noted by one Committee member, is that it is often difficult to 
compare apples to apples; the University has a comparatively small Psychology department, for 
example--but it has separate departments of Child Psychology, Educational Psychology, and so 
on.) 
 
 Will a recalibration of who is counted as faculty look, to the outside, as if the University 
doubled the size of its faculty?  Professor Bales said they could not deal with how the changes 
would be perceived; many of these people are already on the staff and some have the title of 
professor.  Asked how the question would play at the legislature, Professor Bales reported that 
those who work with legislators say they would not care.  If faculty-like staff are counted 
appropriately, however, it would improve the University's student-faculty ratio. 
 
 One purpose of the 15% limit, Professor Bales reported, is to nudge the University 
toward full-time employment practices.   
 
 Asked what the Committee could do, Professor Bales said it would be helpful if the 
Committee had any ideas about how to define faculty-like work for those who are not charged 
with the responsibilities of the regular faculty.  The working group will begin work soon, 
although much of its work must be done after June 15, he concluded.  November 1 is the 
deadline for the group to report to its constituents. 
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 Professor Martin thanked Professor Bales for his report. 
 
4. Liberal Education Policy 
 
 Professor Martin next asked Dr. Hendel to speak briefly to an issue he had raised.  Dr. 
Hendel distributed copies of an existing Regents' policy which sets out guidelines for educational 
requirements for the associate degree.  He reported that he is a member of a small group working 
to bring Regents' policies in line with the change to semesters, and that this policy, adopted in the 
early 1980s, is outdated.  The University offers few associate degrees, and those that do exist (at 
Crookston) are being phased out.  He has spoken with representatives from all campuses, and no 
one saw this as a useful policy.  Nor did the Council on Liberal Education.   
 
 Is there any reason it should be retained, Dr. Hendel inquired?  The Committee thought 
not. 
 

There is no parallel policy for baccalaureate degrees; the requirements are set by the 
campuses, and there is a general sense that those policies are working.  Any decision about 
whether there should be an overall policy is something that should be taken up by the 
governance system, Dr. Hendel suggested. 
 
5. Registration Fees 
 
 Professor Martin called next on Vice Provost Swan to lead a discussion of registration 
fees.  A proposal has been developed to change late registration fees, Dr. Swan reported, but it 
continues to distinguish between people who change registration BEFORE classes start and 
those who do so after, and it does not discourage timely graduation. 
 
 The proposal calls for a $40 fee for changes during the first two weeks of classes, and an 
$80 fee for changes beginning with the third week of classes.   
 

If one drops/adds a class in the third week, even if for a valid reason, the fee is charged?  
There are exceptions granted, Dr. Swan said--but also pointed out that the more exceptions there 
are, the more difficult it is to administer the system.  In the case of a student who is suspended 
and readmitted, the fee would probably be waived; Dr. Swan said that if the student was 
constrained by something the University did, the fee would not be charged. 
 
 There are also pressures to change the tuition-paying policy, Dr. Swan reported; the 
University's policy is very lenient.  A student needs pay nothing for a month.  But the University 
also does not permit paying by credit card, it was noted. 
 
 What student behaviors is this policy intended to encourage or discourage, asked one 
Committee member?  How does this relate to other fees?  Will it discourage students from taking 
more than 13 credits?   One problem is that the financial incentive is for students to register for 
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 more classes than they will take, and then drop them during the term--which means that 
spaces which could have gone to other students are filled at the time of registration.  One 
Committee member agreed, saying there is a lot of "course shopping," and it is especially easy to 
do so when one can register via computer. 
 
 The Committee accepted the proposed policy. 
 
 Professor Martin adjourned the meeting at 3:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


