
 Minutes* 
 
 Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
 Wednesday, October 30, 1996 
 1:00 - 3:00 
 Room 238 Morrill Hall 
 
 
Present: Laura Koch (chair), Avram Bar-Cohen, Anita Cholewa, Elayne Donahue, Gordon Hirsch, 

Thomas Johnson, Judith Martin, Cleon Melsa, Kathleen Newell, W. Phillips Shively, 
William Van Essendelft, Gayle Graham Yates 

 
Regrets: Darwin Hendel, Robert Leik 
 
Guests: Donald Bell (Carlson School), Dennis Cabral (Academic Affairs), Matt Curry (MSA);  
 
Others: Helen Phin (Student Body president); a faculty member from CSOM 
 
[In these minutes:  a proposal to make available to students the results of student evaluations of teaching, 
& the CSOM experience; Incentives for Managed Growth; policy on classes, schedules, and final 
examinations] 
 
 
1.   Use of Student Evaluations of Teaching 
 
 Professor Koch convened the meeting at 1:00 and welcomed Dr. Cabral and Mr. Curry to the 
meeting to discuss a proposal to make available to students the statistical summaries of student 
evaluations of faculty members.   
 
 Dr. Cabral explained that the proposal to make the teaching evaluation summaries available to 
students originated with the Minnesota Student Association as a way to help students make course 
choices.  They brought the proposal to the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and asked that it 
be acted on; Dr. Infante brought it to the Executive Council in May, which said the proposal looked 
acceptable and directed that it be brought to this Committee for review.   
 
 The core of the proposal is that it is optional for faculty, not mandatory, and builds on a model that 
already exists at the University, in the Carlson School.  This proposal expands the Carlson School 
practice to the entire University. 
 
 Mr. Curry explained the evolution of the proposal, noting that it was a top issue among students in 
MSA last year.  They examined what is done at other schools, and also looked at the Carlson School 
(CSOM) model.  In the latter, the faculty have the option to release the results, and authorize the release 
by signing a consent form.  The dean's office compiles the summary statistics into books that are available 
in several offices in CSOM. 
 
                     

 *These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 
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 Mr. Curry then asked CSOM Associate Dean Donald Bell to speak to the Committee.  Dr. Bell 
reported the current system has been in place for about five years.  At the time, it was suggested teaching 
evaluation information should be made more widely available than it was; since state law prohibits 
making public information used in the tenure decision, a consent form was required. 
 
 Dr. Bell said he believes information should be made available to help people make decisions, and 
that includes students. 
 
 The original proposal to the CSOM faculty, to make the information available to students, was 
passed by the faculty of CSOM, as was a requirement that every course and faculty member be evaluated 
every quarter.  At first, about 75% of the faculty participated in the release of the teaching evaluation 
statistics; now the rate is about 90% or more. 
 
 The greatest value of the program is that constituents have available reasonable information on 
which to make informed decisions about the courses they take, Dr. Bell repeated.  Students tend to be at 
the mercy of the last comment they heard about a course, perhaps over coffee, and have no context in 
which to place the comment, such as the evaluation by all members of a class.  This is the only way to 
provide such a context. 
 
 They have not had to make announcements that the data are available; students know it and use it.  
The system works well, he concluded, and he said he doubted whether the faculty even think about the 
fact that the results are made available to students. 
 
 Committee members then posed questions. 
 
-- CSOM has only recently begun admitting freshmen, and has more graduate students; use of these 

data by graduate students would be different from that of undergraduates.  In CLA, by comparison, 
about half the student credit hours are taught by teaching assistants, so one-half the courses would 
not be routine from one quarter to the next.   

 
-- A real concern is that the material in the evaluation does not tell one very much; why share 

information that is not particularly good?   
 
 Whether or not it is good depends on your point of view, Dr. Bell responded; the data do not 

measure teaching quality, and he agreed that they also do not measure student learning.  The results 
are a measure of student satisfaction with a course.  If one believes that is relevant, then it is of 
value.  The results should not be used as a proxy for more than that, he said.  But after all the 
discussion and debate, there is no other information available; whatever system is used, the results 
should be available to students.  They tell students that the results have to be taken in context--that 
they are only a measure of how a group of students responded to that class environment.  This is a 
more systematic set of data than students can otherwise obtain and reflects an aggregate view. 

 
-- Only the numerical data are in the books available?  (Yes.)  Is there a running tally on the results 

for each faculty member?  (No, students would need to go through several books to gather such 
information.  The data are discrete, quarter by quarter.) 
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 A faculty member from CSOM pointed out that the quality of the evaluation instrument and the 
publication of data from it are separate questions.  If the instrument is flawed, it should be 
improved; the question today is whether the results should be published. 

 
-- In some units, the students take all the same courses at the same time; of what value would the 

evaluations be in that case?  They have similar requirements in the core MBA program, Dr. Bell 
replied, with no choices available to students; he agreed that they are of less value for students in 
that instance.  They are of more value to him, to help faculty to improve.  He also said that the 
evaluations are NOT used heavily by CSOM in evaluation or in a punitive way. 

 
-- Are these results used by prospective students, who might choose to go elsewhere to school after 

looking at them?  Dr. Bell said he had no evidence that prospective students looked at the results 
and made a decision about attendance; the data are mostly relevant inside the University. 

 
-- Has CSOM looked at how well the results discriminate among teachers over time?  How valid are 

they?  Is there any evidence that shows students can use these results effectively?  On the first 
question, Dr. Bell said they have not studied the results in this way.  On the third, he said did not 
know of any. 

 
 Mr. Curry reported that the students, in their research, had found a lot written about how faculty 

use the results but nothing on how students use them.  From a student perspective, it is only 
common sense to want to know what one's peers think about courses and faculty members. 

 
 How is it that students know, when looking at the student evaluation results, that they are like the 

students who provided the evaluations?  Not all students' needs are the same; how does one know 
which end of the scale those doing the evaluation are on?  This is aggregate information, Mr. Curry 
said; if the general perception is that a faculty members uses a particular teaching style, one that 
may be different from how a student learns best, then that is useful information.  Mr. Curry agreed 
that some of this information can be found in course syllabi. 

 
 Dr. Cabral distributed copies of an article published by the American Council of Learned Societies, 

which reviewed more than 2000 articles on student ratings.  There are three primary uses for the 
results:  as a student guide, to improve teaching, and in personnel decisions.  How do students use 
them?  The studies suggest that students select highly-rated courses, even if they require more 
work. 

 
-- What is the student reaction if a faculty member does not release the results?  It may be, Mr. Curry 

said, that a faculty member is on leave or not teaching that quarter.  A faculty member from CSOM 
said that whether a faculty member releases the results is not announced. 

 
-- It is a cause for concern that the results will be adapted for public release because they are the only 

data available.  If the intent is to improve instruction and student choices, a new tool needs to be 
developed.  The literature suggests student evaluations are inadequate for improvement of teaching. 
Many faculty have had the experience of having a student come back and say that even though they 
hated a particular course and it was very difficult, it was nonetheless one of the best courses they 
took.  Student evaluations can identify major deficiencies, but they cannot capture the instructional 
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context and are subject to abuses on either side.  It would be better to use this opportunity to 
develop a better tool, and not seek the short-term benefit.  This proposal could harm faculty who 
are serious about improving their teaching; there are other tools that could be used, such as a 
teaching portfolio, peer review, team teaching, and so on. 

 
 Ms. Phin said she hoped the Committee would give students credit for using the evaluations 

appropriately, and that students would not choose a faculty member just on the basis of popularity. 
It is probably true that all faculty want to improve their teaching, but one hopes that they are good 
teachers when they come here, and that will come out in the evaluations. 

 
 Mr. Curry repeated the proposition that the quality of the instrument should not be tied to the 

proposal to make the results available to students.  It could be several years before a new tool is 
developed, and there will never be a perfect system. 

 
-- One can appreciate the wish to make the results known to students.  This discussion raises the 

question of whether or not it is appropriate--given that the instrument is seen as flawed--to use the 
results in tenure decisions.  More information for students is better, and release of the results on a 
voluntary basis is acceptable, but if the results are unreliable, should they be used in personnel 
decisions? 

 
 Mr. Curry related that he is a junior in CSOM and sees that the system works well for both faculty 
and students.  A key factor is that faculty participation is optional.  The system could benefit the entire 
University and help students in making decisions.  The benefits to students are that after they have 
completed required courses, they can use the results to make choices, in order to find a teaching style that 
matches their learning styles.  These may not be the best data, but they are what are available. 
 
 He also reported that the majority of the Big Ten schools make teaching evaluation results to 
students; only Iowa, Minnesota, and Michigan State do not (whether Purdue does was not known; the rest 
do so, and two--Wisconsin and Northwestern--make them available on the Internet).   
  
 Professor Koch thanked Dr. Cabral and Mr. Curry and the others for speaking with the Committee, 
and said it would take up the matter again at its next meeting, and would forward a recommendation to 
the Senate Consultative Committee. 
 
2. Responsibility Center Management or Incentives for Managed Growth (IMG) 
 
 Professor Koch said the Committee needs to take a closer look at IMG and should respond if it is 
concerned about how IMG would affect undergraduate education.  Is the plan acceptable? 
 
 Committee members offered a number of comments. 
 
-- In one unit, one has the sense that all the faculty believe it a terrible idea; there is NO faculty or 

staff support for it.  There is nothing in the documents or what has been said that will prevent one 
college from trying to attract as many students as possible from other colleges, nor is there any 
provision for revenue allocation in the instance of faculty from one college who teach a course in 
another college and attract students from yet third and fourth colleges.  As the plan stands, the 
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college of the faculty member would receive most of the tuition revenue and the college of the 
students' enrollment would receive the remainder; the college offering the course--which might 
have entailed considerable cost in creating it--will receive no money.  The tuition revenues would 
not be equitably divided. 

 
 A related point is that distance education will permit institutions all over to try to pull students from 

other schools.  In the case of one institution, the business school began offering classes in 
geography and languages, taught with adjunct faculty.  This bypasses the normal process for course 
review, and there may be less concern about the credentials of the people teaching the courses. 

 
-- A long-term concern is with the growth of funding subject to IMG.  At present funds subject to 

IMG constitute a small fraction of the total allocation to the colleges.  Consequently, state funds 
can be used to correct any imbalances that may arise from an overly-zealous implementation of 
IMG.  As tuition and other revenues become an increasingly larger part of unit budgets, however, it 
will become progressively more difficult to counterbalance IMG, and, therefore, IMG must include 
a mechanism to protect the integrity of critical units. 

 
-- IMG will encourage large classes and low instructional costs.  Large classes can be good; they can 

also be the worst way to deliver education; the system will pressure units to do anything they can to 
earn a buck, with few safeguards. 

 
-- IMG has significant implications for University College.  There are real problems cropping up, 

such as a growing disregard for students because departments want to cancel classes that have only 
11-12 people enrolled or deciding to inload low-enrollment courses and offer them at different 
times--which could mean scheduling classes at times CEE students would not be able to attend.  
The idea of IMG is not entirely bad, but one has to be concerned about unthinking decisions that 
will be made, without adequate thought given to their implications.  This is the introduction of 
capitalism; people do not realize the damage it could do, and the University is moving too fast. 

 
-- One possible advantage to IMG is that it will begin to provide proper funding to departments that 

serve a lot of students. 
 
-- What happens to expensive programs that cannot, because of facilities or policy decisions, increase 

enrollment?  Do they wither on the vine? 
 
-- One untoward possibility is that departments will create courses just to attract students, courses that 

may not be part of their programs. 
 
 In terms of offering courses, Dr. Shively said, he is working on a proposal for the Committee that 
would build on the model of the biological sciences reorganization:  a core of faculty responsible for 
lower division education, with perhaps a core college but with other units involved appropriately.  This 
would help avoid internecine competition.  In the instance of a faculty member from one college teaching 
a course in a second college developed by yet a third, this is not necessarily a zero-sum game.  The 
biological sciences model suggests drawing in faculty who are not now teaching in the field, and thus 
increasing the enrollment capacity of the field without debasing what is being done.  The University has 
been begging professional school faculty to teach undergraduates for years; some faculty who have been 
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interested in doing so have been stopped by their deans.  IMG would more readily permit such teaching. 
 
 This would not be a perfect system, Dr. Shively acknowledged.  But in the final analysis, the 
current method of allocating revenue is not perfect either, and in some cases the allocation of revenue 
may have more to do with political connections or inertia than sound educational policy.  IMG could 
begin to move funds to the right places.   
 
 The problem, said one Committee member, is that this sounds good, but there is nothing in the 
documents to ensure that it would develop this way.  Small units, for example, will not be assured they 
will have enough funds. 
 
 The same is true without IMG, it was said.  All IMG does is identify where revenues come from 
and where they should stay.  The state funds would be used for areas of University priority; there would 
be a more conscious decision about using them.  There are dangers in IMG; one of the biggest ones is in 
the charging policies of the Internal Service Organizations.  There is much potential for mischief in what 
those units might do. 
 
 Supposedly the support services will be priced competitively, said one Committee member, and 
units allowed to make price comparisons; there is, however, no such language in the documents that says 
this.   
 
 What is to prevent CBS from not inviting professional school faculty into the reorganized 
biological sciences, asked one Committee member, and instead using P&A faculty--who do not do 
research--to provide instruction, thereby permitting CBS to keep all the tuition revenue?  Part of what can 
be used to sell a curriculum is who teaches it, Dr. Shively said; with faculty involved in the decisions 
about the curriculum, they will be less financially-based than if the deans alone must make the decisions.  
In some cases, moreover, it is appropriate to hire P&A faculty--perhaps because of the heavy service load 
a department carries, such as in the languages.  The biological sciences model emphasizes cooperation 
among the colleges, not competition, and it is hoped that cooperative management structures can be 
developed.   
 
 The biological sciences reorganization may be a wonderful model, said one Committee member, 
but it is not yet in place, and in the meantime IMG is coming down the track fast. 
 
 Another drawback to IMG is that there is no link between it and the critical measures.  If there 
were, one might feel less concerned; without the linkage, units must do what they can to find money, and 
the activity may be at the expense of the critical measures.  Dr. Shively agreed, and said one regret he has 
about the critical measures is that the student-faculty ratio is not included.  That is easily-gathered 
information, and it does affect the quality of undergraduate education.  IMG is located at the college 
level; in larger colleges, that should have a smoothing effect.  The dean has to be concerned with the 
health of a small but essential program.  In smaller colleges, there could be problems.  IMG may make 
this more obvious--but that does not mean there should not be smaller colleges. 
 
 IMG also has the potential to pit departments against departments in the same college.  Dr. Shively 
agreed, but pointed out that that occurs now; IMG could, however, exacerbate that situation. 
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 One hears that the basic idea behind IMG does not sound bad, but one can identify so many 
problems and for which there are no mechanism to prevent or deal with, and the potential for abuse is 
great.  Dr. Shively agreed, but said he sees even more problems in the current system, and he does not like 
it.  Even now, departments scrap for enrollment.  Deans will have to intercede when departments differ 
and the provosts will have to intercede when there are collegiate differences of opinion; there will be 
more difficulties on cross-provostal problems.  But overall, there is more promise than damage with IMG, 
he commented.  CLA is partially on IMG now, and it has put the college on a far more stable financial 
footing than it was a year ago. 
 
 It may be that the process is just moving too fast, and causes concern because it comes at the same 
time as the change to semesters and the possible questions about faculty workload.  One Committee 
member cautioned that there is the potential for a lot of damage from IMG and that the implications have 
NOT been thought through, especially for University College.  IMG could have a significant impact on 
the University's ability to serve evening students, for example.  
 
 Professor Koch said that Committee members should review the comments in the minutes, and that 
she would then forward them to Associate Vice President Kvavik.   
 
3.   Policy on Classes and Schedules 
 
 The Committee next took up the proposed Policy on Classes and Schedules (for semesters), and 
agreed on the following points: 
 
-- For the Twin Cities campus, the 80-minutes classes will be scheduled only on Tuesdays and 

Thursdays, and should be scheduled so that they run back to back, with a 15-minute change period 
between them.  Classes of 55 minutes in length would be scheduled according to the regular hourly 
schedule all days of the week.  This arrangement would create the least amount of "dead" time 
between classes for students. 

 
 One Committee member inquired why 80 minutes had been chosen; it was explained that 3 classes 

at 55 minutes in a week equaled 165 instructional minutes; for classes that meet in longer sessions, 
2 classes at 80 minutes equaled 160 minutes.  This was deemed close enough, and the Committee 
did NOT favor 82.5 minute classes!  And suggesting 85 or 90 minutes would be a further increase 
in faculty workload, which it was seen as undesirable to propose. 

 
 It was agreed that Ms. Grundner should be invited to speak with the Committee about the 

implications for classroom scheduling that such a class schedule might hold for the Twin Cities 
campus. 

 
-- Again for the Twin Cities campus, it was agreed that students should not be permitted to enroll for 

courses which overlap or which are scheduled to start or end within 15 minutes of each other (this 
proviso is already in the existing draft).  It was further agreed that students should not be permitted 
to register for back-to-back courses on the Minneapolis and St. Paul campuses that start within 30 
minutes of each other. 

 
 It was agreed that Mr. Lewis should speak with the Committee about the possibility of 
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programming these restrictions into the registration system. 
 
-- Also for the Twin Cities campus, the Committee, after considerable debate and a straw vote, did 

NOT favor a proviso prohibiting any changes from the class schedule, once it is published.  (The 
Committee made no change in the provision prohibiting any change in the FINAL schedule, except 
under circumstances already provided for in the draft.)  The Committee did agree, however, to 
revisit the question of how changes in a scheduled class might be made. 

 
-- The Committee agreed to revisit the question of whether attendance at the first session of a class 

was mandatory if a student wishes to retain his or her space in the class.  This is a "rule" that has 
long been printed in the class schedule, but there does not appear in any Senate policy that has been 
identified. 

 
 Professor Koch reported on the discussions she had had about the possibility of beginning to 
stagger the class starting times between Minneapolis and St. Paul; based on what she learned (pursuant to 
directions she received from the Committee at its previous meeting), she recommended that there be no 
change in class starting times this academic year.  There had been grave concern on the St. Paul campus 
about a possible need to revise class schedules in the middle of the academic year.  Moreover, no one had 
brought the problem to the attention of Assistant Vice President Tschida, so the transportation (bus 
shortage) issues had not been dealt with.  He will discuss the issue with people on the St. Paul campus 
and try to address it. 
 
 There was agreement, however, that generally speaking the class starting times between 
Minneapolis and St. Paul should be staggered, in order to avoid too much "dead" time between classes for 
students.   
 
 It was agreed that the Committee would take up, at its next meeting, the CASE teaching award, the 
issue of making public student evaluations, and the unresolved issues on the class schedule policy.  The 
last item will be brought to the Senate and Assembly for action in December. 
 
 Professor Koch then adjourned the meeting at 3:10. 
   
      -- Gary Engstrand 
  
University of Minnesota 


