
 Minutes* 
 
 Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
 Friday, January 21, 1994 
 2:15 - 4:00 
 Room 608 Campus Club 
 
 
Present: Kenneth Heller (chair), Craig Bursch, Thomas Clayton,  Megan Gunnar, Robert Johnson, 

Manuel Kaplan, Michael Pawlicki, Carla Phillips, William Van Essendelft, Gayle Graham 
Yates 

 
Regrets: James Cotter, Sue Donaldson 
 
Absent: Anita Cholewa, Darwin Hendel, Darren Walhof 
 
Guests: none 
 
Others: none 
 
[In these minutes:  Committee discussion of the draft report on University College] 
 
 
 Professor Heller convened the meeting at 2:15 and recalled that the purpose of the meeting was to 
discuss the draft report from the University College Working Group.  In two weeks the Committee will 
meet with Vice President Allen, who chaired the Working Group, to talk about the report.  Professor 
Heller asked if there were any general comments about the report. 
 
 One Committee member said that to label University College [hereinafter UC] as a delivery system 
for vocationally-oriented education is "interesting."  One is bothered by the flavor of the report; trying to 
figure out the relationship between UC and this Committee, and the partnerships and this Committee, 
could be a "headache." 
 
 Another concern is the faculty of UC; it appears to be CEE business as usual, but there are a few 
extra words that make that uncertain.  One Committee member said that red flags will be raised by such 
phrases, under "tasks" to be accomplished, as "review faculty compensation structure," "new workload 
policies," and "evolution of inload/overload pay procedures."  There is a fear that extension teaching will 
be inloaded, eliminating a necessary source of extra income for many underpaid faculty.   
 
 Another Committee member said he had read those phrases more hopefully, thinking that the 
administration would realize that those doing overload teaching are underpaid.  Other Committee 
members expressed doubt about that optimism; one said that unless that were specified, it was 
"dreaming."  The report is clear in a general way that the University will go to certain outside groups to 
do the teaching.  Yet another concurred with the proposition that optimism was "dreaming," noting that it 
would take $16 million to bring overload teaching compensation into line with day school rates. 
                     

 *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. 
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 In terms of the workload policy, it was said, the likely concern is that some faculty are doing so 
much extension teaching that they are not doing the research that is expected.  No doubt there ARE some 
faculty who are abusing the system, but probably not a lot.   
 
 In terms of inloading, said one Committee member, it seems clear that the administration does want 
SOME inloading.  When there are 7 - 10 people in classes, the administration believes the size can be 
increased, and that can be accomplished by inloading. 
 
 The review of pay procedures, it was said, is probably stimulated by the fact that most funds from 
inloading arrangements go to the department, with some staying in CEE.  There is an interest in learning 
what happens to that income and who has a claim on it. 
 
 At present, CEE students are financed the same as day students, said one Committee member, with 
the same state subsidy and tuition.  But the income from CEE is considered "free money" while CEE 
students are dealt with "on the side."  They should receive the same treatment as day students.  The 
administration believes that CEE income should go to the research university, it was said, and one factor 
that underlies the creation of UC is that it could generate even more income.  Dr. Allen, it was noted, had 
made that explicit in his comments to the Finance and Planning Committee. 
 
 That income, it was pointed out, comes out of the hides of faculty members who are doing the 
extension teaching for less compensation than in the day school.  One probable administrative answer to 
that claim, responded a Committee member, is that faculty who teach in extension are being paid only to 
teach, not for research or service. 
 
 The concern about faculty, it was then said by the Committee member who raised the point 
initially, is that if UC is to be demand-driven--which it must--then where will the lines be drawn in terms 
if the demand for courses in UC is great?  Will regular faculty be ordered to inload that teaching?  That is 
a worst-case scenario, but what might happen has not been made explicit.  Vice President Allen will have 
to answer that question, said another Committee member, although it does seem clear that the University 
does want to "leverage faculty into being more flexible" about when they teach; how far it will go or how 
iron-fisted it will be is not certain.  The issue of inloading and demand, it was pointed out, is true for the 
entire University, not just UC, in terms of around-the-clock classes and better use of the physical plant.  
(One Committee member reported that a Master's degree in Social Work is being offered by CEE, which 
bought several faculty lines to offer it; the department is using a combination of regular and community 
faculty to teach the courses.) 
 
 One Committee member said it remains difficult to understand how much of UC is a proposal to 
give CEE a larger responsibility for what all faculty now do and how much represents a new direction for 
the University.  CEE, it appears, would assume a larger share of administrative responsibility for 
instruction than it now has but not much would be altered otherwise; in other words, redrawing the lines 
without real reorganization otherwise.  One goes back and forth in thinking about the issue.  It appears 
that CEE is being asked to do more of what has been done in the day school--or that the day school will 
be organized to do more of what CEE now does.   
 
 Another Committee member said it does not appear that much will be different for CEE except for 
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the partnership programs--which it is extremely unlikely will ever make up more than 10% of CEE 
enrollment. 
 
 If the report is looking at CEE in a different way, it was then said, the implication is that something 
will be different in the rest of the University as well.  CEE has a lot of one-course faculty who are not 
"regular" even if they are approved by the department.  The likely distribution of teachers in UC will not 
be different from the present distribution in CEE, observed one Committee member. 
 
 There are faculty who teach ONLY in CEE and who have no other connection with the University, 
one Committee member pointed out.  Even though approved by the department, they are CEE faculty, not 
department faculty, and they do not participate in the department or governance.  The question is how 
much will those faculty engage in decision-making about new directions if their role is the same as what 
they now do in CEE?  CEE believes, it was said, that there are ways to bring those faculty into the 
academic life of the University. 
 
 The question is whether or not these are University of Minnesota courses.  There are presumably 
ways that faculty do things because of their interaction and participation in the life of the campus; if 
someone is hired to come in and teach a course, why is that a University course?  Those individuals and 
their courses are not informed by the research mission of the University.   
 
 One general comment about the report, said a Committee member, is that it should not use the term 
"adult student."  Almost all the students in the research university are adults.  My argument, said another, 
is that all students should be taught as adults.  They should not be thought of as adults or not; they should 
be thought of as students, some of whom are employed in a career that they expect to see themselves in 
for some time and some of whom have a job solely in order to go to school. 
 
 One old question, not yet answered, is who UC students will be.  The report speaks of "part-time 
students, working adult students, and lifelong learners."  Common understanding of the terms, said one 
Committee member, would be that the first are just out of high school but attend part-time until they 
finish, the second have re-entered the University after being in their career, and the third are people who 
take courses for intellectual pleasure. 
 
 This raises again the question of whether or not UC will be a "trade school"--which is a worry in a 
demand-driven university.  If the part-time student obtains an education that is not focused on improving 
the mind, then it is not a University of Minnesota education.  A university, agreed another, is a place 
where learning is of the essence, not the dissemination of skills.  Professional schools are distinct in this 
respect, it was said, and they would probably agree that they are. 
 
 To what extent, inquired one Committee member, is this a mechanism to attract part-time students 
out of day school so that education in the day school can then be tailored to those whose business is being 
in school--as opposed to those with jobs and families?  Faculty do have to think differently about their 
teaching, depending on which group of students is represented in their classes; they may have to use 
different teaching tools.  That is one reason to separate them, it was said by another; however, UC may be 
aiming to separate them OUT so they do not count in graduation statistics.   
 
 It is very frustrating to have a lot of different groups of students in the same class, it was said.  Part-
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time and full-time students may be taught differently, it was said, but the course requirements should not 
be different.  That, it was replied, raises the "A list/B list" issue.  True, it was said--and that is an issue for 
this Committee.  If this is an attempt to get students to sort themselves, how will SCEP ensure that 
students in the part-time track get the same quality of education, even if DIFFERENT?  Is it not the case, 
riposted one Committee member, the way that some colleges are already thought of?  
 
 How is quality assured? reiterated one Committee member.  Without an "A list" and a "B list"?  
The courses should be comparable, containing the same information and requiring the same level of 
student achievement.  The Committee was uncertain about the meaning of the language in the report that 
addressed admissions and if it allowed different standards:   
 
 Students seeking degrees made accessible through "UC" should be required to meet 

established admissions standards.  For students pursuing Partnership degrees, Certificate 
programs or selected courses, there should be alternative admissions requirements for each, 
as appropriate.  As colleges maintain performance standards for degree-seeking students, 
"UC" in cooperation with colleges, should establish performance standards for all other 
students. 

 
 The policy of CEE, it was reported, is that grades should be the same and the same level of work 
expected.  But if many of the people doing the teaching are adjunct faculty who teach only at night, how 
do they KNOW they have the same standards as the day school?  Faculty in the day school do not know 
what others are doing, it was pointed out.  The only time one has a sense that courses are the same is if a 
faculty member teaches the same course in both day and evening.  Math uses almost all adjunct faculty, it 
was said, provoking from another Committee member the comment that "there are real answers in math!" 
 Some subject areas, it was agreed, are easier to maintain consistency in. 
 
 The point is that with a group of regular faculty, one assumes a uniformity of standards by osmosis 
or by interaction over time (it isn't clear the assumption is valid).  Faculty from the outside, however, do 
not know of those expectations; how do they find out about them?  By looking at day school grades?  
And even in quantitative courses, how is it communicated to outside faculty that students are expected to 
know certain things?  This is not cut and dried. 
 
 One goal of U2000, it was remarked, is to create an environment where educational standards will 
be raised.  If UC is created, standards must be raised there as well.  This seems to suggest that standards 
will be different from what is currently the case in CEE.  If the research university is to have higher 
standards, what impact will that have on UC?  Presumably it would increase standards, it was said in 
response. 
 
 The Committee should focus on standards in UC courses, it was said, and they should be standards 
the Committee is comfortable with.  Some courses may be taught in UC that are NEVER taught in the day 
school, and by adjunct faculty--there are a lot of issues raised by that possibility about how to support the 
faculty and to dovetail standards with those of the regular faculty. 
 
 It would be interesting to see what different departments do with respect to adjunct faculty.  Some 
work extensively with them; others cast them adrift. 
 



Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
January 21, 1994 
 

 5

 One of the exhibits in the document, noted one Committee member, reports via survey that the 
factor adults rate most important in choosing a school is the quality of the faculty.  How can the 
University ensure that quality of the faculty is appropriate?  It is unfortunate, commented another, that the 
elements of perceived faculty quality are not identified--does that mean they want a lecturer they can 
understand or a Nobel laureate?  Another Committee member pointed out that only 60% of the same 
survey respondents believe institutional reputation is important--presumably that would be linked to 
quality of faculty.  Students, it was said, recognize (a la Harvard) that institutional reputation and quality 
of faculty are distinct--the difference centers on the faculty by whom students are actually taught, at 
Harvard, as distinct from the faculty--who don't teach them--that the reputation is based on. 
 
 Some of the questions being raised are answered by a diagram in the report, commented one 
Committee member.  In terms of the partnerships, it appears that UC would be responsible for setting 
degree standards and choosing the faculty and curriculum.  The administration has made it clear, another 
Committee member reported, that the director of these programs must be drawn from the faculty and that 
there will be a faculty oversight committee.  The community colleges will not be conferring bachelor's 
degrees--those will be from the University.  Many students in the program will have earned an AA degree 
at the community college, although not all of them. 
 
 Part of the report speaks to new money being generated by UC, commented one Committee 
member.  Another said that the administration should be asked about this.  The College of Education 
receives about $1 million per year from CEE courses--that could be how UC will work as well.  
Education, moreover, is in a financial situation where it will be retrenched if it does not generate that 
income.  Since the income to the College of Education per student is less in Extension than in day school, 
one can assume that the additional revenue actually represents a direct contribution from faculty who 
teach the courses, to the University.  If the same revenue were financing the same classes in day school, 
would the College of Education receive $2 million? 
 
 In Education more courses are taught late in the afternoon (e.g., after 4:30) so that a variety of 
students are able to enroll in them.  That type of inloading (joint day and extension) increases the 
diversity of students in the courses.  Some would say that having practitioners and non-practitioners in the 
same class is a good idea.  Others say that such a great student diversity does not allow for a class focused 
on student needs. 
 
 The model there, it was said, is to increase funding by combining day and evening classes, which is 
more efficient but does not require an increase in faculty time.  That is a possible model, another 
Committee member agreed, but it would not work in many CLA departments, for example, which are 
already overburdened and could not handle the overload.  If the goal is to offer courses when students can 
take them, it was said, 4:30 isn't the right time except perhaps for teachers. 
 
 Committee members then agreed that they would assemble questions for Vice President Allen and 
provide them to him in advance of the meeting with him on February 4.  Some of the questions to be 
addressed are: 
 
 -- What provisions will be made to ensure that quality of instruction and performance 

standards in UC will be the same as those in the day school? 
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 -- What incentives will be offered to faculty to ensure that senior faculty participate in UC?  
Will there be coercive elements involved in that participation? 

 
 -- To what extent has thought been given to the new models for budgeting (such as 

"Responsibility Centered Management", which is very alarming for CLA)? 
 
 With the emphasis on the "delivery mechanism," and the consumer defining what is to be 
delivered, how will increased University educational standards be incorporated into UC?  One Committee 
member focused on the educational environment in UC; a question was raised about serving part-time 
students--when part-time and full-time have not been defined. 
 
 A series of questions arise, said one Committee member:  Do all students apply for admission to 
the research university?  to University College?  Is where they apply based on their intent?  (e.g., whether 
they will go full-time or not?)  What will the published guidelines be for UC applicants?  Or will they be 
self-defined?  Those are important questions, said another Committee member.  The only students who 
would now apply to UC are those in the partnership programs.  Liberal arts students, in contrast, would 
not.  But the report graphic, it was noted, suggests that part-time adult bachelor's or advanced degree 
students would be under UC.  It isn't clear what the report means on that point, it was agreed.  In addition, 
do students admitted under UC guidelines receive a research university degree?  Do partnership students 
receive a different degree?  The graphic and report are not clear on these issues. 
 
 The language of the report about part-time adult students calls for placing more responsibility for 
meeting the needs of these students on the units (campuses, colleges, schools).  Those statements suggest 
UC will be an independent entity that has a "partnership" with departments--rather than a service unit like 
the Graduate School.   
 
 The aim must be to get graduation statistics out of one pot into another, said one Committee 
member.  The three or four subgroups that have been defined as probable UC students (e.g., part-time, 
working adult, life-long) have very little in common except the fact that their enrollment patterns affect 
graduation statistics for the worse.  There are a lot of people who are interested in academic study in their 
spare time and they are very different from those who have vocational aims--yet those people are all 
lumped together in UC.  Each of these groups has a definition and needs of its own. 
 
 Of the enrollments in CEE, it was said, about 10% are in the Carlson School--most of which, 
presumably, are for vocational reasons.  Another 55% are in CLA--of which perhaps only a small percent 
are vocationally-oriented, unless the courses are needed for a degree. 
 
 If one is not a full-time student, does that mean one cannot enroll in the day school? asked one 
Committee member.  Another good question, it was said.  One must think that statistics are driving part of 
this; the University is embarrassed to be 11th in the Big Ten in graduation rate--when it should care about 
whether or not what it is doing is educationally sound!  Part-time degree-seeking students won't help 
those statistics, observed another Committee member; a student could be here for 20 years before 
receiving a degree. 
 
 One suspects a common denominator, said another Committee member:  these students come to 
campus sporadically and have different requirements for parking, the libraries, information transfer, etc.  
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If the report calls for the appropriate bureaucracy to deal with the problems of those students, it makes 
good sense. 
 
 Another Committee member recalled Professor Lehmberg's comments to the Committee earlier in 
the year and his experiences with Cambridge.  Establishing membership colleges, with students to be 
admitted to such a college would enhance a student's sense of belonging to an academic community. 
Some membership colleges, for example, could be for commuters.  Departments would function across 
these colleges; faculty and students would belong to the colleges, which would be served by the academic 
units.  The new colleges could be named for big donors who support them.  This is a bit tongue-in-cheek, 
it was said--but not entirely. 
 
 It is true that UC could do this in a small way, but there is a problem with segmentation.  If 
students self-select, with same admissions standard for all, is there is a reason beyond quality to be in UC 
versus the day school? 
 
 Another issue is how advising will be provided for students who cannot or do not want to come to 
classes only during the 9 - 5 period.  Students won't be on campus when advisors are.  Advising should be 
linked to academic and performance standards.  Faculty are not going to want to work all day and have an 
office hour at ten o'clock in the evening, but if adjunct faculty are not to do the advising, they may have 
to. 
 
 Technology could help on this last issue, it was pointed out.  "Distance advising!" exclaimed 
another Committee member.  Vice President Allen should be asked about advising, it was said.  
Electronic mail does help some, said another, although there is a problem with access for students who 
are off-campus. 
 
 That possibility is disturbing, said one Committee member.  This characterizes the University as a 
"delivery mechanism" as opposed to students in contact with knowledgeable people in their field.  It is a 
fee for service--a very sterile place that does not need faculty--and does not represent a transfer of 
knowledge and instruction from person to person. 
 
 Other Committee members disagreed.  One said that the University will be driven by technology 
and people will expect to do things with technology--and that will not be all bad.  The language of the 
report, it was said by another, suggests UC as a mechanism to deliver around-the-clock instruction by 
television.  But that may not be all bad.  It is true that if that is the major means of delivering education, it 
would mean a loss of community.  On the other hand, the University hasn't had much of a sense of 
community anyway. 
 
 The Committee would have been interested to hear the presentation to HECB by the University of 
America and the University's opposition to the University of America.  The reasons the University 
articulated were the same as those here; the response of HECB was that these people need the service and 
someone should provide it.  One can regret the loss of face-to-face contact, but that must be dealt with.  
One option, pointed out another Committee member wryly, is for faculty and students to talk on the 
telephone, something one was forced into during a blizzard.  It was quite a novel experience. 
 
 One major question has to do with the financial issues (something, it was said, that the Finance and 
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Planning Committee is presumably taking up).  A related question has to do with the implications of the 
way money, if any, is generated for maintaining the quality of education in UC.  Will there be any overlap 
in those issues? 
 
 One of the notes in the report calls for including comments and priorities from Vice President 
Hopkins.  Is this report a done deal, no matter what the Committee says?  It sounds as though the 
administration knows what it is going to do and doesn't want any help.  What participation does it want 
from SCEP? 
 
 Evaluation of correspondence study, it was reported, finds that those students know as much as 
students who sat in classes.  But we all assume that something qualitative is missing; the same issue arises 
with respect to email and classes by television.  It is, however, hard to establish the qualitative difference.  
 
 There are two issues involved there, it was said.  First, the individual attention--that always 
involves specific benefits that one can obtain through correspondence or tutorials.  Second, if the 
classroom is only a lecture, the University might as well offer them by television or on paper; if there is 
give-and-take, though, that can't be handled as well on camera.  But even that is changing.  There can be 
interactive television.  Correspondence students also have a high motivation, it was pointed out.  Nor, said 
another, would such students have interaction with other students--which most would say is an important 
part of an education.  That is true of many students now at the University, it was observed--which might 
be a reason for membership colleges. 
 
 After noting that other questions for Vice President Allen, if they arise, could be submitted by e-
mail, Committee members concluded they had no further issues at the present, so Professor Heller 
adjourned the meeting at 3:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


