
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, September 12, 2001 

1:00 – 3:00 
501 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Wilbert Ahern (chair), Shawn Curley, Steve Fitzgerald, Christina Frazier, Gretchen 

Haas, Gordon Hirsch, Geri Malandra, Christine Maziar, Carol Miller, Kathleen 
Newell, Marsha Odom, Martin Sampson, Mary Ellen Shaw, Mary Sue Simmons, 
Steven Sperber, Craig Swan 

 
Regrets: Frank Kulacki, Karen Seashore 
 
Absent: none 
 
Guests: Professor Harry Boyte (Humphrey Institute) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) statement on the terrorist attacks; (2) teaching awards nominating committees 
membership and selection process; (3) civic engagement and civic learning; (4) other items:  
accountability riders; student evaluation of instruction; syllabi] 
 
 
1. Statement on Events 
  
 Professor Ahern convened the meeting at 1:05 and asked for a moment of silence in tribute to 
those who had died in the terrorist attacks on the East Coast.   
 
 After making minor editorial changes in a draft prepared by Professor Ahern, the Committee 
adopted unanimously the following statement: 
 

The Senate Committee on Educational Policy expresses great sorrow for the tragic 
events of September 11, 2001.  It also encourages the members of this academic community to 
turn their considerable talents to exploring the meanings of this experience and working 
toward a more tolerant world in which such tragedies are less likely. 

 
 It was agreed that the statement would be forwarded to the Senate and that Professor Ahern 
would write a letter to the editor to the DAILY to publish the statement. 
 
2. Teaching Awards Selection Committees 
 
 Professor Ahern then noted that the Committee needed to appoint the members of the 
nominating committees for the Morse-Alumni and Graduate/Professional teaching awards.  He said he 
did not have a slate of candidates to propose but that he would prepare one for the next meeting.  Two 
issues have come up with respect to the Morse-Alumni award: 
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-- Faculty at Crookston last year inquired whether there should be a statement in the guidelines 
that recognizes the difference in teaching responsibilities among the campuses.  Professor Ahern said 
the Committee thought recognition of such differences was implicit in the policy, which recognizes 
differences between colleges and campuses.  There had been no formal discussion of the request, 
however, so the Committee must decide if believes the guidelines should be changed. 
 
-- The Duluth campus has requested representation on the awards committee.  The nominating 
committee has been of the view that individuals do not “represent” campuses, but there have been 
faculty from the campuses at Morris and Crookston.  One question is whether the collective bargaining 
contract precludes members of the Duluth bargaining unit from serving on the awards committee. 
 
 There are two alternatives available to the Committee.  One is to change the practice so that 
the non-Twin Cities representation is rotated among the coordinate campuses (there has traditionally 
only been one coordinate campus representative on the nominating committee) and include Duluth in 
the rotation.  (There are at present five faculty—4 from the Twin Cities, 1 from a coordinate campus—
1 alumnus, and 1 student.)  
 
 Committee members made a number of points in the discussion. 
 
-- Nominating committee members, Professor Newell said, are cognizant of all the campuses and 
set aside their interests in their own program. 
 
-- Vice President Maziar said she was concerned that if there is representation from every 
campus, there would be geographic representation but not representation of the breadth of disciplines 
at the University; the latter, she said, is more important. 
 
-- Faculty from the Duluth campus have won the Morse-Alumni award, Professor Hirsch noted. 
 
-- The current rotation of coordinate campus representation is informal, Professor Ahern said; 
members on the nominating committee have no specific term, although in general people are asked to 
serve for three years. 
 
-- These are committees of the faculty governance system, Dr. Maziar noted, while the Tate 
Committee—on which Duluth has a representative—is not.  That could be a meaningful distinction, 
Professor Ahern allowed, depending on what the Duluth bargaining contract provides. 
 
 Professor Miller commented that Professor Odom had been pleased to be on the nominating 
committee because it enabled her to inform her Crookston colleagues about things they did not know 
with respect to nominations and candidates.  She added that it was unclear why there were not 
representatives from all campuses; what harm would it do to add two members?  Professor Ahern 
noted that if the coordinate campuses have one representative and if that representative serves three 
years and rotates, each campus would be without representation for a six-year period.  He suggested 
the Committee set aside, for the moment, the question of Duluth representation, pending the outcome 
of an inquiry about possible conflict with the bargaining unit contract. 
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 The Committee deliberated for some while about the membership of the nominating 
committee, with several points made:  up until this year, it seems that of the non-Twin Cities 
campuses, only the Morris campus has been represented on it (in its 34 years of existence); the terms 
could be shortened to two years but that would work to the disadvantage of the committee because it 
takes a year's experience to become fully comfortable with the selection process; it is important to the 
campuses to have a representative because it provides insight into the process and while they do not 
need a representative every year they should have a fair turn on the committee; at the same time, there 
is also much diversity among the colleges of the Twin Cities campus, which might also benefit from 
representation (it was suggested that Ms. Linquist in Human Relations look at the pattern of award 
recipients to see if there are enclaves where people do or do not receive the award). 
 
 Professor Sampson moved that two faculty members be added to the committee, one from the 
coordinate campuses and one from the Twin Cities, to serve two-year terms, with the coordinate 
campus representatives serving staggered terms in order that each campus is represented four out of 
every six years.  After more discussion, it was finally agreed to hold the motion over to the next 
meeting and that the Committee would seek data about the distribution of recipients and would obtain 
information about whether a Duluth representative could serve on the nominating committee without 
violating the collective bargaining contract. 
 
3. Civic Learning Working Group 
 
 Professor Ahern now welcomed Harry Boyte, a Senior Fellow at the Humphrey Institute and 
member of the Graduate school faculty, to the meeting to talk about the work of the Civic Learning 
Working Group.  He recalled that at the SCEP retreat there had been concerns expressed about the 
wisdom of appointing a subcommittee on civic engagement inasmuch as the Task Force on Civic 
Engagement would continue its work this year.  There were also concerns about the definition of civic 
engagement.  There was a sense that the process should slow down and consideration be given to how 
a subcommittee would relate to the work of the Task Force and other things the University is doing. 
 
 Civic engagement was also on the agenda of the FCC retreat, Professor Ahern reported; FCC 
considered a draft resolution from Professor Fogelman.  There was intense discussion and mixed 
opinions, the weight of which was critical.  Some thought the definition of civic engagement was too 
narrow; some thought there was insufficient recognition of what the University is already doing and a 
narrow definition could hurt the University by implying that it was not doing what it should be; there 
was concern about how the governance system is interacting with something the administration has 
created; there was a sense that civic engagement was on a fast track and that the administration would 
take it to the Regents before consulting with the faculty.  Some did not like civic engagement because 
it appears to be making more work for the faculty.  That there was a strong editorial in one of the Twin 
Cities newspapers endorsing civic engagement, and the very positive expressions of support for it 
from Regent Reed at the FCC retreat, however, led FCC to the sense that the subject could not be 
ignored.  FCC decided to have further discussion with representatives of the Task Force on Civic 
Engagement at an upcoming meeting. 
 
 Professor Ahern recalled he had promised to prepare a draft charge to a subcommittee and a 
list of possible members; he said he was not ready to do so yet but that he would do so for the next 
meeting.   
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 In terms of the questions raised at the SCEP retreat, Professor Ahern said, there was a meeting 
with Dr. Bruininks that included Professors Fogelman, Boyte, and Wahlstrom, chairs of the task forces 
last year, to talk about next steps.  The next step for the Task Force on Civic Engagement is an 
external focus, on partnerships with the public.  Dr. Bruininks believes, however, that an important 
part of the civic engagement agenda is integration with the governance system:  civic learning and 
public scholarship should be on the agendas of Senate committees.   
 

His view, Professor Ahern said, is that the Committee could create a subcommittee on civic 
learning that would not duplicate the work of the Task Force.  The thrust of its charge would be to 
stimulate discussion across colleges and campuses and to develop policy recommendations.  It should 
also do a careful survey of what is already being done at the University in terms of civic learning, 
which interacts with the process of defining it.  Ultimately the subcommittee should be asked to come 
up with a statement or position paper on the place of civic learning at the University.   

 
Professor Boyte began his comments by noting that civic engagement has been the topic of 

discussion at the University for the last 3-4 years.  He and Professor Fogelman conducted interviews 
with faculty and students from across the University and found strong interest in the subject.  
Background trends affecting the context of higher education have generated a lot of discussion about 
civic engagement:  the move to privatization of higher education, the concept of "customers," the 
growth of distance learning.  These are stirring discussions about the public purposes of higher 
education. 

 
There is a crisis in society; one has heard much about the decline in civic skills, that people do 

not know how to engage each other across cultures and partisan divisions; the question is why the 
University has not helped.  There is also a sense that the University could play a significant role, one 
that would have an impact on every institution in the state. 

 
There was a year-long process that led to the report of the Working Group; the document is 

intended to stimulate discussions and to be taken throughout the University and outside it.  A central 
priority is to connect with faculty governance; there is no sense that a final definition has been 
achieved.  Nor was there any intent to slight the extraordinarily creative work that is already taking 
place at the University; the goal was to strengthen it, enhance it, and add to it. 

 
Professor Boyte told the Committee that the Center for Democracy and Citizenship, at the 

Humphrey Institute, does a lot of work with the community and has seen a lot of impact:  University 
students coach kids in schools and they become alive to the public world and to cultural differences.  
About 300-400 University students work with Hmong and Latino students and it is easy to see how 
this augments student learning. 

 
One question at the retreat, Professor Hirsch said, was why providing these wonderful learning 

experiences for University students needs to come through faculty governance rather than through 
collaboration among the faculty who are involved in civic learning.  They are the nucleus and can 
spread it through the University.  Professor Boyte said it was not an either/or situation; many who are 
passionate about civic learning want it tied to faculty governance so support for civic learning 
becomes institutionalized.  Leadership is also an issue:  the University is the only institution looking at 
civic engagement as part of its identity rather than as a side activity.  It is a very ambitious agenda and 
requires connection to faculty governance. 



Senate Committee on Educational Policy     5 
September 12, 2001 
 
 

 

 
Professor Sampson asked if there is a sense that a new kind of scholarship is needed, 

something different from what is done now, or are there prototypes of what one might do and not 
change what the University values?  Professor Boyte said the idea is to build on what exists and 
recognize it in the University's culture and in the promotion and tenure process.  A lot of different 
scholarship opportunities can be developed:  more participatory-action research, more undergraduate 
research, what it means to evaluate civic learning.  The goal is to build on what exists as well as go in 
new directions. 

 
Dr. Simmons commented that she had written her dissertation on a civic engagement topic, 

why people participate, and she also works in a program which would welcome the work of the Task 
Force into the curriculum.  She said she did not believe the University has done a good job of 
explaining what civic engagement means and how students can bring it into their education.  It would 
be helpful to bring into the curriculum things students can do to advance toward their degrees.  She 
said it was appropriate to bring the subject into the governance system. 

 
Professor Boyte said the Working Group is seeking faculty development grants for enhancing 

civic learning opportunities and is coordinating its activity with the Vice President for Campus Life as 
well as the Vice Provost for Undergraduate Education.  Civic learning will not happen broadly without 
infrastructure support. 

 
This is an exciting area, Professor Sampson said, but he noted that civic learning can be used 

for non-civic-learning purposes (e.g., lobbying for non-civic ends).  This raises questions about the 
rules of ethics.  Professor Boyte said this was a good question; he added that they have a practical 
approach to civic learning that is not without a value:  to increase the democratic way of life. 

 
Professor Ahern inquired if anyone on the Committee would be interested in serving on a 

subcommittee on civic engagement: Professors Newell and Sampson and Mss. Frazier, Shaw, and 
Simmons raised their hands.  He said he would send out a draft charge to a subcommittee and thanked 
Professor Boyte for joining the Committee. 
 
4. Other Business 

 
 Professor Ahern next recalled the Zetterberg law that there is an inverse relationship between 
the amount of money the legislature provides and the amount of data and information it requests.  He 
reported he had seen a plan on responding to the legislative accountability riders that indicated Senate 
committees should be involved.  SCEP, he said, should be involved in the one that asks the University 
to identify the five highest-priority undergraduate programs and the funds needed to advance them; it 
should also be involved in the post-secondary planning.  He asked Vice Provost Swan to provide an 
update on the University's response to the riders. 
 
 Dr. Swan said that Drs. Maziar and Malandra are playing key roles in developing the 
responses.  Some of them are works in progress.  The Commission on Excellence has a broad charge; 
the President has designated Vice President Maziar as his representative and the Board of Regents has 
identified the University's three members (Regents Bergland and Neel and Professor W. Andrew 
Collins).  The Gubernatorial, House, and Senate nominees were to be named by September 1; none 
have been thus far. 
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 Dr. Swan then provided the Committee a brief summary of the status of the responses. 
 
 In the course of the discussion, Dr. Swan reported that the University offers 299 
undergraduate degree programs (a number, however, that counts Chemistry several times, for the four 
campuses, and for both the BA and the BS degrees) across 108 departments that offer undergraduate 
programs.  Dr. Maziar commented that the University "does not communicate the complexity of the 
ecology of the academic institution" well. 
 
 In terms of identifying the five highest-priority undergraduate programs, Dr. Swan also 
commented, the University's priority could not stop at five:  for example, it is difficult to think of 
strong undergraduate degree programs without a strong History department, even if History were not 
on the five highest-priority list.  Professor Miller suggested that the classification system include as 
much as possible, perhaps creatively bundling together various University initiatives.  Dr. Swan said 
he would welcome suggestions on how to group and label the priorities.  He added that the University 
could also use its six traditional program planning criteria (centrality, demand, etc.) and see where the 
list ends up. 
 
 Professor Ahern asked when the Committee would be asked to react to draft responses (which, 
given the time pressure, is all it will be able to do:  react).  Dr. Malandra said the responses are due in 
February so the Board of Regents will look at them in December.  Drafts will have to be ready by the 
end of October. 
 
 Professor Ahern reported that President Yudof has indicated he has some ideas about 
graduation rates, in response to reading the report on graduation and retention from the undergraduate 
deans.  He said that Professor Gerald Rinehart, Director of the Undergraduate Program in the Carlson 
School, should be invited to speak to the Committee as well. 
 
 Professor Ahern also reported that the Faculty Consultative Committee asked that this 
Committee and the Committee on Faculty Affairs establish a joint subcommittee to look at student 
evaluation of teaching.  The concerns expressed were over the lack of usefulness of the evaluations, 
their current patterns, and the possibility that women instructors are discriminated against in the 
evaluations.  This subject will be taken up at the next meeting. 
 
 Finally, the Committee passed a policy to be proposed to the Senate requiring that all courses 
have syllabi.  The item will not be on the Senate docket September 20; the document to go to the 
Senate needs work.  Professor Ahern suggested that Professors Odom and Sampson and Ms. Frazier 
work on it. 
 
 Professor Ahern adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


