
Minutes* 
 

Senate/Assembly Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, April 25, 2001 

1:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Wilbert Ahern (chair), Prince Amattoe, Shawn Curley, Steve Fitzgerald, Christina 

Frazier, Gordon Hirsch, Frank Kulacki, Geri Malandra, Kathleen Newell, Marsha 
Odom, Martin Sampson, Mary Ellen Shaw, Thomas Soulen, Rachel Sullivan, Craig 
Swan 

 
Regrets: Christine Maziar, Carol Miller, Rita Snider, Steven Sperber 
 
Absent: Khaled Dajani, Karen Seashore 
 
Guests: Vice President Carol Carrier; Professor Joel Weinsheimer (Academy of Distinguished 

Teachers); Professors Sara Evans, James Perry, Linda Brady, Richard Weinberg 
(Faculty Academic Oversight Committee for Intercollegiate Athletics) 

 
[In these minutes:  (1) update on the new academic appointments policy; (2) report from the Academy 
of Distinguished Teachers; (3) report from the ad hoc committee on requiring a syllabus for all 
courses; (4) resolution supporting continuation of the Task Force on Civic Engagement; (5) report 
from the Faculty Academic Oversight Committee for Intercollegiate Athletics] 
 
 
1. The New Academic Appointments Policy 
 
 Professor Ahern convened the meeting at 1:05, reviewed the agenda, and then welcomed Vice 
President Carrier to follow up with the Committee on the new academic appointment policy and 
guidelines.  The Committee, he recalled, discussed one possible effect of the new policy:  by 
improving the conditions for full-time non-tenure-track (NTT) faculty, the University could 
unintentionally encourage departments to use more part-time faculty because the latter would be 
cheaper. 
 
 Vice President Carrier noted that the policy does address the hiring of part-time faculty.  She 
distributed two hand-outs related to the new policy.  She said the appointment system for NTT faculty 
has been refined and is now integrated into PeopleSoft.  They are providing training so that Human 
Resources staff in the colleges can provide to central administration the plans that are required by the 
new policy.  The plans are due May 1; Dr. Carrier said there will be great variation in the plans 
submitted by the colleges, which is to be expected. 
 
 Will most colleges meet the May 1 deadline for plans, Professor Odom asked?  Dr. Carrier 
said she did not know; she has not been told they will not.  (Several Committee members expressed 
doubt that their colleges would have a report ready by May 1.) 

                                                 
* 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 represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the 
Board of Regents. 
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 With respect to reporting, her office will review the college plans, Dr. Carrier said, and if there 
are questions will refer them back to the colleges.  She said she hoped to get through the process by 
early to mid-June.  Her office will also track compliance.  With more clarity in the policy it will be 
possible to obtain better data.  Once the plans are digested, Dr. Carrier said, she would report back to 
the Committee in the fall.  The Tenure Subcommittee is also to be involved in the review, in a manner 
that it has yet to decide upon. 
 
 They have a hard time knowing who taught what class, Dr. Swan observed; there are a lot of 
"staff" teaching and there is not a lot of incentive for departments to tell the administration who taught 
a class.  This is separate from the issues being raised by Dr. Carrier and the issue has implications for 
workload.  The question is how to get departments to identify who is doing the teaching?  One 
suggestion has been that the administration withhold IMG money if the information is not provided; 
while the administration will not take such a drastic step, it would be useful information.  The 
mechanism for monitoring should be the same as that for collection of the data. Students have a 
legitimate concern if they do not know who will be teaching a course and they should be provided the 
maximum amount of information possible.  In some cases departments do not know who will be 
teaching a course, but some departments are better than others in identifying instructors for courses.  It 
may be, Dr. Swan concluded, that as part of accountability issues, the university will need to provide 
to the legislature information about faculty teaching loads.  
 

Dr. Carrier agreed that the interface between this question and the collection of data about 
academic staffing needed exploration.  Professor Ahern observed that it is not possible to know the 
proportion of adjunct faculty if one does not know who is teaching courses.   
 
 How many people played a role in the development of the college plans, Professor Ahern 
asked?  Is there not supposed to be wide consultation?  Professor Odom added that she understood that 
the tenured and tenure-track faculty were supposed to have the major responsibility for staffing and 
that a plan for substantial representation of various employee categories was did not accord with the 
intent of the new academic appointments policy. 
 
 Dr. Carrier said her office has not talked about numbers of representatives from employee 
categories; that is up to each college to decide.  But there is clearly an expectation that the regular 
faculty would have a major role in the plans.  Professor Ahern responded that he thought that was the 
whole reason for the new policy:  so the tenured faculty could guarantee that instructors would have 
appropriate qualifications.   The policy recognizes that not all instructors can be tenured or tenure-
track faculty but the intent was not to shift responsibility away from those faculty.   If a college 
document comes from a group in which the tenured and tenure-track faculty were a minority, that 
could be controversial, he warned.  Professor Odom added that she thought that was one of the 
outcomes of the tenure debate:  there is an expectation that the majority of instructors would be 
tenured faculty. 
 
 Dr. Carrier emphasized again that while no numbers were specified, the faculty are expected 
to play an important role. 
 
 Professor Ahern said he would expect the Tenure Subcommittee to examine the role the 
faculty played in the development of the college plans--and that if the faculty believed they did not 
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play a significant role, they would go either to their administration or to the Subcommittee.  He 
suggested that the Committee have a more thorough discussion of this issue in the fall with the Tenure 
Subcommittee, and cautioned once again that it would be inappropriate for a plan to emerge without 
the faculty being aware of it. 
 
 Professor Ahern thanked Dr. Carrier for joining the meeting and said that the Committee 
would look forward to meeting with her in the fall. 
 
2. Report from the Academy of Distinguished Teachers 
 
 Professor Ahern now welcomed Professor Joel Weinsheimer, representing the executive 
committee of the Academy of Distinguished Teachers (hereinafter ADT).  He noted the recent 
conference "Opening the Doors," sponsored by the ADT, after which the awards for outstanding 
contributions to education (both undergraduate as well as graduate and professional) were given.  He 
said he asked the ADT to provide a report on its activities and whether there were any issues that this 
Committee would address. 
 
 Professor Weinsheimer thanked Professor Ahern for the opportunity to provide a report.  He 
pointed out that this Committee selects the recipients of the awards for outstanding contributions to 
education; the award winners, future and past, are automatically invited to join the ADT. Those who 
do so remain members for five years; their terms may be renewed if they wish.  The purpose of 
structuring membership this way is to try to ensure that members are engaged in the issues--they are 
members by choice. 
 
 This is the third year of the ADT.  They held their third annual retreat this year and talked 
about teaching issues and University policies.  They carry out their mission through several projects.   
 
 The ADT addresses specific questions about teaching undergraduate and graduate courses; the 
first report of the Committee was ratified at the last retreat:  "Fostering Communities of Teaching in 
Departments and Programs of the University."  Teaching communities are often extra-departmental, 
Professor Weinsheimer said; the ADT felt there was a need for such communities WITHIN 
departments that could talk more about teaching, share efforts, and promote each other.  Another 
statement from the ADT is coming soon, one that addresses teaching in the promotion and tenure 
process.   
 
 Another project was sponsorship of the conference "Opening the Door:  Sharing the Craft of 
Teaching."  Professor Weinsheimer said he thought the conference was very successful; the idea is that 
there should be public teaching events every year.  Some years they will be common to all campuses; 
on alternate years they will be campus-specific events. 
 
 The ADT is also going to create groups to look at:  teaching and assessment; the relationship 
between teaching and research; teaching in merit assessments; teaching and faculty development and 
renewal; and teaching and diversity.  These topics will be taken up at their next retreat and groups 
constituted to develop recommendations. 
 
 With preparation of the "Fostering Communities of Teaching" document, the ADT in its first 
year came up with concrete proposals that should have University discussion.  The ADT does not 
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consider itself a policy-making body; it is deliberative and an advocacy body.  When it has an idea that 
needs adoption, it will come to SCEP; there is nothing to present right now and the ADT is trying to 
identify its relation to policy-making bodies.  The ADT wants to be heard and heeded; its vision is 
focused on teaching but it knows there are other issues and ideas that must be filtered through the 
whole.  The ADT will request time on future SCEP agendas for proposals, however. 
 
 The ADT is University-wide and operates as an academy of the whole via its Executive 
Committee (which has representatives from all campuses).  It also has local organizations on each 
campus engaged in local initiatives.  On the Twin Cities campus the ADT is partnered with the Center 
for Teaching and Learning and set up a first-year faculty mentoring program (the University already 
has a similar mid-career program).  Professor Weinsheimer said the ADT hopes its impact is 
University-wide and local; it has tried to organize itself to reflect all professions, with common goals 
and problems, and also to recognize that all campuses are not the same. 
 
 Professor Newell said it is exciting to see the work of the ADT, after watching it come to 
fruition through a long development process with President Yudof.  She suggested that the new faculty 
mentoring program include the Classroom Expectations Guidelines as part of its efforts.  Professor 
Ahern said it would be helpful to have the reaction of the ADT to the Guidelines. 
 
 Are there issues percolating up that SCEP will need to react to, Ms. Shaw asked?  The 
relationship of the ADT to SCEP and how the ADT could be of service to SCEP, Professor 
Weinsheimer said.  He noted that there are ADT members on SCEP and that they could keep the 
Committee abreast of events.   
  
 What are the benefits to members of the ADT that provide an incentive to renew their 
membership, Mr. Amattoe asked?  There are immense benefits, Professor Weinsheimer said:  the 
members have the chance to be a voice for a value that all hold dearly.  This is a first-class research 
institution and also a first-class teaching institution; it can be improved, and if one can have a voice in 
that improvement, that is a benefit. 
 
 Professor Ahern suggested that one way to encourage a connection between the ADT and this 
Committee is an annual report from the ADT to SCEP.  There are a few groups that are to make an 
annual report; the ADT should be one of them.  He then thanked Professor Weinsheimer. 
 
3. Report of the ad hoc Syllabus Subcommittee 
 
 The Committee now turned to a brief written report prepared by Professors Odom and 
Sampson and Ms. Frazier, in response to a request at an earlier meeting for advice on what should be 
required on a syllabus if a syllabus is to be required. 
 
 The subcommittee focused its report on syllabi for graduate courses but, Professor Sampson 
observed, it thus thought about the hard case.  The rationale for requiring syllabi for graduate courses 
holds equally or more true for undergraduate courses and the recommendations point to requiring them 
for all undergraduate courses as well.   
 
 The subcommittee believes: 
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-- it is a professional responsibility to provide a syllabus, and 
 
-- it is the norm, expected in most departments. 
 
The subcommittee also: 
 
-- agrees with the language about syllabi in the Classroom Expectations Guidelines and 
 
-- believes there does need to be more flexibility for graduate courses than for undergraduate 

courses. 
 
 Graduate School norms call for a syllabus, Professor Sampson said; many people already 
believed that a syllabus was required (including the dean) and were surprised to learn that it was not.  
Graduate students who learned of the issue all believed it was required.  It is evident a norm has taken 
root and the Graduate School Executive Committee adopted a statement expressing the sense of the 
meeting that syllabi should be required. 
 
 Professor Sampson reported that they also did an electronic search of the legal literature but 
could find no cases that bear on the issue.  There is apparently no legal basis on which to ground a 
policy.  They also tried to learn from web pages whether other universities require a syllabus; no 
evidence either way could be found.  (The full report of the subcommittee is appended to these 
minutes.) 
 
 The conclusion of the subcommittee is that syllabi with certain elements should be required 
and that imposing such a requirement cannot reasonably be seen as an infringement on academic 
freedom. 
 
 The Committee discussed the elements of the report. 
 
-- In directed study courses there can be a more free-flowing approach, as the literature unfolds; 
a syllabus requirement could be a problem in those cases.  The syllabus, however, could indicate that 
that is the approach of the course, Professor Sampson said. 
 
-- Some faculty like to negotiate the syllabi with students so some of the elements proposed in 
the subcommittee report might be in the syllabus while others might not (at least not at first):  goals 
and purpose of the course should be while timelines and how to do the work might not.  There was a 
sense in the earlier discussion that students should know by the end of the cancel-add period, although 
two weeks might be too late; perhaps a one-week deadline would be reasonable.  There was not 100% 
agreement on the requirements, Professor Sampson said; the proposal was intended to elicit debate. 
 
-- Dues dates and weekly requirements could be micro-management; instructors need leeway on 
these.  Reference to the Classroom Expectations Guidelines might be helpful and avoid the necessity 
for any policy to get too specific.  (Although the Classroom Expectations Guidelines are "should," not 
"must.") 
 
-- Is there a need for a policy?  There are norms in place, certain behavior is expected; what 
benefit is there to adopting a policy?  To what problem does this respond?  The subcommittee does not 
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want it to become a problem, Ms. Frazier reported, and graduate students felt it was critical to know 
the purpose of the course, important dates, and evaluation criteria.  While most thought it was policy 
to require a syllabus, and most see one in their courses, they do not see them always in special topics 
or independent study courses.  If something happens where is there written information for the student 
or the faculty member?  Policy makes a difference, Ms. Shaw added; if there is a policy (and a 
syllabus), a student has better ground to stand on if a problem arises. 
 
 Professor Ahern noted that there was a policy that required a contract for directed study 
courses; it is not clear if that policy remains in force.  He suggested that the report from the 
subcommittee be brought back for action at the next meeting. 
 
 Professor Sampson related that he was surprised that there were no court cases on the point.  
There were a lot of cases about termination of faculty, and in some of them one reason was that the 
faculty member did not provide syllabi.  In terms of the problem to fix, he said, any policy would 
affect a small proportion of faculty, not the 95-98% who already consider providing a syllabus part of 
their professional responsibilities.  By adopting a policy, Professor Curley rejoined, the University 
may be opening itself up to legal action to which it would not otherwise be liable; the institution may 
be better off having the expectation of a syllabus as a norm rather than required by policy. 
 
 Professor Ahern said there were two questions before the Committee:  does it wish to propose 
a policy requiring a syllabus, and if so, should the items in the subcommittee's report be loosened?  
Professor Odom pointed out that the Committee, at its last meeting, already voted to adopt a policy; 
the question for the subcommittee was whether the policy should stipulate that there are certain 
elements required of any syllabus. 
 
 Professor  Ahern suggested then that Committee members send him any amendments to the 
proposed policy; a refined policy can then be taken up at the next meeting. 
 
5. Resolution on the Task Force on Civic Engagement 
 
 Professor Ahern inquired if SCEP members wished to act on a resolution calling for the Task 
Force on Civic Engagement to be continued for another year.  The Committee voted unanimously to 
ask that the Task Force continue its work for another year. 
 
6. Report from the Faculty Academic Oversight Committee for Intercollegiate Athletics 
 
 Professor Ahern relinquished the chair to Professor Hirsch in order that he could convene a 
meeting of the Assembly Committee on Educational Policy.   
 

Professor Hirsch welcomed Professors Brady, Evans, Perry, and Weinberg from the Faculty 
Academic Oversight Committee for Intercollegiate Athletics (hereinafter FAOCIA) and said they have 
been invited for a number of reasons.  One is to reflect on what they have learned; they are new to the 
issues of intercollegiate athletics and the effort this year has been very time-consuming.  What might 
they wish to consult with the Committee about?  A specific issue that arose earlier was the impact of 
competitive schedules on study day and final examinations.  The Committee had grown accustomed to 
problems with the exam schedule when the University was on the quarter system--but hoped the 
problems might vanish when the University adopted a semester calendar more in line with that of 
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other schools.  The Committee has talked about what the University can do to avoid competitive 
events on study day and during final exams. 

 
Professor Evans said the three-second answer to the last question is that it cannot.  She 

returned to the topic later. 
 
The FAOCIA is reviewing policies and is aware that it needs to work in collaboration with 

this Committee, Professor Evans related.  FAOCIA is a faculty oversight committee separate from the 
advisory committee; its charge is to over see the intersection between athletics and academics.  It 
carries out this charge by looking at schedules, the clarity of rules, compliance with rules, and the like.   

 
One policy governs the number of class days a team may miss during a semester and provides 

that they may not be gone the first day of classes or during study day or finals period; most teams fall 
well below the maximum.  This Committee must approve any exceptions to the ban on travel and 
competition during study day and finals week, unless it is a post-season event in logical progression to 
a conference or national championship.  One thing FAOCIA is doing is clarifying what constitutes 
post-season play and logical progression to a championship.   

 
FAOCIA is also making clear that there will be consequences if the rules are broken.  Teams 

must come to SCEP for permission to compete in events during study day and finals week unless they 
meet the logical progression criterion; FAOCIA will refer the requests to SCEP with a 
recommendation putting the request in context.  However, Professor Evans said, FAOCIA wants to be 
clear that it is NOT better to break a rule and apologize than to seek an exception--so there must be 
consequences.  

 
Even in the case of approved post-season competition, Professor Brady said, the academic 

counseling office meets with students to devise an academic plan to be followed while the team is 
traveling.  Professor Evan said FAOCIA works closely with the academic counseling office to develop 
these plans, which may include the hours to be spent studying, provision of a quiet place to work, a 
counselor present, etc. 

 
FAOCIA reviews grades each semester, by team, which they are charged to do.  They will be 

helped by the new data systems coming on line.  FAOCIA is set up as a separate committee to create a 
firewall to protect the integrity of the system, Professor Weinberg said.   

 
Professor Brady explained that the problems with missed class days because of competition 

will not go away with the change to semesters.  Many of the Big Ten schools are on semesters--but on 
different calendars.  A change in the schedule to help one school affects another.   

 
It is also important to recall the number of sports the University offers.  Semesters created new 

problems as well, Professor Evans said; teams that previously competed over two quarters, and thus 
had no problem with rules governing the number of missed class days, now compete entirely within 
one semester and DO encounter problems.  In any given year, one or two of the spring sports will have 
an event scheduled on a day prohibited by Senate policy.  Everyone must settle down and see if the 
requests for exemptions are reasonable; FAOCIA will come to SCEP as the final decision-maker.  
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It will be helpful to have a recommendation from FAOCIA, Professor Newell commented.  
SCEP has been uncomfortable making decisions in the past, with little information.  Other Committee 
members agreed.   It is important the committees work collaboratively, Professor Weinberg said; as 
FAOCIA refines policies it intends to add clarity.  Many involved in this area are new to their roles 
and the enterprise is overwhelming for academics far removed from athletics.  The NCAA rule book is 
as demanding as any tax law.   
 
 Asked if FAOCIA is involved in study plans for students, Professor Evans said that is a large 
amount of detail for a large number of students.  FAOCIA works with academic counseling and 
Professor Koch to help understand academic plans.  FAOCIA provides support for the office, can 
provide a faculty voice, and can respond if there is ever pressure on the academic counseling office.  It 
is important that FAOCIA be there for the counseling office, Professor Evans concluded. 
 
 Are there other things the Committee should hear about, such as strengthening academic 
performance, Professor Hirsch inquired?  Professor Brady said that FAOCIA has spoken with Mr. 
Sigler about admissions policies; it was helpful to understand them; FAOCIA is also a potential voice 
of support for his office, Professor Evans added.   
 
 The Committee is being told it should expect annual requests for exceptions, Professor 
Kulacki said; does that mean intercollegiate athletics will expect the academic community to bend 
each year?  Professor Evans said it does and that FAOCIA would bring requests to SCEP when the 
Big Ten travel schedule lands on study day or finals week.  SCEP has the right, and should feel 
empowered, so say that something is not reasonable; she said she hoped that SCEP's understanding 
would be enhanced by the perspective of FAOCIA (which will indicate whether it believes an 
exception is unreasonable or not).  But it is unrealistic to expect there will be no conflicts between the 
University's academic calendar and SOME sport schedules. 
 
 Will the recommendation from FAOCIA take into account how well the students are doing 
academically, Ms. Shaw asked?  Many of the students are doing extremely well, Professor Evans said; 
140 women maintain a 3.0 GPA or higher and the entire women's department GPA is above 3.0.  
FAOCIA will pay attention to teams that are doing well and have a good record.  In the case of teams, 
or individual students, who are not doing well, FAOCIA will rely on the advice of counselors, but it 
may be that individual students do not travel with a team. 
 
 The Committee has been frustrated in the past, Professor Hirsch related, because it received 
requests for exceptions in dribs and drabs; that was not the case this year and the Committee would 
like to see the current practice continued.  Professor Evans said they are working on a "schedule of 
scheduling" and that for the most part the requests should be able to be brought all together. 
 
 What things have you learned, Professor Hirsch asked?  It takes an enormous amount of time, 
Professor Weinberg commented.  They have learned a great deal about activities and represent the 
University at many.  They must sign off on forms for eligibility and compliance for 675 athletes.  They 
have found the enterprise intriguing; it is so different from what they have done at the University 
before.  There are a lot of misconceptions about athletics (e.g., about the caliber of students, many of 
whom are wonderful and who demonstrate great character).  Professor Perry said he has been amazed 
at the time athletics takes.  Clarifying the rules for everyone should help. 
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 Professor Evans noted that FAOCIA will be reviewing all policies; some may come to this 
Committee for action, if they need to be changed.   
 
 Professor Hirsch expressed appreciation for the work of his colleagues and the time they are 
devoting.  Professor Kulacki added that it is necessary the faculty be there. 
 
 Professor Hirsch adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 

Appendix 
 

Report of the Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Graduate Syllabi  
25 April 2001 
 
Should the university require syllabi in graduate courses?    
 
The committee has looked at this question in two contexts.   One perspective is our own understanding 
of our professional obligations as academics coupled with our concerns about graduate-level needs for 
directed study opportunities and for flexibility in graduate courses beyond what is feasible in most  
undergraduate courses.   The second perspective asks to what extent provision of syllabi in graduate 
courses has become a norm despite the lack of a university policy mandating syllabi in graduate level 
courses. 
 
Professional Obligation.   The three members of the committee are unanimous in regarding  
communication of course requirements as a professional obligation that faculty have toward students.  
We are in further agreement that details of work load, weighting of various activities for purposes of 
computing the final grade, and the purposes of the course must be provided to the students at the first 
meeting of a class.  We are less concerned whether the syllabus is available on paper or electronically, 
so long as there is provision for a student to request and to receive a paper copy of the syllabus.  Our 
perspective echoes section III-9 of Classroom Expectation Guidelines as approved by the University 
Senate on April 20, 2000. 
 
At the same time we recognize the important role that directed studies can play in graduate education.  
We also recognize that a seminar of graduate students may benefit from flexibility to change the 
course content far beyond what should happen during the semester in an undergraduate course.  If, for  
example, within the scope of a given seminar students choose to embark on a project that prompts the 
course instructor to consider changing the assigned readings to include literature that relates more to 
that project than the original readings in the syllabus, the course instructor should have the latitude to 
do so.  Our view is that requiring a syllabus ought not to preclude such adjustments if they can be 
reconciled with the objectives of informing students very early in the semester about how much work 
they are expected to do, how the course grade will be computed, and what the purposes of the seminar 
are. 
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Norms.  Our preliminary assessment finds pro and con evidence that provision of syllabi has become a 
norm despite the absence of a policy requiring them.  On the pro side, the Dean of the Graduate 
School thought syllabi are required.  So did every member of COGS (the Council of Graduate 
Students) when one of our committee discussed this issue with the council.  Similarly, faculty on the 
Executive Council of the Graduate School were surprised to learn that syllabi are not required. (At its 
April 23,2001 meeting without dissent this group approved a “sense of the meeting” motion that the 
university should mandate syllabi in graduate level courses.)   
 
Promotion and tenure mechanisms throughout the university include syllabi as one of the indicators of 
teaching accomplishment; we are unaware of distinctions between graduate courses and undergraduate 
courses in this regard.   
Some university policies, including provision of disability services and mechanisms for sexual 
harassment complaints, presume there is a syllabus on which that information will be conveyed.  Our 
informal sense is that a number of departments and colleges expect graduate course instructors to 
provide syllabi. It is also our impression that at least some other universities, including Texas and 
Purdue, mandate syllabi.   
 
Finally, accrediting organizations apparently expect to find syllabi and use them as a gauge of what is 
taught in an academic institution. 
 
We have also found areas that are unclear or that do not support a norm of providing syllabi when the 
institution does not mandate syllabi.  Our effort to learn from web pages whether selected other 
universities require syllabi was unsuccessful (which may or may not mean that some other universities 
require graduate syllabi).  There seems to be no pattern of Graduate School grievance committees 
finding on behalf of students in situations where a course lacked a syllabus; the explanation may in 
part be that students cannot grieve final grades of graduate courses.  Our hunt for legal norms 
pertaining to syllabi turned up no relevant cases. In recent years courts have ruled on a variety of 
university policies.  In the 1990's courts occasionally reversed a university tenure decision and 
awarded tenure to a plaintiff who had been denied tenure. It accordingly seemed possible that there 
might be cases that pertained to provision of syllabi.     
 
An electronic index search of the Chronicle of Higher Education turned up no references to court cases 
in which the lack of a syllabus was pivotal to a student complaint.  A law library reference librarian 
did an extensive search of electronic indexes of cases and found none in which a court held that a 
professor was at fault for not providing a syllabus (unless the university or college required a 
syllabus.)  The closest case is a 1987 ruling against a plaintiff who sued a medical school on the 
grounds of unclear and capricious grading. The court sided with the medical school.  Our legal search 
is not complete, nor have we contacted the AAUP to inquire about actions against faculty on the basis 
of not providing syllabi when their university or college did not require them. 
 
Recommendation. Our preference is to not wait until the courts step into this territory.  We see 
provision of syllabi for  graduate courses as a professional obligation, and we support adoption of a 
policy that mandates syllabi for graduate courses at the University of Minnesota.  Such a policy might 
have the following points: 
 
A syllabus should be provided at the first meeting of the class, electronically or on paper.  The 
syllabus should specify how grades will be computed, what the students are required to do during the 
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semester, the weekly work load, and the purposes of the course. The syllabus should also list due dates 
and weekly requirements; the course number; the number of credits; the instructor’s office hours; and 
where the class meets. 
 
The syllabus should be binding for the duration of the semester in regard to average weekly work load, 
course purposes, and computation of final grades.  Changing readings or sequences of topics is not 
problematic so long as students have adequate notice of the modifications and are not penalized 
financially by the changes. 
 
Directed study courses that have one student do not require syllabi.  If there is no syllabus, there 
should be a written contract between the student and the instructor that stipulates what will be 
accomplished during the semester and how it will be evaluated.  
 
We see no compromise of academic freedom in this recommendation.  We do see this as a requirement 
that many people assume is already in place; a requirement that diminishes the potential for problems 
between faculty and students ranging from misunderstandings to unfairness; and a requirement that 
expresses what most of us regard already as a professional obligation. 
 
Chris Frazier 
Marsha Odom 
Martin Sampson 


