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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

TWIN CITIES CAMPUS ASSEMBLY MINUTES

No.5

Postponed

JUNE 5,1986

The meeting of the Twin Cities Campus Assembly was convened in 25 Law Center on
Thursday, June 5,1986, at 3:15 p.m. Coordinate campuses except Crookston were linked
by phone. Checking or signing the roll as present were 97 voting members of the faculty, 21
voting members of the student body, 1 member of the Council of Academic Officers, and 14
nonmembers.

Vice Chair David Hamilton presided.

I. MINUTES OF APRIL 17 MEETING
Action (2 minutes)

Approved

II. COMMITTEES OF THE ASSEMBLY, 1986-87
Action (3 minutes)

These nominations are in addition to those approved at the May 15 meeting.

CONVOCATIONS & THE ARTS Students: Lee Abbe, Julie Harrold, Matthew Wiley.

HONORS PROGRAMS Students: Judy Grew, Randal Svea, Debra Williams.
STUDENT AFFAIRS Students: Tim Brown, Elizabeth Greeman, Daniel Haley, Christopher
Klein, Lesli Kravetz, Michael Martens, William Massey, Michael Ouyang, Thomas Patton,
Jodie Parizek, Kristi Skjei, Sophie Ziegeweid.
STUDENT BEHAVIOR Students: Lori Anton, Kate Graber, Kevin Hanson, Christopher
Kein, Lesli Kravetz, Marshal Peterson, Michael Hazard Turnure, Allison Vanstone, Chuck
Webber, Peter Zeller.
UNIVERSITY-ROTC RELATIONSHIPS Students: Jim Akeuc, Stephen Cook, 1 to be
named.

Postponed

INFORMATION:

STEERING Students: Patrick Durbin, Brenda Ellingboe, Roy St. Laurent, Andrew Seitel,
Bruce Vandal.

III. EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE

LOWER DIVISION EDUCATION COORDINATION
Action (30 minutes)

MOTION:

That the Assembly adopt the following resolution regarding the coordination of lower
division education on the Twin Cities campus:
In order to improve the quality of undergraduate education-especially lower-division edu
cation-on the Twin Cities campus, the following steps should be taken:
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1. There should be established on the Twin Cities campus an Undergraduate Center, re
sponsible to the Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs, for the purposes of:
a) providing a single office to serve as a point of first contact with the University for under
graduates and prospective undergraduates; b) serving as a visitor center in a highly visible
and accessible location on the Minneapolis campus; c) helping people new to the Twin Cit·
ies campus-students and visitors alike-find their way to appropriate services and offices;
d) providing advising referral and certain important advising services that are not currently
provided; and e) simplifying the processes of approaching, entering, and moving through
the University.

2. The Undergraduate Center and Student Support Services should be linked under Aca·
demic Affairs in such a way as to facilitate and encourage cooperative work in recruiting,
prospective-student relations, admissions and records, financial aid, and other important
student services. The Center should also be linked under Academic Affairs with the Office of
Minority and Special Student Affairs in such a way as to facilitate and encourage coopera
tive work and to ensure that the needs of students are adequately met. The possibility of a
similar linkage of the Center and the Office for Students with Disabilities should be studied
and seriously considered.

3. The faculty should seek to provide in all undergraduate classes, but especially in large
classes, structured experiences that promote active learning and work to lessen the
anonymity that students too often encounter. Such experiences are especially important
during the freshman year when students new to the University feel most isolated. (Adminis
trative actions of the kind listed in Recommendation 2a of the Special Committee's report
should be taken to support and encourage faculty in these activities.)

4. Faculty and administrators should seriously consider establishing on the Twin Cities
campus a research center on undergraduate education that would deal with all aspects of
the educational process, including curriculum, teaching, learning, advising, and special pro
grams. Such a center would draw on the expertise of the University's faculty, including spe
cialists from the General College, the College of Education, and other colleges, to seek
ways of improving the undergraduate experience.

5. Major administrative responsibility for protecting and enhancing the quality of under
graduate education should be focused on a senior officer in the Office of the Vice President
for Academic Affairs. That officer should be given sufficient authority to carry out his or her
charge. In particular, the officer should: a) be responsible for the Undergraduate Center and
for its linkage with Student Support Services and the Office of Minority and Special Student
Affairs; b) coordinate and support, in concert with their respective deans, the lower-division
academic-support services offices in the several colleges in such a way as to encourage a
higher quality of services, easier student access to services, greater efficiency, and protec
tion of those offices' budgets in times of retrenchment; c) be responsible for carrying out the
recommendations for improving undergraduate education contained in the report of the
Committee on Quality Undergraduate Teaching and Learning (Page Report) and the report
of the Task Force on the Student Experience (Wallace report); d) take steps to ensure that
the All-University Liberal Education requirements are met by students in every college;
e) take steps to ensure that barriers between colleges-both those that inhibit transferring
from one college to another and those that inhibit students in one college from taking
courses in another-are kept at a minimum; and f) initiate and support ongoing review of
teaching and advising, curriculum overlap, and student involvement. The responsible ad
ministrative officer should report annually to the Assembly, through its Committee on Edu
cational Policy, on the progress of activities in these areas and evaluations of their
effectiveness.

The Special Committee's final report contains not only the recommendations listed
above, but a number of others concerning curriculum, quality of teaching and learning, aca
demic student services, creation of intellectual communities, and the role of the General
College. In implementing this resolution the University should seriously consider all the rec
ommendations in the Special Committee's final report. Nothing in that report, however, is to
be construed as recommending that research on, experimentation with, or development of
any techniques or organizational strategies for improving undergraduate education should
be prohibited or discouraged.
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COMMENT:

The Special Committee on Coordinating Lower Division Education on the Twin Cities
Campus believes that the University of Minnesota, being a large, urban, land-grant, re
search institution, needs to reaffirm in actions its commitment to quality lower-division edu
cation and, more generally, to quality undergraduate education on its Twin Cities campus.
The members of the Special Committee believe that the size and complexity of the Twin
Cities campus can be used to advantage in providing a rich variety of quality educational
opportunities for undergraduates. They further recognize the value of an educational envi
ronment that emphasizes the importance of communciation, computer, and study skills,
fosters student engagement with a wide variety of subject matters, encourages student in
volvement in the academic life of the institution, honors the importance of student achieve
ment through the educational process, and respects the diverse needs of students. ACEP
unanimously endorsed the recommendations in the report.

W. ANDREW COLLINS
Acting Chair

Approved

MOTION:

That the Twin Cities Campus Assembly adopt the following resolution:

To address the improvement of the quality of undergraduate education-especially
lower-division education-on the Twin Cities campus, we recommend the creation by the
administration and the Assembly Steering Committee of a committee including administra
tive personnel, faculty, and students. This group would be charged with prioritizing the
agreed-upon recommendations contained in the several documents on improving under
graduate education and with developing an implementation plan to realize these; it would be
charged with further action to achieve the additional aims and suggestions espoused in
each of these documents. To the extent that these documents contain conflicting recom
mendations, the proposed group would also be asked to address inconsistent elements.
These documents include but are not limited to:

1) The Task Force on the Student Experience (Wallace Report, 1984);

2) The Committee on the Quality of Undergraduate Teaching and Learning (Page Report,
1985);

3) The Special Committee on Unified and Increased Preparation Requirements (Collins
Report, 1986);

4) The Special Committee on Coordinating Lower Division Education on the Twin Cities
Campus (Hanson Report, 1986); and

5) The several C,F Coordinating Committee communications to C,F study groups address
ing undergraduate education.

This group should periodically interact with and report to the Commitment to Focus Co
ordinating Committee, the Assembly Steering Committee, and the Assembly Committee on
Educational Policy.

COMMENT:
The above motion provides for a follow-up process to continue efforts on improving the

quality of undergraduate education and to develop a plan for implementing recommenda
tions.

DEON STUTHMAN, Chr.
Steering Committee

Approved
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IV. STEERING COMMITTEE

CHILD CARE
Action (20 minutes)

MOTION:

The Assembly affirms its desire for the University to give more attention to child care
needs and recommends:

-That central administration assign someone (possibly already within the current
child care structure) to assume the responsibilities outlined for a child care coordinator in the
April 1986 report, "Child Care at the Twin Cities Campus of the University of Minnesota,"
including documentation of needs for additional "slots";

-That the child care coordinator report at least annually to the Assembly Steering
Committee;

-That the Senate Commitee on Faculty Affairs revisit the issue of cafeteria-style fringe
benefits packages for faculty, with particular consideration for child care and reduced Uni
versity tuition for faculty dependents;

-That the Senate Finance Committee strongly consider recommending for inclusion
in the 1987-89 legislative request both capital expenditure items and operational subsidy
items in the support of child care;

-That central administration explore the possibility of including child care cost when
calculating student need for the purposes of financial aid.

COMMENT:

Responding to widespread preceptions that assistance in finding good child care was
a matter of urgent concern to many University employees and students, President Keller
and the Assembly Steering Committee in November 1985 charged a special committee to
evaluate the University's involvement with child care over the previous 12 years, to deter
mine the current need for child care services, and to recommend a policy and course of ac
tion for the Twin Cities campus. That committee, which was chaired by Professor Margery
Durham, completed its work in April and submitted its report to the president and the Steer
ing Committee. Discussions involving Professor Durham and other committee members,
President Keller, and the Steering Committee produced agreement that initial steps should
be taken immediately toward implementing some of the report's recommendations. Hiring
or designating a University coordinator of child care is seen as essential, since that staff per
son will be asked to identify needs and match them with child care services available on and
off campus, and to promote in numerous other ways development of non-competitive provi
sion of care and services both on and off campus.

Copies of the report, "Child Care at the Twin Cities Campus of the University of Minne
sota," are available from Cheryl Baldwin, 220 Morrill Hall (625-6300).

DEON STUTHMAN
Chair

Approved
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V. STEERING, EDUCATIONAL POLICY, FACULTY
AFFAIRS COMMITTEES

CALENDAR
Information and Discussion (30 minutes)

COMMENTS:

The Steering Committee requested two committees, the Assembly Committee on Edu
cational Policy and the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs, to consider the advisability of
a change in the academic calendar to a semester system, and to report their respective rec
ommendations to the Campus Assembly. The Steering Committee asked the two commit
tees to avail themselves of what it saw as the three most relevant sources of information:
(1) the 1986 faculty survey, (2) the April 1985 report of the Semester Working Group, and
(3) the 1985 Student Calendar Survey.

DEON STUTHMAN, Chr.
Steering Committee

The Assembly Committee on Educational Policy (ACEP) studied the question of
changing to a semester system in 1984-85. Nothing we learned in that study-and nothing
we have since learned-has convinced us that there are compelling educational reasons
for such a change. In view of this, and of significant opposition to be proposed change
among both faculty and students, ACEP recommends that the quarter system be retained.

WILLIAM HANSON, Chr.
Educational Polley Committee

The Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA) conducted a survey of faculty re
garding a possible change from the quarter to a semester system. The survey was con
ducted at five campuses and 2,042 faculty responded. This represented a 62% return rate.
The results of the survey showed that the majority of faCUlty did not prefer to change to a
semester system from the quarter system (54% vs. 40%). The percentage of faculty who
preferred the quarter system was larger than that which preferred the semester system
(49% vs. 37%). It was noted that in some colleges and units there was a wide range of per
centage preference for one or the other system. In some cases a majority preferred the
semester system and in others a very high percentage preferred the quarter system.

In view of the substantial number of faculty who preferred the quarter system and voted
against a change to the semester system, SCFA recommends continuation of the quarter
system. This recommendation is consistent with the results olthe student survey conducted
in 1985 and supports a similar recommendation by the Assembly Committee on Educa
tional Policy.

WILLIAM BOYLAN, Chr.
Faculty Affairs Committee

SUMMARY REPORT OF FACULTY VIEWS CONCERNING THE PROPOSAL
TO CHANGE TO THE SEMESTER SYSTEM ON THE TWIN CITIES CAMPUS

(Coordinate campus data are included in the appendix)

One of the recommendations in the Final Report of the Task Force on the Student Ex
perience (July 13,1984) was as follows:

The Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs should initiate studies to
identify the most effective learning strategies for lower division students.

Among the several suggested actions associated with this recommendation was that the
University should "consider implementing the semester system to facilitate more intensive
study in particular course areas."

Subsequently, President Keller appointed the Semester Working Group, chaired by
Associate Vice President Betty Robinett, to study the implications of changing to the
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semester system. Since the Semester Working Group submitted its report in April 1985,
there have been discussions in the University Senate and elsewhere about the proposed
change. Although the Senate made no formal recommdndations about the proposed
change, it did recommend that a formal survey of faculty opinion be undertaken prior to fur
ther actions on the proposed change. The study described in this report was conducted to
respond to the Senate's recommendation for further information describing faculty opinions
about the proposed change.

This report summarizes the results of distributing a survey on the Twin Cities campus.

Other parallel reports summarize similar results for the University's other campuses that
conducted facu Ity opinion studies on their campuses. The following seven questions serve
as the outline for discussing the survey process and its results:

• How was the survey designed and who was surveyed?

• Who responded to the academic calendar questionnaire?

• How familiar were faculty members with the work of the Semester Working Group?

• What were faculty preferences regarding the proposed change to the semester system?

• What were the correlates of faculty opinions?

• What reasons did faculty members state as the basis for their opinions? and

• How do these survey results compare with results of previous surveys?

How Was the Survey Designed and Who Was Surveyed?

The academic calendar questionnaire was designed to achieve three purposes: a) to obtain
faculty preferences for the quarter versus semester systems and related aspects of the pro
posed change to the semester system; b) to collect faculty descriptive data (e.g., teaching
responsibilities, college of appointment, and sabbatical experiences) that might relate to
their preferences; and c) to allow faculty to explain the basis for their preferences. These
three purposes guided the development of a short questionnaire with appropriate questions
for each of the three purposes noted above.

A draft version of the questionnaire was prepared after an initial meeting with faculty
members on the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA). SCFA reviewed the draft
and suggested some modifications in content before a final version was prepared. At that
time, a copy of the questionnaire was sent to the chancellors of each of the other four cam
puses to invite their campuses to participate in a parallel study if they wished to do so. Sim
ilar studies have been conducted on all of them.

Additional discussions in SCFA and the Office of the Vice President for Academic Af
fairs concerned the target population of potential faculty respondents. The decision was
made that only regular faculty (Le., tenured and tenure-track) should be surveyed, since
they would be most affected by a decision to change to the semester system. The survey
was sent in February 1986 to the 2,722 regular faculty on the Twin Cities campus by using
the campus addresses of faculty in the data base of the Academic Personnel System Office
(APSO) in the Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs. In the accompanying cover
letter, signed by Deon D. Stuthman, chair of the Senate Consultative Committee, faculty
members were asked to return their completed surveys by March 12, 1986, to the Clerk of
the University Senate. A postcard reminder was sent during the third week of March to the
faculty who had not yet responded asking them to respond by April 2, 1986. When the data
analysis began, 1,727 questionnaires had been returned, representing 63.5 percent of the
regular faculty on the Twin Cities campus. Another small number of returns were totally
blank; in most of these cases a note was attached indicating that the faculty member was
unavailable for comment. The results described on the following pages are based on the
1,727 completed questionnaires received as of April 14, 1986. (Since then, another 10
questionnaires were returned but have not been included in this analysis.)

Who Responded to the Academic Calendar Questionnaire?
Completed questionnaires were received from 1,727 faCUlty (63.5 percent of those who
were sent surveys in February 1986). In addition to the primary preference questions on the
academic calendar questionnaire, it contained several questions to be used in determining
correlates offaculty opinion. Olthe faculty respondents, 20.6 percent were assistant profes
sors, 26.5 percent were associate professors, and 49.6 percent were professors. Tables 1,
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2, and 3 contain the descriptive statistics for each of the items used in the analysis of factors
contributing to faculty members' opinions about the proposed change to the semester sys
tem. Since those items are important for this report only insofar as they relate to opinions
about the proposed change to the semester system, they are not discussed here.
How Familiar Were Faculty Members with the Report of the Semester Working Group?

One set of questions on the survey asked faculty members to indicate their familiarity with
the report of the Semester Working Group. The results are as follows:

• 62.6 percent of the faculty respondents were aware of the report;

• 25.4 percent had seen the report;
• 22.6 percent of the faculty had read the report; and

• 31.6 percent had talked with colleagues about the report.
A subsequent section of this report addresses the relationship between responses to the
above questions and opinions about the proposed change to the semester system.

What Were Faculty Preferences Regarding the Proposed Change?

Although previous surveys on the topic asked for opinions about numerous starting and be
ginning dates, the intent of this survey was to focus on the distinction between the quarter
versus semester system with some constraints (e.g., that the fall semester begin after Labor
Day and end before the holidays). Only two questions were included in the present study:

• Given your values, beliefs, and experiences concerning the semester and quarter sys
tems, which do you think is better for the Twin Cities campus? and

• Should the Twin Cities campus of the University of Minnersota change its current three
quarter system to a semester system, with fall semester beginning immediately after
Labor Day?

TABLE 1

Descriptive Characteristics of Twin Cities Campus Faculty
Who Completed the Academic Calendar Questionnaire

QUESTION
RESPONSE

Na %

UNIT

Academic Affairs

College of Biological Sciences
College of Education
College of Liberal Arts
Continuing Education and Extension
General College
Graduate School
Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs
Institute of Technology
Law School
School of Management
University College

Institute of Agriculture, Forestry, and Home Economics
Agriculture
Forestry
Home Economics
Agricultural Experiment Station
Minnesota Extension Service
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59
109
322

10
33
13

7
273

15
63

157
33
31
18
29

3.4
6.3

18.6
.6

1.9
.8
.8

15.8
.9

3.6

9.1
1.9
1.8
1.0
1.7



Health Sciences
Dentistry 55 3.2
Medical School 234 13.5
Mortuary Science 3 .2
Nursing 33 1.9
Pharmacy 21 1.2
Public Health 47 2.7
College of Veterinary Medicine 54 3.1

Vice Presidents' Offices
Student Affairs 14 .8
Academic Affairs 4 .2

Other 68 3.9
Tenure Status 1,727

Tenure-track 367 21.3
Tenured 1,333 77.2

Rank 1,727
--Instructor ~ 1.3

Assistant Professor 356 20.6
Associate Professor 457 26.5
Professor 856 49.6
Other 14 .8

Gender 1,727
~male 335 19.4

Male 1,349 78.1
Years on University Facultyb 1,727

6 years or less 389 22.1
7-15 years 482 27.9
16-20 years 356 20.6
21 years or more 500 29.0

aWhere the numbers do not sum to 1,727, the remainder represents missing data for
that item.

~he mean was 15.01 (SD =9.44), with a median of 14.96 and a mode of 15 years.

TABLE 2

Prior Experiences with the Quarter and Semester Systems
for Twin Cities Campus Faculty

Who Completed the Academic Calendar Questionnaire

Type of Systema

Quarter Semester
System System

Prior Experience N % N %

As an undergraduate 629 36.4 1,121 64.9

As a graduate school! 873 50.6 936 54.2
professional school student

As a faculty member at an 442 25.6 709 41.1
Institution other than
Minnesota

Other
System

N %

53 3.1

58 3.4

58 3.4

apercentages sum to greater than 100 since faculty may have had prior experience with
more than one type of system.
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TABLE 3

Current Instructional Responsibilities
and Professional Development Activities

of Twin Cities Campus Faculty
Who Completed the Academic Calendar Questionnaire

QUESTION N % X Median
RESPONSE

Current Role 1,727"
Primarily involved in teaching 265 15.3
Primarily involved in research 240 13.9
Equally involved in teaching and research 919 53.2
Discipline-related service 96 5.6
University service and administration 165 9.6

Courses Taught (1985-86)
Day-school courses 3.09 2.80
Summer Sessions I and II .42 .16
CEE .50 .12

Other Activities/Responsibilities
Field work off campus 400 23.2
Non-University consulting 244 14.1
Teaching clinical courses 218 12.6
Clinical responsibilites to patients 179 10.4

Professional Development Experiences
Single quarter leave 696 40.3
Sabbatical 518 30.0
Unpaid leave of absence 315 18.3
Released time on external grant 272 15.8

"Where the numbers do not sum to 1,727, the remainder represents missing informa
tion.

The frequencies and percentages in Table 4 indicate faculty members' responses to each of
the above two questions. About half (49.9%) of the faculty prefer the quarter system, more
than one-third (35.5%) prefer the semester system, and another 13.1 percent said both op
tions were equal. Another 26 faculty (1.5%) did not give a choice; many of these commented
that they had no basis for choosing and/or had no instructional responsibilities. In the sec
ond question in which faculty members were asked to indicate whether or not the change to
the semester system should be made, 39.1 percent said "yes," 53.9 percent said "no," and
another 6.9 percent did not respond. The appendix compares responses of the Twin Cities
faculty to responses of the Duluth, Morris, Waseca, and Crookston faculties.

There was an obvious and clear relationship between the two questions in Table 4:
Faculty members who prefer the quarter system do not want to change, and faculty mem
bers who favor the semester system support the proposed change. Of the 861 faculty mem
bers who preferred the quarter system, 93.4 percent (N = 804) said the quarter system
should be retained, 3.6 percent (N = 31) favored changing to the semester system, and 3.0
percent (N = 26) did not answer the second question. Of the 613 faculty members who pre
ferred the semester system, 92.7 percent (N = 568) wanted to change to the semester sys
trem, 5.5 percent (N = 34) indicated that no change should be made, and 1.8 percent
(N = 11) did not answer the question. Of the 227 facuty members who had no preference,
33.5 percent (N =76) favored changing to the semester system, 39.6 percent (N =90) fa
vored no change, and 26.9 percent (N = 61) did not answer the second question.

In addition to the above questions, faculty members who preferred to change to the
semester system were asked to indicate their preferences for the spring semester starting
and ending dates as well as a feasible target date for making the change. Some (N = 51 or
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5.5 percent for the starting date and N = 61 or 6.4 percent for the target date) of the faculty
(N = 931) who preferred not to change from the current quarter system responded to these
questions as well, even though the instructions to the survey did not ask them to do so. Table
5 indicates faculty members' responses concerning these scheduling issues if the pro
posed change to the semester system is made.

TABLE 4

Twin Cities Campus Faculty Members' Opinions
about the Quarter and Semester Systems

QUESTION
RESPONSE

Preference

Quarter system

Semester system

Both options equal

No response

Change to Semester System

Yes

No

No response

N

1,727
861

613

227
26

1,727
676

931

120

%

49.9

35.5
13.1

1.5

39.1

53.9

6.9

What Were the Correlates of Faculty Opinions?

As noted previously, the remaining questions on the survey were included to determine if
faculty characteristics related to their preferences for the quarter versus the semester sys
tem. Some items (e.g., college) were included because of clear expectations that differ
ences existed among collegiate units, whereas other items, (e.g., gender and sabbatical
experience) were included because of less obvious expectations. Two separate statistical
techniques (one univariate and one mUltivariate) were used to investigate the relationship
between faculty characteristics and responses to the two primary questions.

The first analysis related each of the faculty characteristics to the two criterion ques
tions (i.e. preference for the quarter, preference for the semester, or no preference, and
whether or not the Twin Cities campus should change to the semester system) using either
chi-square analyses for categorical variables (e.g., gender) ort-tests or analysis of variance
for continuous variables (e.g., years at the University). The following summary indicates
whether or not there was a statistically significant relationship between the characteristic
and responses to the two questions and, if so, the nature of the difference.
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TABLE 5

Twin Cities Campus Faculty Members' Preferences
for Spring Semester Startng Date

and Implementation Date

Prefer to Prefer to
Change Retain

to Semester Quarter"

Question N % N %

Spring Semester Starting Date 676b 51

Early in and early out (e.g., begin 470 69.5 31 60.8

in early January and end in mid-May)

Late in and late out (e.g., begin in 116 17.2 12 23.5

late January and end in June)

No preference 66 9.8 8 15.7

Change Implementation Date 676 61

1986 39 5.8 3 4.9

1987 285 42.2 20 32.8

1988 207 30.6 22 36.1

1989 44 6.5 6 9.8

1990 7 1.0 5 8.2

1991 or later 2 .2 5 8.2

"Where the numbers do not sum to 676, the remainder represents faculty who did not
answer the question.

bAlthough faculty who preferred to retain the quarter system were not instructed to re
spond to this question, 51 and 61 did respond.
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TABLE 6
Comparisons Among Units in Faculty Members'

Preferences and Change Responses

Preference Change

Quarter Semester Equal No Yes

Unit % % % % %

Academic Affairs
Biological Sciences 78.0 16.9 5.1 79.7 20.3
Education 59.3 32.4 8.3 64.8 35.2
Liberal Arts 38.6 54.8 6.5 42.2 57.8
Continuing Education &

Extension 60.0 20.0 20.0 77.8 22.2
General College 60.6 36.4 3.0 63.6 36.4
Graduate School 61.5 38.5 58.3 41.7
Humphrey Institute of

Public Affairs 14.3 57.1 28.6 42.9 57.1
Technology 45.0 41.3 13.8 56.1 43.9
Law 7.1 78.6 14.3 8.3 91.7
Management 68.3 30.2 1.6 73.8 26.2
University College

Institute of Agriculture, Forestry,
and Home Economics
Agriculture 67.5 25.5 7.0 70.3 29.7
Forestry 81.8 12.1 6.1 87.9 12.1
Home Economics 61.3 32.3 6.5 67.9 32.1
AgricUltural Experiment

Station 33.3 44.4 22.2 33.3 66.7
Minnesota Extension

Service 41.4 31.0 27.6 51.7 48.3

Health Sciences
Dentistry 51.9 32.7 15.4 57.7 42.3
Medical School 36.5 29.1 34.3 48.2 51.8
Mortuary Science 100.0 100.0
Nursing 33.3 57.6 9.1 48.4 51.6
Pharmacy 57.1 42.9 66.7 33.3
Public Health 70.2 17.0 12.8 80.0 20.0
Veterinary Medicine 74.1 13.0 13.0 78.8 21.2

Vice President's Office
Student Affairs 50.0 42.9 7.1 57.1 42.9
Academic Affairs 25.0 75.0 25.0 75.0

Other 46.3 28.4 25.4 58.9 41.1
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• College of appointment was significantly related to both the preference (X2
= 286.75,

2 <.001) and change (X2 = 124.45, 2 <. 001) questions. The results in Table 6 indicate the
collegiate percentages in each response category for the two questions.
• The comparison between the tenured and tenure-track faculty indicated that the tenured
faculty were more likely than the tenure-track faculty to prefer the quarter system
(X2 = 26.61, P <. 001) and to prefer not to change (X2

= 5.05,2 <. 05). For the preference
question, 53:4 percent of the tenured faculty versus 40.4 percent of the tenure-track faculty
preferred the quarter; 35.1 percent versus 39.4 percent, respectively, favored the semester
system; and 11.5 percent of the tenured faculty versus 20.1 percent of the tenure-track fac
ulty had no preference. For the change question, 59.5 percent of the tenured faculty and
52.5 percent of the tenure-track faculty wanted to retain the quarter system.
• Because of the small number of respondents in the instructor and other categories, only
assistant, associate, and full professors were compared. The results indicated statistically
si~nificant differences for both the preference (X2

= 12.18, .2 < .05) and the change
(X = 7.10, P <. 05) questions. For the preference question, 44.3 percent of assistant pro
fessors, 49-:-2 percent of associate professors, and 54.4 percent of professors favored the
quarter; 38.9 percent, 37.8 percent, and 33.8 percent, respectively, favored the semester
system; and 16.8 percent, 13.0 percent, and 11.9 percent, respectively, had no preference.
For the change question, 61 .7 percent of the professors, 55.2 percent of the associate pro
fessors, and 54.9 percent of the assistant professors wanted to retain the current system.
• Among the five primary role groups, there was statistically significant differences for the
preference (X2 = 44.26, 2 <. 001) and change (X2

= 12.06,2 <. 05) questions. The percent
ages who checked quarter, semester, and no preference for each of the five categories
were as follows: primarily teaching (60.2%, 30.7%, and 9.2%); primarily research (48.5%,
34.6%, and 16.9%); equally involved in teaching and research (51.6%, 36.8%, and 11.6%);
discipline-related service (33.7%,35.8%, and 30.5%); and University services and adminis
tration (45.5%, 41.8%, and 12.7%). The percentages who favored a change were for each
of the five primary role groups as follows: primarily involved (35.1 %), primarily involved in
research (42.5%), equally involved in teaching and research (41.1 %), discipline-related
service (54.0%), and University service and administration (47.2%).
• The comparisons for years on the faculty at the University of Minnesota indicated statisti
cally significant differences for both the preference (.E = 13.88, 2 <.001) and the change
(t = 4.53, P< .001) questions. The mean years on the faculty for the three preference groups
were as fOilows: prefer quarter (x = 16.21 years), prefer semester (x = 13.60 years), and the
two options are equal (x = 14.43 years). For the change question, those faculty members
who favored a change had been at the University fewer years than those who wanted to
retain the current quarter system (x = 13.71 versus x = 15.89 years).
• There were no gender differences in the preference question, but statistically significant
gender differences (X2 = 4.29, P <. 05) in response to the change question. A higher per
centage of females than males(47.6% versus 40.9%) favored changing to the semester
system.
• The number of courses taught during the current year (i.e., total day school across fall,
winter, and spring, total courses in Summer Session, and total credit courses in CEE) were
analyzed in two ways. First, preference and change groups were compared on mean
courses taught. Second, faculty members who had teaching responsibilities (i.e., one or
more courses) were compared with those who did not indicate they taught. In the first analy
sis, there was a statistically significant difference (.E = 9.99, 2 < .001) for only the preference
question for the total number of day-school courses across fall, winter, and spring quarters.
The mean number of courses taught for each of the three preference groups were as fol
lows: prefer quarter (x = 3.30 courses), prefer semester (x = 3.14 courses), and two options
are equal (x = 2.37 courses). In the second analysis, there were statistically significant rela
tionships for all three measures of number of courses taught for the preference question and
for total number of day-school courses for the change question. For the preference ques
tion, those faculty members who did not teach any day school courses were more likely than
those who taught to indicate no preference (e.g., 24.2% versus 10.5%). A higher percent
age of faculty members who taught one or more day-school courses than those who did not
teach during the past three quarters indicated that no change should be made (60.6% ver
sus 47.7%).
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TABLE 7

Percentages of Faculty with Prior Experiences
with Semester and Quarter Systems:

Their Preferences and Change Responses
Preference Change

Type Quarter Semester Equal X2(2) No Yes X2(1)
System % % % % %

As an undergraduate
Quarter 66.1 24.7 14.3 57.13*** 68.0 32.0 37.34***
Semester 46.9 41.3 11.8 39.16*** 54.4 45.6 16.06***

As a graduate school student
Quarter 59.3 27.9 12.8 59.03*** 65.9 34.1 43.20***
Semester 43.8 44.6 11.6 65.63*** 52.2 47.8 26.20***

As a faculty member
Quarter 57.9 28.9 13.2 14.43*** 66.1 33.9 14.77***
Semester 45.8 44.5 9.6 41.98*** 51.4 48.6 29.63***

***2 < .001.

• For the set of four professional development experiences (i.e., single quarter leave, sab
batical, unpaid leave of absence, and released time on external grant), the data indicated
differences in preference for faculty members who had taken a single quarter leave
(X2

= 20.61,2 <. 001) and for faculty members who had released time on an external grant
(X2

= 11.43,2 <. 01) and in change response for faculty members who had an unpaid leave
of absence (X2 = 4.04, P <. 05). Higher percentages of those who favored the quarter or the
semester system thanthose who had no preference had received a single quarter leave
(40.5% and 45.5% versus 28.2%) and/or released time on grant (16.4% and 17.8% versus
8.4%). A higher percentage of those who favored changing to the semester system had
taken an unpaid leave of absence than those who did not favor changing (20.7% versus
16.6%).

• For the four items that described faculty members' involvement in atypical instruction and
service activities (e.g., clinical responsibilities to patients), there were statistically significant
differences for clinical responsibilities to patients (X2 = 48.63, 2 <.001), for field work away
from campus (X2 = 15.22, .e <. 001) and for responsibility for teaching clinical courses
(X 2 = 24.21, P <.001) for the preference question and for the field-work away from campus
(X2 = 11.54, Q<. 001) for the change question. Lower percentages of those who favored
either the quarter or semester system versus no preference had patient responsibilities
(8.6% and 7.8% versus 23.3%) but higher percentages had field work away from campus
(27.2% and 20.2% versus 17.2%). A higher percentage of those with no preference had re
sponsibilities for teaching clinical courses (22.0% versus 12.7% and 9.3%). For the change
question, a higher percentage of those who did not want to change (26.6% versus 19.2%)
had field work off campus.

• The strongest and most consistent relationship between faculty characteristics and sys
tem preference and desire to change was found for the series of items that asked faculty
members to indicate their prior experience with the quarter and semester systems as an
undergraduate, as a graduate/professional school student, and as a faculty member at an
institution other than Minnesota. Those results, summarized in Table 7, suggest that prior
experience is, for all three prior types of experience, strongly correlated with both prefer
ence and change responses. Those with a particular prior system experience are more
likely to express a preference for that system.
• Finally, responses to the two criterion questions were related to familiarity with the work of
the Semester Working Group. For the preference question, higher percentages of those fa
vored the quarter or the semester system versus those who had no preference were aware
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of the report (64.3% and 64.8% versus 54.2%, X2 = 9.05, .e < .01), had seen the report
(29.6% and 22.8% versus 18.1 %, X2 = 16.51, .e < .001), had read the report (26.4% and
19.9% versus16.3%, X2 = 14.63,.e < .001), and had talked about the report with colleagues
(39.0%,27.1 %, and 18.1 %, X2 = 46.67,.e < .001). For the change question, higher percent
ages of those who did not favor a change than those who wanted to change, had seen the
report (28.4% versus 22.5%, X2

= 6.73,.e < .01), had read the report (25.4% versus 19.1 %,
X2 = 9.55, .e < .01), and had talked with colleagues about the report (37.6% versus 25.3,
X2

= 26.48, .e < .001).

The second analysis was multivariate in nature: It analyzed how the set of faculty character
istics related to preferences by using a technique called linear discriminant function. In this
technique, the criterion is group membership (i.e., prefer to retain quarter system versus
prefer to change to the semester system). The first linear discriminant function used faculty
demographic characteristics and the second used actual faculty experiences. The use of
demographic characteristics correctly categorized 63 percent of the faculty into change ver
sus no change groups, a 13 percent increase over the 50 percent chance level. The use of
experiences correctly classified 61 percent of the faculty, an 11 percent increase. These
analyses suggest that although univariate analyses indicated statistically significant corre
lations with preference and change responses, the faculty characteristics and experiences
items did not explain much of the difference between faculty members who preferred to
change versus those who preferred to retain the quarter system.

What Reasons Did Faculty State as the Basis for Their Opinions?

Faculty members were invited to comment on the nature of their preferences (e.g., quarter
system, semester system, or no preference). Of the total group of 1,727 faculty responses,
856 (49.6%) commented about the basis for their preference. Not surprisingly, there were
differences in the frequency of comments that related to preferences: 47.7 percent
(N =411) of those who favored the quarter system commented, 55.5 percent (N =445) who
favored the semester system commented, and 41.9 percent (N = 95) who had no prefer
ence commented.

The analysis of the diverse and sometimes extensive comments focused on particular
issues and concerns expressed, rather than on the most strongly and consistently ex
pressed concerns of a particular faculty member. Hence, each of the several specific issues
noted were tabulated for each faculty member, since most of the comments were multidi
mensional in content. The frequencies and percentages in Tables 8, 9, and 10, respectively,
describe the basis for preferring the quarter system, the semester system, or the two sys
tems equally for the 855 fcaulty members who commented about the basis for their
preference.

How Do These Survey Results Compare with Results of Previous Studies?

Periodically in the last several decades discussions have arisen about the University's cal
endar and, in particular, the advantages and disadvantages of the quarter versus the
semester system. The above results describe the current opinions of the regular faculty
concerning the semester versus the quarter systems. The following paragraphs briefly
summarize the results of earlier discussions and studies on the same topic:

• In 1920 the Senate Committee on Education sent a questionnaire in regard to the
semester system to 79 department heads. Of those 49 who responded, 27 (55.1 %) favored
continuing on the quarter basis, 20 (40.8%) favored the semester system, and 2 (4.1 %)
were neutral.

• In May 1947, the President placed before the Committee on Business and Rules a pro
posalthat the University schedule its academic year in semesters, rather than quarters. A
brief, prepared by Dean Buchta, covering factors favorable to either system was circulated
to the Committee for study.

• In November 1953, a report for the All-University Schedule Committee on the semestral
versus the quarterly system of term scheduling was submitted. It recommended that the
quarterly system be retained but that related changes in the calendar be made.

• In March 1959, the Administrative Committee again asked whether consideration should
be given to the possible advantages of a semestral calendar. The President explicitly re-

51



quested that the deans take leadership to implement recommendations made five years
earlier top make changes in scheduling with the current quarter system.

• In May 1962, a report on the Committee on Institutional Research included a review of
trimester programs prepared by the Bureau of Institutional Research. That review focused
on recent calendar changes made at other institutions and included advantages and disad
vantages of each calendar system. That report concluded with the statement, "The wide
variety of changes adopted or proposed for accomplishing this end, however, suggests that
objectives more specific than those of increased efficiency must be considered in any eval
uation of the feasibility of various alternatives."

• In the spring of 1978, 587 students and 48 percent full-time faCUlty members on the Twin
Cities campus were surveyed by Student Life Studies and Planning about the effects of the
University's calendar. Responsers were received from 437 (74%) of the students and 397
(80%) of the faCUlty who were surveyed. Both groups were asked to rank order their prefer
ences for five calendar systems. The percentages of students and faculty members who
ranked first each of the options were as follows:

Students Faculty
Current quarter system 27.1 % 40.8%
Early start quarter system 44.2% 22.8%
Traditional semester 10.2% 17.3%
Early semester 12.1 % 12.5%
4-1-4 semester 6.4% 3.2%

As the above results indicate, 63.6 percent of the faCUlty ranked one form of the quarter sys
tem first, whereas 33.0 percent ranked one form of the semester system first. The clearest
difference between students and faculty members was in terms of the current quarter sys
tem versus the early-start quarter system.

• Two related studies were conducted by the Calendar Committee in December of 1981
and February of 1982. Both surveys were sent to all deans, directors, and department
heads on the Twin Cities campus. The first survey made no mention of a change to
semesters but sought opinions only on an early-start quarter system. Responses from
about 100 individuals indicated considerable sentiment for an early start, but that any at
tempt to start early while retaining the quarter system would be broadly opposed. The Cal
endar Committee conducted the second survey to seek reaction to an early-start semester
plan. Responses from 125 individuals indicated that University administrators were split
about equally between those favoring semesters and those favoring quarters: 40.8 percent
favored the quarter system, 38.4 percent favored the semester system, and 20.8 were
eqUivocal.

• In May 1985, the Student Concerns Committee of the Minnesota Student Association Fo
rum conducted a survey of the Twin Cities student body (N = 358 of a sample of 500 stu
dents enrolled winter quarter) and found a very strong preference for the quartersystem and
an early start-early finish calendar. In response to the question "Under which system would
you best be able to reach your educational goals?" 49.4 percent checked quarter system,
22.0 percent the semester system, and 28.5 percent did not know.
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Category

TABLE 8

Content Analysis of Faculty Members' Stated Reasons
for Preferring the Quarter Systema

Total
Number

of
Comments

Percent
of

Total
Comments

More courses possible and/or greater variety
Better curriculum options, more variety and diversity
Flexibility for faculty scholarly and research time
More flexibility for students
Nature of student body (part-time, working, commuter, older)
More options possible to give greater program flexibility
Time frame is good for my courses/programs
More consistent with interest and attention span for students

and faculty
Enables single quarter leaves and leaves of absence
Something to be said for both systems but change not worth it
Tried both and prefer quarters
Convenient spacing in terms of seasons and holidays
Better for students
No evidence that semester is better educationally
System works fine so why change
More efficient use of faculty time
More flexibility in teaching loads
Better for graduate students
Too much trouble to revise curriculum
Works better with other activities such as field work, sports

program, theatre
Too much disruption in making the change
Students exposed to varied instructors
Other

644
----:4§

48
46
45
39
38
33
33

20
20
19
17
16
13
13
13
13
13
12
11

9
9

115

7,6
7,5
7.1
7.0
6.1
5.9
5.1
5.1

3.1
3.1
3.0
2.6
2.5
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
1.9
1.7

1.4
1.4

17.9

aThese 644 comments came from 411 faculty, 47.7 percent of those who favored the quar
ter system commented.

53



Category

TABLE 9

Content Analysis of Faculty Members' Stated Reasons
for Preferring the Semester Systema

Total
Number

of
Comments

Percent
of

Total
Comments

Greater depth possible
Less paper work (registration, grading, exams)
Quarter too short to teach classes effectively
More time for students to do research, writing, and projects
Better pedagogically, better learning
More time to develop topics adequately
More suited to graduate student and advanced courses
More relaxed, less hurried, and less pressured
Increased efficiency
More time to assimilate ideas and concepts
Reduces "start-up" time
More continuity and less fragmentation
More time for reflection and integration
Less expensive
Better fits my courses or unit
More in accord with other institutions
Better chance to get to know students
Preference is very slight
Might force needed curriculum changes
Be done earlier in spring for jobs, field work
Much prefer semester
Less sense of rushing through topics
Other

634

63
52
52
51
33
29
28
24
23
16
15
14
13
13
11
11
11
11
10
10
9
9

134

9.9
8.2
8.2
8.0
5.2
4.6
4.4
3.8
3.8
2.5
2.4
2.2
2.1
2.1
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.6
1.6
1.4
1.4

21.1

aThese 634 comments came from 445 faculty, 55.5 percent of those who favored the
semester system.

TABLE 10
Content Analysis of Faculty Members' Comments

Regarding Their Lack of Preference"

Category

Advantages and disadvantages to both
Academic year doesn't affect my work
Not sure
No experience with semester
Change would create too much disruption
Concerns about calendar with semester
Better to stay with quarter since we already have it
Other

Total
Number

of
Comments

110
41
23

5
5
4
3
3

26

Percent
of

Total
Comments

37.3
20.9
4.6
4.6
3.6
2.7
2.7

23.6

aThese 100 comments came from 95 faculty, 41.9 percent of those who had no preference.
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APPENDIX
Comparison among Twin Cities, Duluth, and Morris Faculty

on Primary Questions on the Academic Calendar Survey

Twin Citiesa Duluthb Morrisc Wasecad

QUESTION
RESPONSE N % N % N % N %

System preference 1,727 182 60 31

Quarter 861 49.9 69 37.9 23 38.3 22 71.0

Semester 613 35.5 93 51.1 30 50.0 3 9.7

No preference 227 13.1 18 9.9 6 10.0 6 19.3

No response 26 1.5 2 1.1 1 1.7

Prefer change to semester 1,727 182 60 31

Yes 676 39.1 103 56.6 31 51.7 4 12.9
CJl No 931 53.9 73 40.1 28 46.7 27 87.1
CJl

No response 120 6.9 6 3.3 1 1.7

Crookston"

N %

42
34 81.0

8 19.0

42

6 14.3

33 78.6
3 7.1

aThe survey was sent in February 1986 to the 2,722 regular faculty members (tenured and tenure-track) on the Twin Cities campus asking for a response by
March 12, 1986. A postcard reminder was sent a week laterto the non-respondents asking them to respond by April2. Because of the large number (about 100)
of the faculty who called to say they had not received the original survey, the return deadline was set at April 14, at which time 1,727 (63.5%) had been returned.

bThe survey and cover letter signed by Chancellor Heller were sent on February 28, 1986 to all faculty members on the Duluth campus. A total of 182 question-
naires were forwarded for analysis, representing a response rate of 45.7 percent. -
"The survey and cover letter signed by Chancellor Imholte were sent to the 84 regular faculty members on the Morris campus. Of those, 670 (71.4%) were
returned.

dThe survey and cover letter were sent to 51 faculty members on the Waseca campus. Of those, 31 (60.8%) were returned.

"The survey and cover letter were sent to 58 faculty members on the Crookston campus. Of those, 42 (72.4%) were returned.

WILLIAM BOYLAN, Chr.
Faculty Affairs Committee

See abstract of the discussion.



VI. STEERING COMMITTEE

ANNUAL REPORT, 1985-86

The Steering Committee is comprised of the eight Twin Cities faculty and five Twin Cit
ies student members of the Senate Consultative Committee. The Steering Committee con
ducted its Assembly business within meetings of the Senate Consultative Committee, and
found no need to convene separately on any issue.

The major items of business were child care; whether the campus should move to a
semester calendar; coordinating lower division education; civil service representation on
Assembly committees; self-study which preceded the North Central Associations's reac
creditation site visit; and committee appointments and nominations.

Committee actions and positions taken on these items are described in the Senate
Consultative Committee's annual report to the Senate.

DEON D. STUTHMAN
Chair

Accepted

VII. HONORS PROGRAMS COMMITTEE

ANNUAL REPORT, 1985-86

The Honors Programs Committee met seven times during the academic year and also
took part in the first University-wide honors retreat (October 4-5, 1985) organized by the Of
fice of Educational Development Programs (OEDP). The committee heard a follow-up re
port on the retreat which was based on a questionnaire mailed by OEDP to sixteen
University of Minnesota colleges or units parrticipating in the retreat. Although not all of
them presently have an honors program, most see the usefulness of it. Except for two, those
that do not have an honors program are considering it for the future.

In view of the University-wide interest in honors program, this committee discussed the
possibility of expanding the responsibility of the present committee to include that for the
whole University. After a presentation of the committee views to the Senate Committee on
Committes, the chair of the Honors Programs Comittee was invited to submit a new descrip
tion of membership, duties and responsibilities of a proposed Senate Committee on Honors
Program. This has now been done.

The Honors Program Committee discussed goals for long-term study and chose two.
These are to (a) examine existing honors programs to determine the contents of an "honors
course" and explore avenues for cross-collegiate cooperation and (b) study reward sys
tems for faculty at comparable institutions for participating in honors programs and make
recommendations for the Twin Cities campus. It is hoped that the 1986-87 committee will
continue these discussions.

SUBIR K. BANERJEE
Chair

Accepted

VIII. INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS COMMITTEE

ANNUAL REPORT, 1985·86

The Assembly Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics (ACIA) met more than once per
month during 1985-86, beginning with its usual all-day retreat in September.

At its Fall Retreat, ACIA had as its guests President Kenneth Keller and Dr. William
Atchley, former President of Clemson University who had resigned in disagreement with the
Clemson Board of Regents about ath letics. The retreat was devoted to a discussion of some
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of the fundamental issues facing intercollegiate athletics.
Among the specific issues ACIA dealt with during 1985-86 were these:

-Approved the request to participate in the Independence Bowl in Shreveport, LA, in
December.

-Following discussions over several meetings, requested the athletic directors to present
to ACIA for its approval a drug testing, counseling, and education plan for student
athletes.

-Examined the procedure for reviewing academic credentials of prospective student ath
letes during recruiting.

-Dealt with several allegations of NCAA rules violations (one involving a student athlete,
one involving boosters, and several involving questionable expenditures).

Two major issues discussed by ACIA at great length were freshman eligiblity for com
petition and NCAA Proposition 48 (which requires that a student athlete achieve an SAT of
700 or ACT of 15 and a 2.0 in a high school core curriculum in order to be eligible as a fresh
man). The Committee met with President Keller to discuss these subjects, and voted to op
pose any attempts to weaken Proposition 48. There has been no need yet to take a position
on freshman eligibility although there doubtless will be in the near future.

Following the unfortunate events in Madison involving three male basketball players,
ACIA met for a third time with President Keller. The Committee supported the President's
decisions.

Four members of ACIA served as members of the President's Task Force on Intercolle
giate Athletics. By the end of 1985-86, ACIA intends to have acted on as many of the Task
Force recommendations as it is able; any remaining items after June will be addressed in
the summer or autumn of 1986. The Committee expects to have a number of reports and
action items on the agenda of the Assembly at its first meeting of 1986-87.

The committee has remained gravely concerned about the academic performance of
male basketball players. Although ACIA has not yet had an opportunity to meet with Coach
Haskins, the Committee has communicated its concern to him and is hopeful that the situa
tion will improve. ACIA will continue to monitor closely the academic performance of the
men's basketball team.

Other routine business was conducted, including review and approval of ticket prices
and schedules, approval of awards, and directing the votes Minnesota cast at the January,
1986, NCAA Convention.

The Committee wished to note that it has some problems in ensuring that its policy of
requiring ACIA faculty and student membership on search committees was observed in the
instances of selecting new coaches in men's basketball and football.

JOHN P. CLARK
Chair

Accepted

IX. FACULTV STEERING COMMITTEE

ANNUAL REPORT, 1985-86

The Faculty Steering Committee membership consists of the eight Twin Cities faculty
members of the Senate Consultative Committee. The Steering Committee was not can·
vened separately but conducted its business within the meetings of the Faculty Consultative
Committee. Twin Cities Campus business items this year were:

-Future role for General College under Commitment to Focus

-Coordination of Lower Division Education under Commitment to Focus
-Whether the campus should change to a semester calendar
-Committee appointments and nominations
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The annual report to the Faculty Senate of the Faculty Consultative Committee describes
our activities and positions on these matters.

In addition, the Steering Committee approved slightly revised calendars for 1986-87
and 1987-88 for forwarding from the Calendai ~ommittee to the Assembly, but held back
the proposed calendar for 1988-89 until a way could be found to restore at least one of the
two lost instruction days.

DEON D. STUTHMAN
Chair

Accepted

X. CONVOCATIONS AND THE ARTS COMMITTEE
ANNUAL REPORT, 1985-1986

$ 200
$ 250

$ 300
$ 300

$ 100
$ 250

$ 200

$ 500
$ 600

Granted

$ 500
$ 600
$ 400
$ 500
$ 400
$ 300
$ 500
$ 500

($ 200)
(subsequently

not used)

$ 500
$ 770
$ 600
$ 600
$ 150
$ 200
$ 100
$ 445
$ 400
$ 600
$ 600
$ 600
$ 500
$ 350
$ 200
$ 568
$ 500
$ 400
$ 600

Requested
$ 500
$ 600
$ 600
$1,000
$ 550
$ 495
$ 500
$ 600

Committee: Harold H. Alexander; Robert Fisch; Robert Moulton; Marcia Pankake (Chair);
Peter Rosko; James Serrin. Students: David Dahlgren; Cynthia Jokela; Lori Stockley. Ex
Officio: Sue Grieger; Dale Schatzlein.

The committee met five times during the 1985-1986 academic year and took the follow-
ing actions on 35 grant applications.

Event

1. Creativity in Contemporary China
2. Music Theatre Ensemble of Wales
3. Sharon Lowen in Concert: Odissi Dance
4. Lecture by Gershon Legman
5. Lecture Series: Ground Water Contamination
6. Repression of Students in the USSR
7. Lecture: Post-Modern Architecture, Charles Jencks
8. Artist-in-Residency, Sachiko Yoshihara
9. Working Toward the Mountaintop: Minorities,

the Law, and the Political Process
10. Africa 1986: Crisis in Leadership
11. Los Folkloristas
12. Papers of Lady Ann Vaughn, a Masque
13. Lecture: Nigerian University System
14. Kerlan Award: Charlotte Zolotow
15. Anderson on Anderson: Lecture in Kerlan
16. Epigraphy and Heraldry in Medieval Polish History
17. Downfall of the Marcos Regime
18. American Indian Heritage Month
19. Goldstein Gallery (Kashmiri to Paisley)
20. International Health Committee Lectures
21. A View of the Future: Minority Progress in Law School
22. Literature and the State, Lecture by Morse Peckham
23. Women's Week 1986
24. Underground Economy-Hispanic Women and Work
25. Jim Hightower Visit
26. The Fall of Marcos: Will South Korea Follow?
27. How Czech Occupation Has Victimized Its People

and Playwrights

28. Dedication of H. Schroepfer Classroom and Theater,
Civil and Mineral Eng. Bldg.

29. Brazilian Film Festival & Music
30. 7th Charles McLaughlin Lecture on Int'\. Law
31. 9th Annual Greek Lectures: S. Myrivilis

$ 600
$ 400
$ 400
$ 600 $ 200
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32. Marsden Hartley Symposium
33. Original 1-Act Play Festival
34. Illusion Theater "For Adults Only"
35. 17th Annual Iron Pour

$ 600
$ 350.63
$1,000
$ 100

$ 200
$ 200

Total Amounts Requested: $17,578.63
Total Amounts Granted: $7,000

Twenty-one events were funded; fourteen were not.

Continuing last year's trend, the numbers of applications and the amounts requested
increased this year. Publicity for the committee, including the CCCA Grant Request Hand
book, letters to deans, directors, and department heads, notices in Brief, nb, and other col
leges and departmental newsletters, made members of the campus community aware of
the commitee.

In addition, decreased organizational budgets have forced searches for additional
funding for many cultural events on Twin Cities campuses. As a result, the committee re
ceived more applications from a wider group of applicants than in previous years. The list
above illustrates the variety of applicants; however, it also clearly shows that additional
funds could have been distributed. The amounts requested totaled more than twice what
was allotted to the committee. Consequently, it is recommended that the allocation of funds
to the committee be increased from the $7,000 currently assigned.

The decisions either to fund or not were difficult and, without question, worthy events
did not receive money. However, even a quick review of the evaluation and expenditure re
port forms received reveals a significant assistance to and support of the cultural and infor
mational environment of our campuses in the Twin Cities.

The committee also revised its application form and participated in the discussions of
"Commitment to Focus," reviewing the reports and recommendations to the task forces.

MARCIA PANKAKE
Chair

Accepted

XI. UNIVERSITY HEALTH SERVICES COMMITTEE

ANNUAL REPORT, 1985-86

During the academic year, the Boynton Health Service continued to meet its mission,
the health care needs of the University community, by providing appropriate, cost-effective
quality care. The primary goals of Boynton Health Service are to minimize and alleviate
health problems which interfere with students' academic progress and to promote good
health through educational programs emphasizing disease prevention and health mainte
nance. These goals are met by adapting the health services to the specific needs olthe Twin
City campus; by delivering effective service at the lowest cost to the students and to the insti
tution; by providing expert care for health problems characteristic of University students;
and by ensuring access to the health services for all students regardless of income.

In the course of the year, the Boynton Health Serrvice:

1. Reported to the Student Services Fees Task Force that prepaid student health services
include unlimited general and specialty consultations and all related diagnostic proce
dures with these exceptions:

a. dental services, medication, and eye glasses are available on a fee-for-service basis;

b. also since 1985-86, insurance is collected for mental health, proctology, minor surgi
cal procedures, and x-ray services (any remaining charges for these services are
covered by the Health Service fee);

c. a copaymentof $25 per quarter is charged in the allergy, dermatology, and ear, nose,
and throat clinics and for eye refractions.
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,---------------------

For 1985-86, the Boynton Health Service fee was $15.28 per month, while the average
cost of health plans (outpatient portion) available to University of Minnesota employees
was $47.60 per month.

2. Prepared a "White Paper" describing the be. ofits offered by the Boynton Mental Health
Clinic indicating:

a. We are one of the only facilities on campus available to the academically capable stu
dent, with no out-of-pocket expense, where long-term psychotherapy and medication
management can be received.

b. Graduate students and international students often carry insurance issued in states
other than Minnesota; since we are one of the few states to mandate mental health
coverage, this means these students would have no mental health benefits of any
kind, yet still are not eligible for state or county facilities.

The University Health Services Committee dealt with issues, problems, and concerns as
they related to the functioning of Boynton Health Service, including:

1. Interactions and relationships:

a. External: The committee addressed Boynton's future affiliation with local HMOs
(such as Group Health and PHP), as well as Boynton's current status as a provider for
Blue Cross-Blue Shield's AWARE Gold Program.

b. Internal: The committee addressed:
i Boynton's relationship with the University of Minnesota Hospital and clinics, partic

ularly the question of incorporating Boynton Health Service under the egis of the
Health Sciences. Committee members hold the unanimous opinion that the Health
Service is better equipped to serve the health care needs of the University popula
tion than the University Hospital and Medical School faculty whose missions nec
essarily involve research and medical education rather than the exclusive delivery
of health care as provided by the Health Service.

ii The potential sale of the SI. Paul Health Service building;

iii Efforts to reduce Boynton's share of the premium for the University's liability in
surance; and

iv The implications of President Keller's Commitment to Focus, particularly as future
changes in enrollment might affect Boynton's funding base.

Within its responsibility for the institutional community's health, the Boynton Health Ser
vice is affected by the Commitment to Focus in the following ways:

a. For most efficient operations in the face of a decreasing population, it is important for
Boynton to retain and redeem some of that population by seeking an affiliation with
the HMOs. By contracting with HMOs, Boynton can deliver primary care on campus to
interested HMO members who are part of the University community. To this end,
Boynton is in contact with HMOs, offering convenient access, competitive prices, and
quality of primary care.

b. The shift toward an older and higher ability student population will lead to increased
health care needs, particularly in mental health.

c. More emphasis upon research may lead to an increased volume of legally mandated
monitoring and inspections requiring additional funds for Environmental Health and
Safety.

d. In meeting with Commitment to Focus requirement of "user-friendly" system, Boyn
ton will continue to use its established, verified quality assurance program. In addi
tion, this fall, with the assistance of University personnel experts, Boynton conducted
"patient contact" sessions for the entire staff.

e. In the public health area, Boynton has continued its efforts to promote a measles vac
cination program and has developed an AIDS health education campaign.

2. Funding of the Health Service:
a. Fee-for-service charges: the committee reviewed Boynton's efforts to enhance its

revenue from fee-for-service patients, through the increased utilization of AWARE
Gold members on campus, as well as through increased use of supplemental health
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insurance (Le., billing a student's insurance company for those costs not covered by
their prepaid fee).

b. Prepaid fee charges: the committee was involved in the fee setting process. The pre
paid fee was raised to $48 per quarter, with refundable portion set at $20. This should
generate a balanced bUdget for 1986-87.

The fall 1985 student fee survey found that:

a. About 56 percent of the students rated the Health Service as a high priority item for the
student services fee,

b. Among those who had been to Boynton in the past year, 90 percent were very or mod
erately satisfied with its services.

3. Meeting the health care needs through good care:

a. The committee reviewed the Quality Assurance Program althe Health Service, which
found that:

- Overall for Boynton Health Service the average patient waiting time is 9 minutes;

- Patients consistently report a high satisfaction with care at Boynton. AWARE Gold
patients report an average satisfaction level of 3.52 on a scale of 1 (poor) to 4 (ex
cellent). Other patients report a satisfaction level of 3.28.

- Lab and x-ray reports from tests performed by Boynton staff are available on an
immediate basis (average turnaround time = 50 minutes) and a routine basis
(turnaround time = less than 24 hours).

- Services are provided in a cost-effective manner. Costs, while not the least expen
sive, are the lowest possible consistent with the quality of the care provided.

b. Results from Boynton's student survey show that:

Patients report that timeliness and convenient location are their two principal require
ments in health care on campus. Between the two factors, timeliness is felt to be more
important.

The committee is pleased to forward this report of activities for the 1985-86 academic year.
It does so in full confidence that the Boynton Health Service will continue to provide the vital
health care required by this academic community.

WARREN IBELE
Chair

Accepted

XII. UNIVERSITY-ROTC RELATIONSHIPS COMMITTEE

ANNUAL REEPORT, 1985-86

The University-ROTC Relationships Committee held a number of meetings throughout
the year as well as consultations by mail and phone.

The fall meeting focused on "Commitment to Focus" and its possible significance to the
ROTC program at the University. We also heard reports from the ROTC Educators meet
ings held in Fort Lewis, Washington, and St. Louis, Missouri, and implications on local pro
gramming and recruitment.

A major focus on the committee this year has been to explore ways in which the ROTC
faculty can be more actively involved in LT., CLA, and University governance. It is strongly
felt that this program and its staff has a desire and an ability to contribute more fUlly to the
University. Communications have been established with LT. and the Senate and a meeting
has been arranged with Dean Lukermann to discuss ways in whcih the ROTC can develop
more meaningful ties with other departments.

An important work of the committee was to evaluate the dossiers of several candidates
for faculty positions in the ROTC programs.
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The ROTC units will provide a statement of the activities of the ROTC programs within
the University, a copy of which will be filed with the clerk of the Senate. The overall picture is
one of vitality and growth.

JEAN CONGDON
Chair

Accepted

XIII. OLD BUSINESS

none

XIV. NEW BUSINESS

none

XV. ADJOURNMENT

ABSTRACT
The Assembly was called to order at 3: 15 p. m. on June 5 in 25 Law Center by Vice Chair

David Hamilton. Coordinate campuses except Crookston were linked by phone to hear the
discussion on the academic calendar survey. Minutes of the April meeting were approved,
and action on committee memberships was postponed by the Vice Chair.

Lower division coordination. Andrew Collins, professor of child development and act
ing chair of the Educational Policy Committee, introduced the motion to approve a resolu
tion on the coordination of lower division education. (The final report of the special
committee had been discussed at an April 17 open forum preceding the Senate meeting.)
He identified three thrusts of the report: improving academic student services, renewing
emphasis on quality of teaching and learning, and reviewing the curriculum. There was a
friendly amendment from his committee that other techniques or strategies not named in the
report should not be ruled out.

William Hanson, professor of philosophy and chair of the special committee, said his
committee believed the University faces both an opportunity and a challenge and that it
needs a balance between undergraduate and other educational opportunities utilizing
methods consistent with its land-grant mission. He spoke briefly on each of the report's six
recommendations. On curriculum there should be a review of the manner in which the Uni
versity defines and implements its liberal education goals. On quality of teaching and learn
ing, there is a major opportunity for improvement through establishment of a research
center on undergraduate education. On academic student services, there should be estab
lished an undergraduate center, a proposal that has generated the most discussion, he
said. It would ensure that appropriate academic advising would be available and would
serve as a coordinating arm of student support services. On the creation of intellectual com
munities, he emphasized a special need on this, a commuter campus, to build a stronger
sense of community among undergraduates. On the role of the General College, a number
of goals were outlined that involved working closely with other colleges and the proposed
undergraduate center. Finally, the recommendation on implementation and coordination of
the foregoing proposals was stated.

Mr. Hanson admitted that the report would not satisfy everyone but he maintained that
it was a reasonable, workable plan with a good prospect of success if accepted by the ad
ministration and the faculty. He accepted as a friendly amendment from the Educational
Policy Committee the motion to ensure that techniques or strategies for improving under
graduate education would not be prohibited or discouraged.
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Deon Stuthman, professor of agronomy and chair of the Steering Committee, reported
that his committee had approved the recommendations as amended and he expressed ap
preciation to the special committee, and particularly to its chair, for a job well done. With that,
the motion was approved unanimously.

Mr. Stuthman then introduced a supplementary motion to create a committee to priori
tize the recommendations and develop an implementation plan. Mr. Collins approved the
proposal as an essential next step, and Mr. Hanson was confident his committee would en
dorse it. The Stuthman motion was approved without opposition.

Child care. Mr. Stuthman introduced a recommendation from his committee calling for
appointment of a child care coordinator and for Faculty Affairs Committee consideration of
the issue of cafeteria-style fringe benefits packages with special attention to child care and
reduced University tuition for faculty dependents. The child care item had been included in
the report of a committee chaired by Margery Durham, associate professor of English, that
was charged with examining the need for child care services. Jack Merwin, professor of ed
ucation and chair of the Finance Committee, reported that his committee would recommend
inclusion of support in the next legislative request. John Dahler, professor of chemical engi
neering and materials science, asked if any information had been collected on reduced tu
ition at other public institutions. Mahmood Zaidi, professor of industrial relations and a
former Faculty Affairs Committee chair, reported that the committee had found that some
public universities and colleges offered lower tuition but in the main it was the private institu
tions that made it available. The motion was then approved unanimously.

Calendar. Mr. Stuthman opened the meeting to a discussion on the recent survey of
faculty preference as to the academic calendar, the results of which were printed in the
docket. (The majority had favored the quarter system, 49.9% vs. 35.5%.) Thirty minutes had
been allocated for the item, but there appeared to be no interest in further discussion.

Annual reports. Mr. Stuthman commended those committee chairs who had turned in
annual reports for publication and encouraged others to do likewise so that next year's
chairs could benefit from their wisdom.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:50 p.m.

MARILEE WARD
Abstractor
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APPENDIX

ATIENDANCE OF MEMBERS

1985-86
The Twin Cities Campus Assembly met five times during 1985-86.

FACULTY

Adams, Carl
Adelman, Ira
Ames, Trevor
Amram, Fred
Anderson, Neil
Baizerman, Michael
Baldwin, Guy
Bales, Kent
Banerjee, Subir
Beavers, Gordon
Benson, Frank
Bognanno, Mario
Born, David
Bouchard, Thomas
Brenner, Mark
Bruininks, Robert
Campbell, Charles
Cardwell, Vernon
Charvat, Iris
Clark, Shirley
Collins, Terence
Congdon, Jean
Conley, Thomas
Copa, George
Corcoran, Sheila
Courant, Hans
Dahler, John
Desborough, Sharon
Dixon, Robert
Dothan, Michael
Eidman, Vernon
Ellinger, Linda
Enfield, Frank
Erdman, Arthur
Eustis, Nancy
Evans, Samuel
Feeney, Daniel
Feigal, Robert
Ferrieri, Patricia
Foster, Edward
Freier, Phyllis
Fuchs, James
Garmezy, Norman
Gault, N. L.
Geffen, Arthur
Gentry, William
Giese, Calyton
Gillmor, Donald
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Attended

3
5
4
4
4
2
4
4
3
2
2
2
3
4
3
o
5
2
4
3
4
4
4
3
3
5
5
3
2
3
5
5
4
4
4
4
5
3
5
4
5
3
3
4
4
4
5
2

Notified Clerk
of Nonattendance

or Alternate
Attended

1
o
1
1
1
o
o
o
1
2
1
2
1
1
2
1
o
2
1
2
1
1
o
1
2
o
o
1
2
o
o
o
1
1
o
o
o
1
o
1
o
1
o
1
o
1
o
3



Grantham, Marilyn
Green,Leon
Grosch, Audrey
Hanson, William
Hein, Andrew
Herzberg, Mark
Hoffman, Thomas (appointed 3/86)
Howe, John
Hsu, Mei-Ling
Humphreys, Roberta
Hunter, Alan
Hurwicz, Leonid
Ibele, Warren
Joeres, Ruth-Ellen
Johnson, Carol
Josal, Wendell (appointed 2/86)
Kelly, John T.
Keynes, Harvey
Krueger, Richard
Kumar, K.S.P.
LaBree, John
Leppert, Richard
Littman, Walter
Liu, Benjamin
Liu, Chun-Jo
Malmberg, John
Malzer, Gary
Mandel, Jack
Mann, Henry
Maruyama, Geoffrey
Matheson, John
McCollister, Robert
McKeever, Patrick
Meyers, Susan
Mirkin, Bernard
Moller, James
Monson, Dianne
Morey, Vance
Moss, Jerome
Nelson, Wallace
Olson, David H.
Oppenheimer, Jack
Overmier, J. Bruce
Pace, David
Parker, John
Peterson, Kathleen
Piche, Gene
Popkin, Michael
Pour-EI, Marian
Prell, Riv-Ellen
Purple, Richard
Quie, Paul
Rasmusson, Donald
Regal, Philip
Reyerson, Kathryn
Ryden, Muriel
Scott, Earl (appointed 2/86)
Shively, W. Phillips
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Simmons, Roberta 3 0

Simon, Stephen 3 0

Stefan, Heinz 3 2

Stienstra, Ward 3 0

Stuewer, Roger 2 3

Swan, Craig 5 0

Swan, Patricia 4 1

Swofford, Harold 3 0

Terwilliger, James 5 0

Tracy, James 3 1

Urness, Carol 4 1

VanEssendelft, William 4 0

Vernier, Robert 2 0

Walser, Mary 3 2

Waters, Luther 2 2

Weckwerth, Vernon 5 0

Weiss, Gerhard 3 1

Westermeyer, Joseph 1 3

Williams, Gloria 4 1

Wilson, I. Dodd 1 2

Young, Lynda 3 2

Zaidi, Mahmood 4 1

STEERING COMMITIEE

Berscheid, Ellen 4 0

Goldstein, Richard 4 0

Hamilton, David 5 0

Merwin, Jack 4 0

Murphy, Paul 1 0

Rubenstein, Irwin 3 0

Sorauf, Frank 5 0

Stuthman, Dean 5 0

STUDENTS

Arkin, David 2 3

Armstrong, Charle (resigned 4/86) 2 0

Campbell, Gary (terminated 4/86) 1 0

Carter, Miguel 4 1

Childers, Cheryl 4 0

Coggins, Jay 3 0

Daniels, Thomas 4 0

Dunford, Michael (terminated 4/86) 1 0

Eder, David 5 0

Ellingboe, Brenda 5 0

Florman, Steve 4 0

Francis, Mathew 3 0

Gaudette, Jill 4 0

Gilbert, Timothy 4 1

Gordon, Richard 5 0

Guenther, Greg (appointed 4/86) 2 0

Hagen, Pamela (appointed 2/86) 2 0

Haley, Daniel (appointed 4/86) 2 0

Johnson, Julie (terminated 5/86) 2 0

Kaatz, John 3 0

Kohl, Kurt 1 1

Kurpp, Amy 3 0

Lamons, Roberta 4 0

Landrus, Yvonne 5 0
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Loveless, Mike
Lundeen, Brell
McKennell, Judy (terminated 5/86)
Moody, Tammy
O'Brien, Caroline
Pedersen, Kirsten (appointed 4/86)
Pertl, Scott
Rose, Julie (appointed 4/86)
Schoonover, Anne (resigned 1/86)
Sommerfeld, Thomas
Spiess, Audrey
Steidl, Lisa
Sullivan, Linda
Tendle, Terryll
Thomas, Patricia
Vandal, Bruce
Zarling, Pauline

STEERING

Durbin, Patrick
Gearrick, Patricia
Hanson, Linda
Prall, Tim
St. Laurent, Roy

Terminations are due to neglect of meetings.
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