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12:00 - 3:00 
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AGENDA 

1. Minutes of November 14, 1985 

2. Report of the Chair 
-winter quarter meeting with the Regents 
-Making good Senate agendas 
-Tbpics for future forums 

• 

3. Response to the Coordinating Carmi ttee 1 s request for the 
FCC to revisv and comment on the plan suhnitted by the 
General College Task Force Group on Carmi tment to FbCUs 
and President Keller 1 s letter to the Regents in response 
to that plan. 

4. FCC relationships to committees of the Regents: policy 
and procedures. 

5. Resolving differences between Finance and Faculty Affairs 
Corrmittees 1 recorrmendations on University one-year supple
mentary coverage for decreased mental health care insurance. 

DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELlER 

6. Central administration policy plans regarding a strong 
faculty: hiring, the granting of tenure, retention, and 

measures for ensuring faculty vitality. 

7. Review policy and practices for deans and other high-level 
adrninistra tors. 
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MINUTES APPROVED 1/16/86 

FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
AND 

DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

December 5, 1985 
Bl2 Morrill Hall 

12:00 - 3:00 

Members present: Ellen Berscheid, David Hamilton, Joseph Latterell, Cleon Melsa, 
Jack Merwin, Paul Murphy, Frank Sorauf, Deon Stuthman (Chair). 

Guests and visitors: Fred Amram, William Boylan, Lisa Carlson (Daily), 
Evelyn Hanson, Richard Heydinger, President Kenneth Keller, Susan Klemond (Daily), 
Jeanne Lupton, Vice President V. Rama Murthy, Tim Pratt, Marsha Riebe, 
Maureen Smith. 

1. The minutes of the November 14 meeting were approved. 

2. Report of the Chair. 

A. Winter Quarter dinner meeting with the Regents has been 
changed from Febrary 13 to March 13. 

B. FCC's next meeting will include planning for engaging Senate 
agendas. 

3. Commitment to Focus: General College: Coordinating Committee's request 
for FCC to review and comment on the proposals for General College. Guests: 
Deans Lupton and Hanson, Professor Amram. 

The chairman had invited Deans Lupton and Hanson and Professor Amram to 
attend the meeting at which FCC was to conclude its discussion of its statement 
to the Coordinating Committee. Professor Stuthman invited the guests to give 
a brief response to FCC's draft statement. 

Dean Lupton told FCC it was important to consider the original General 
College Task Group report which looks ahead to program considerations. (FCC 
members had copies of both it and the GC faculty's addendum.) The faculty's 
deep concerns include that of how many students would enroll in a non-degree 
granting unit. She said she was gratified by FCC's interest in GC's particular 
research focus. She favors integrating the College into the University and 
believes expanded research could promote that integration. She reiterated 
the GC conviction that students not proceeding to a baccalaureate degree need 
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the recognition of progress which the associate degree represents. She said 
she is glad to see upper division students from other units using some of the 
GC program. 

Dean Hanson sees this as a moment in General College's history to become 
integrated with the rest of the University as never before. GC could have a 
role in assisting underprepared students in other units. She welcomes cooper
ation with University College. 

Professor Amram said there is a need for harmony and called for a cooling 
off period. He said the General College faculty want some kind of inovation and 
agree that the University and General College must change, with or without the 
Commitment to Focus plan, which he termed "dismemberment." The target should 
be to focus special educational opportunities. 

General College faculty, he said, were expressing a principle in their 
addendum to the Task Group's report. GC faculty believe in what they are doing. 
They have been at it for many years. To remove degree-granting implies that the 
work has been for nothing. The degree programs are needed. The associate 
degrees have been offered since the beginning or nearly the beginning of GC's 
existence. Recruiting and retaining faculty will be hard if GC offers only a 
developmental program. 

Even if the matter of student access is well addressed, he continued, the 
faculty need something more. Moreover, what we think of as the non-traditional 
student is rapidly becoming traditional. Interdisciplinary studies are gaining 
popularity and GC is structured to offer cross-disciplinary programs. 

Professor Amram took issue with certain statements in the FCC's draft and said 

- Metropolitan State University is not an alternative for everyone; it 
presently has limited staff and offerings, and exists for self-directed 
adult learners. (Dean Lupton said many GC students want the traditional 
classroom structure.) 

- GC has always been more than just a "port of entry." 

Eliminating degrees and certificates would be unfortunate for students, faculty, 
and the GC curriculum. GC faculty want their students well served, and the 
faculty want to be part of a program and teaching a curriculum which lead to 
terminal degrees. Perhaps there could be a diminished Associate of Arts degree. 
The University, he said, should offer a bachelor's degree in general education, 
although not necessarily in General College. He asked people to suppose a two
part course structure of GC's 1000-level courses open to all University students, 
and the 3000-level courses offered through University College and also open to 
the whole University. 

He said there are many options, but one must be chosen to achieve the goals 
we all have. He called for putting Commitment to Focus back on track. 

Professor Sorauf asked whether there had been any contacts and conversations 
between General College and the CtF task force on a coordinated lower division. 
Dean Lupton noted that GC has representation on that task force as well as on 
the task force on entrance standards, and that there is regular reporting 
back and forth. 
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Professor Sorauf asked what exactly people mean when they speak of 
special educational opportunities and students with special educational needs. 
Dean Lupton said she uses those terms to refer to the findings of the College's 
assessment of educational need. Six hundred to 700 students come to GC not 
able to deal with college work. They take developmental programming to prepare 
to move into a realm where they can compete. The students include people who 
have been in the workplace and now want to pursue a liberal education. They 
are going to want to concentrate in a cross-disciplinary area, perhaps career
related; and while they will not take advanced courses within a single depart
ment, their program must still insure depth. There are cases where more 
education will help the person advance in the job without taking the whole 

depth of a particular major. 

Testing finds students prepared in certain areas and unprepared in others. 
They need GC's counseling and other support services. Typical areas of short
comings are math and science and, for the Asian-born students, communications 
skills. 

Dean Hanson described many GC students as people who need to get off the 
course they're on but don't know how to do it. 

Professor Amran said GC can offer three special educational opportunities: 
(1) for students with different learning styles because of their psychological, 
intellectual, and cultural diversity; (2) for the student who is in a wrong 
mode (e.g., displaced homemaker); (3) for cross-disciplinary study. He advocated 
more GC work with CEE and suggested there could be a link to offer the associate 
degree. He contended GC needs more time before decisions are made, to sort 
out the problems and cool off, although not so much time that people go back 
into old ruts. 

By contrast, Dean Lupton told FCC that if the Regents did not act on GC 
in January, there would have been a year wiped out for GC. But, GC would 
urge subsequent review of that action taking into consideration the findings 
and recommendations of the several task forces now at work. 

Professor Amram found the GC faculty's nearly 90% vote for the addendum 
very significant, but Dean Lupton interpreted it as a show of loyalty. She 
said she does not want to see her college cling to the past, but she does want 
it to retain control of its programs. GC should retain the AA degree because 
of the benchmark's importance to the student. It is important for the 
University to offer a general education, but its location is less important. 
"I'm fighting for the programming for the student," she told FCC. 

GC has some fragile students, especially from the center city, who need 
the protective environment and wraparound counseling GC provides, she said. 
Community colleges have a lesser measure of these. 

Professor Amram said Minneapolis Community College was inappropriate for 
the older adult student, and noted St. Paul does not have a community college. 

Dean Hanson said many of GC's students are the first generation of their 
families to attend college, and she said the degree of choice is from the U of 
M. Professor Murphy asked how many degrees GC awards. Dean Lupton said it 
is between 120 and 150 per year. They are the Bachelor of General Studies 
and Bachelor of Applied Studies, and are given on the basis of University 
requirements. 
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Professor Sorauf noted that the University College, General College, 
CLA, University Without Walls, and the Office of Student Affairs all provide 
good counseling services with special consideration for adult learners with 
special needs. This multiplicity of offerings is a reminder of the need to 
focus. 

Professor Amram said the University can focus the special educational 
opportunities by bringing them together. But rather than dismember GC, we 
need, he said, to find where its faculty, students, and curriculum fit into 
the University. 

Professor Stuthman found the discussion indicated a need to integrate 
as well as to focus; implementing Professor Amram's suggestions could actually 
isolate GC. Dean Lupton said only GC has a focus on the general education type 
degree. 

Dean Lupton said that since discussions in the task force on an integrated 
lower division do not show a CLA inclination to give up its remedial work with 
its students, it is questionable how GC will get more of the U's remedial work 
~.the plan for GC proposes. Some of these questions are much broader than just 
the General College, but people are avoiding looking at the total picture. 

Discussion of this item was suspended. 
in the meeting (see page 8). 

FCC returned to the item later 

4. FCC relationships to committees of the Regents: policies and procedures. 
(Postponed for discussion with the President later in the meeting; see page 8.) 

5. One.-year supplementary University coverage of certain mental health care 
costs. Guest: Professor William Boylan, Chair, Faculty Affairs Committee. 

FCC had intended at this meeting to try to resolve differences between 
the Senate Finance Committee's and the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs' 
recommendations regarding mental health coverage. But it turned out that 
Managementvdecisions had rendered the differences moot. 

Committee 
Professor Stuthman reported that a letter had been very recently sent 

from Blue Cross-Blue Shield to its U of M subscribers about the University's 
covering ongoing outpatient mental health care above the new BC-BS level and 
up to the level of 1984-85 coverage The letter is in error in stating that 
only members in continuous care from 10/1/84 through 9/30/85 are eligible. 

Professors Merwin and Boylan noted that the Management Committee apparently 
had not taken into account any of a number of further details either committee 
had recommended (particularly for equity through a deductible). Professor 
Stuthman pointed out that neither committee had received a copy of the plan 
the University had sent to Blue Cross-Blue Shield. 

DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

At 1:30 President Keller and Vice President Murthy joined the meeting, 
and discussion continued on the issue of mental health coverage for BC-BS 
subscri ers. 
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FCC members asked the President about the University's communication to 
Blue Cross-Blue Shield in requesting BC-BS to administer the University 
assistance. President Keller said that the Management Committee was aware when 
it acted that not everything had yet been settled. It did agree that the 
University would continue to cover in 1985-86 all who had been in treatment 
during the 1984-85 year, and at the same level, for outpatient mental health 
treatment. All that the Management Committee was agreeing to at this point 
was the main consideration: that people in treatment not have to suffer a gap 
in their coverage. The Management Committee submitted its recommendation to 
Employee Benefits, which subsequently communicated with Blue Cross-Blue Shield. 
He regretted the error in the BC-BS letter, which he was seeing for the first time. 

Professors Merwin and Sorauf referred to the deductible proposed by the 
Senate Finance Committee with the intention of keeping the total size of the 
benefits package the same. President Keller reported that the Management 
Committee had been receptive to that suggestion but had been told it would be 
far too difficult to administer. 

Vice President Murthy reported that in a second discussion of the question 
the Management Committee had agreed to cover those few people who were in treat
ment under Blue Cross-Blue Shield in 1984-85 but had changed to another insurer 
for 1985-86. 

Professor Boylan noted that SCFA had also favored deductibility and had in 
addition recommended that new patients be covered since, in terms of cost, they 
would be offset by patients finishing treatment. President Keller said the 
Management Committee could not justify using staff salary increase money to 
assist people who joined a plan without the expectation of the previous year's 
higher coverage. 

Professor Stuthman asked that correction be made to the error in communi
cation between Blue Cross-Blue Shield and its University members regarding the 
eligible group. 

Vice President Murthy reminded FCC that the arrangement is only for 1985-86 
and that the University community must decide whether it wants to change its 
future manner of participation in Blue Cross-Blue Shield. He noted the continuing 
popularity of the BC-BS plan as evidenced by Minnesota's BC-BS membership rising 
this year. 

It was reported that President Keller had asked Assistant Vice President 
William Thomas and others to study the question and that SCFA will take part 
in that consideration. 

President Keller noted that the University's simply having a representative 
at the state bargaining table would in no way guarantee that University staff 
preferences would prevail. Professor Berscheid commented that the University 
would do well to know how expensive its employees are to Blue Cross-Blue Shield 
with respect to BC-BS's other customers. 

Later in the meeting Professor Stuthman asked if the administration could 
report in writing to SFC and SCFA as to what has been done. Vice President 
Murthy indicated he would write the committees. 
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6. Sharing ideas and plans for attracting and retaining excellent faculty. 

Professor Stuthman noted that the quality of the faculty is a crucial 
element in the University's aspiration to be among the nation's top five public 
universities. 

A. Attracting and retaining a strong faculty. President Keller said it 
is important that the University's fundraising will not only endow chairs but 
also fund other kinds of support around the endowed chairs. 

Emerging support: 

Three-year career development awards (help in attracting junior faculty). 

- Endowment of a chair together with a TA position. 

- Search underway to fill six chairs to build the Humanities. 

- Sabbaticals: The Bush support was specifically tied to undergraduate 
instruction. A similar program can be supported for all sabbatical augmentations 
at relatively low cost. Departmental contributions are part of it. 

- Start-up support for new faculty. The President expressed his interest 
in flexibility regarding both professional couples and minority faculty. He 
wants to couple quality with affirmative action. 

- Graduate tuition fellowships contribute to drawing strong graduate 
students which are required for a strong faculty. 

- A quick central response to set-up needs for prospective faculty. A 
request can be settled by telephone as soon as Form 17 has been filed. 

Vice President Murthy described the University's retention success rate as 
well over 90%. 

Professor Hamilton said that when he had moved to the University one of 
its most attractive features was the single quarter leave. He would prefer 
only that the department make the decision on whether to grant it. 

He noted that Harvard has for many years provided term endowed chairs, 
mostly privately funded by companies, to assistant professors, that give the 
career development start many need (such as travel to conferences). The 
University, he said, would have to remain flexible for such an arrangement, 
letting companies put their money where they wanted to. President Keller 
indicated he thought it a good idea and said such arrangements are not precluded, 
except that if the University had to match the contribution, then it had to go 
man area consistent with University program planning and priorities. 

Professor Sorauf raised the problem of how the University can deal with 
the competition for a top young person against Harvard, Berkeley, Chicago, 
Yale, Michigan, etc. To be able to offer a prospect development money would 
be one real help, he said. 

Single Quarter Leaves. President Keller and Vice President Murthy noted 
that this year there is no University-wide single quarter leave committee. 
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Colleges will make the ratings and the final judgment will be made centrally. 
Professor Sorauf advocated a return to the central faculty committee next year, 
saying that despite the flaws in that group's operating, themeans need to 
exist to make the hard comparative judgments. 

Professor Hamilton inquired why there was a cap of 4% of a college's faculty 
being on single quarter leave at any one time. President Keller explained that 
it was an historical phenomenon. When SQL's were paid for by central funds, 
the Regents set the cap at 4%, and it has remained there. To change it would 
require a Regental vote. He doubted faculty would be of one mind in arguing 
how that percentage should be changed. 

Professor Merwin reminded the meeting that the Task Force on Faculty 
Vitality had recommended assistance to small departments and campuses to enable 
them to support single quarter leaves. President Keller said the way around 
that problem is to decide to pay for it with some fraction of the educational 
budget. 

Professor 
faculty member 
is guaranteed. 
also depend on 
assigning more 

Latterell appealed for the application process to require the 
to prepare so well for that sabbatical period that development 
The President voiced his agreement. He added that one must 

the departments for enabling vitality, by such means as 
teaching to senior faculty than to junior. 

B. Discriminating among faculty: tenure decisions. 

The President asked for the FCC's thoughts on whether the University's 
tenuring policies should change. Recommendations are at 90% for tenure and 
the administration is always faced with the pressure to award tenure. Either 
this university is extremely astute in its hiring, he remarked, or it is not 
facing up to the hard judgments regarding tenure. Professor Berscheid said 
the rule of thumb of the good schools is not to promote and tenure anyone not 
at least at the median in the department. However, where affirmative action 
is concerned, she has learned, suits are being filed and won by comparing the 
candidate's strength with that of the weakest person ever tenured by that 
department. President Keller said that an institution can win in the court 
where it can demonstrate that it has raised its standards generally. 

Mr. Pratt advocated a tenure review 10 years following the granting of 
tenure, to catch mistakes. But the President said that can only work in an 
ideal world, and has been found untenable in practice. However, he wants to 
see colleges recognize nonfeasance as grounds for dismissal, which is difficult 
but can be done. This university has done it on occasion. 

President Keller said the University could do a lot with a more thoughtful 
process in considering tenure cases. Tenure must not be thought of as a 
reward, he said, but as a 35-year contract. 

Professor Sorauf said this university's good qualities of benignity and 
civility also sometimes make decisions difficult. We strike the balance in 
a humanitarian way on the side of the individual faculty member rather than 
on the side of the University. Yet the interests of the University have to 
take priority. 

President Keller said that he thought a new posture on tenure could not 
successfully begin with central administration, but might begin in the 
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colleges or with the FCC. FCC might want to make a recommendation to central 
administration. He added that such a move might become easier as we raise 
morale regarding faculty development and vitality. 

7. FCC relationships to the Regents. (FCC had proposed a quasi-official 
representation to the Committee of the Whole.) 

President Keller was not receptive to the concept of having an FCC member 
sit with the Board of Regents. Such an arrangement confuses the proper 
relationships among the various parts of the University. He asked if such 
a change would be functionally important when FCC has the opportunity to speak 
on any issue. He said he would like to discuss the idea with FCC, but was not 
sure he could support a faculty member's sitting with the Committee of the 
Whole. The Regents' retreat in late January is the occasion on which the 
Regents would be likely to deal with any such proposals. The matter will 
be on an upcoming FCC agenda. 

President Keller left the 'meeting at 2:35. 

3. FCC returned to the proposals concerning General College and consideration 
of the statement FCC would send in response to the request of the CtF 
Coordinating Committee. 

Professor Berscheid referred to Dean Lupton's questioning how General 
College could take over all undergraduate developmental work if the other 
colleges would not give up what they do in that regard. Major aspects of 
General College's program would be removed in CtF but the prospect remains 
very vague about what is to be put in. She declared that something must be 
said about what is going to be the future role in the developmental area of 
Office of Student Affairs, CLA, and other units. 

Professor Sorauf indicated he would agree to adding to the FCC response 
a statement about the need for planning and coordination of services for the 
"non-traditional" student. Something must be done to achieve focus and inte
tration among these services which have proliferated and which represent 
substantial budgets. 

Professor Berscheid suggested such coordination was a job for the CtF 
Task F6rce on Coordinating Lower Division Education. 

Professor Merwin identified two statements which are repeatedly put forth 
regarding General College's future, but which remain unsubstantiated: 
(1) Everyone ~.bould have the opportunity to come to the University who wants 
to do so, especially since no one else can provide a program as well as we 
can; and (2) The degree is the only record of accomplishment. 

Professor Berscheid proposed that FCC include in its response that it 
is very much concerned about how all the special support services are going 
to be integrated. She added that the other colleges have not yet grasped 
how the General College changes will affect them. Professor Sorauf pointed 
out that a large amount of the academic record keeping at this university is 
done outside of Academic Affairs, considerably more than at most comparable 
institutions. 
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Professor Merwin called attention to the effect on hiring that termination 
of General College degrees could have, unless the College gets some compensatory 
program (such as all developmental work, and such as a center for research on 
higher education and the underprepared student) . 

Vice President Murthy reported to FCC that he is working with six deans to 
see if the General College faculty can be integrated into the faculties of 
those units. They hope to produce a concrete plan within a few weeks. If 
that is accomplished, the General College faculty will know they are not to 
be in a college without degrees. 

Professor Sorauf left the meeting at 2:55p.m., declaring his support of 
the FCC's statement on General College with the Berscheid recommendation added. 

Professor Melsa voiced his sympathy with the General College regarding 
the Associate of Arts degree, for he recognizes its importance to the student. 
He said he was less certain how important the specific location of the degree 
granting is. He also voiced his sympathy with the GC faculty's regret at 
losing the granting of degrees. 

It was understood that the FCC chair would modify the FCC statement slightly 
in accordance with Professor Berscheid's recommendations, and submit it to 
the Coordinating Committee. 

The meeting adjourned at 3:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Meredith Poppele, FCC Executive Assistant 



FOR YOUR IMMEDIATE ATTENTION, PLEASE 

l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 

420 Borlaug Hall 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

1991 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone (612)376-2479 

November 27, 1985 

Faculty Consultative Committee 

Meredith 

Enclosures for the December 5 meeting, in addition to Agenda. 

(1) Articulating a position with respect to defining General College's 
future in Commitment to Focus looks at this date like one of the most 
important actions FCC will take this year. Enclosed are related materials: 

** 

- Editorials from the St. Paul Pioneer Press and the 
Minneapolis Star andTribliJie, 

- The General College faculty's November 22 memorandum 
to the Board of Regents, set forth as an addendum to 
General College's Task Force Report, 

- November 27 Daily article describing the GC faculty vote, 

- The draft of an FCC response to the Coordinating Committee 
(draft developed from the 11/21 discussion of the working 
group--Ellen, Jack, and Deon). Please telephone Deon or me, 
before the Thursday meeting, your recommendations for 
improving on that draft. The Coordinating Committee must 
have FCC's reply in its hands on December 6. 

General College faculty's "addendum" may itself call for 
changes in the FCC statement, such as adding a paragraph 
of the "U cannot be all things to all people" sort. 

Deon has extended an invitation to Dean Lupton and Professors Amram and 
Flake to join the meeting if they wish. 

** 

(2) For item 5 on the agenda, the texts are enclosed of the different 
motions approved by the Faculty Affairs Committee and the Finance Committee 
regarding supplemtary compensation from the U to staff caught in the 
sudden change in Blue Cross-Blue Shield mental health coverage. SCFA 
has not completed its new work, undertaken following SFC's quite different 
position, but we expect an SCFA member to join FCC on the 5th. 

P.S. PLEASE NOTE THAT MEETING HAS BEEN MOVED UP TO 12:00 NOON. 
LUNCH WILL BE PROVIDED. 
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President Kenneth H. Keller 
202 Morrill Hall 

Dear Ken: 

University Senate Consultative Committee 

411 Borlaug Hall 
1991 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone (612)376-2479 

November 27, 1985 

Our discussion yesterday was valuable, as always. 
Since it was rather inconclusive regarding an agenda 
for the December 5 meeting, I have identified two topics 
the FCC would very much like to discuss with you. You 
probably have items you would like to bring to us, and 
perhaps Marsha can relay those by telephone to Meredith 
in advance of the Thursday meeting. 

As the enclosed agenda shows, we hope to hear from 
you about policies you have in place and in mind as 
regards building and keeping a strong faculty--policies 
and practices with respect to hiring, to the awarding of 
tenure, to retention, and to enabling faculty vitality. 
We also hope to be brought up to date on the use of the 
administrative review policy you and Peter Magrath 
discussed with the sec two years ago. 

DDS:mbp 

Enc. 

c: Irwin Rubenstein 

~ndially, 

~~ 
Deon D. Stuthman, Chair, 
Faculty Consultative Committee 



l511 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 

4ll Borlaug Hall 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

1991 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Tel. (612)376-2479 

December 12, 1985 

Chairs of Senate and Assembly committees: 

Committees - Shirley Clark 
Educational Development - Elaine Tyler May 
Educational Policy ~ Bill Hanson 
Extension and Community Programs - June Louin Tapp 
Faculty Affairs - William Boylan 
International Education - Dario Henanteau-Horta 
Planning - Donald Spring 
Research - Paul Gassman 
Student Academic Support Services - William DeBoer 
Student Affairs - Rod Squires 
Summer Sessions - Ruth Jones 
Tenure - Fred Morrison & Sam Krislov 
University College Assembly- Donald Ross J1 JJ?f 

Deon Stuthman, Chair, Senate and Faculty Consultative Committees~ 

Enclosed statement on General College 

Attached for your information is a copy of the set of comments 
the Faculty Consultative Committee has recently submitted to the Coordin
ating Committee on Commitment to Focus regarding the proposals for 
General College. We have also sent this statement to the members of 
the Board of Regents. 

The statement can be summarized as indicating complete concurrence 
with the CtF recommendations dealing with General College degrees. In 
addition, the statement expresses FCC's firm support for other changes 
which should go far toward ensuring the vitality of the General College 
faculty, and hence of the program available to the students. 

:mp 

Enc. 
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l5TI UNIVERSIIY OF MINNESOTA University senate Consultative committee 

• 411 Borlaug Hall 

Honorable Wendell R. Anderson 
Honorable Charles H. Casey 
Honorable Willis K. Drake· 
Honorable Erwin L. Goldfine 
Honorable Wally Hilke 
Honorable David M. Lebedoff 
Honorable Verne B. Long 
Honorable Charles F. ~cGuiggan 
Honorable vJenda W. Moore 
Honorable David K. Roe 
Honorable Stanley D. Sahlstrom 
Honorable Mary T: Schertler 

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen: 

' 1991 Buford Circle 
' St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
• Telephone (612) 376-24 79 

December 9, 1985 

As a followup to our committee's initial communication 
to you regarding Commitment to Focus, I am enclosing a copy 
of our response to CtF recommendations concerning General · 
College as requested by the special Coordinating Task. Force. 
While the first statem~nt (November 19 cover letter enclosing 
March 6 letter to President Keller) was general in nature, 
this statement addresses directly the several recommendations 
regarding General College and its degree programs. The state
ment can be summarized as indicating complete concurrence with 
the Commitment to Focus recommendations dealing with General 
College degrees. In addition, the statement expresses our firm 
support for other changes which should go far toward ensuring the 
vitality of the General College faculty, and hence of the 
program available to the students. 

It is our hope that the Board will take action on these 
recommendations in January so that deliberations on how best 
to implement related items can proceed on schedule. It is also 
my personal hope that during Regental consideration of General 
College degree programs, the issue of the intent and content 
of such degrees can receive the same emphasis as that of their 
location. To the extent that happens, the entire University 
community and especially affected students will benefit. 

DDS :mbp. 
Enc. 

s;o;_:el' I 
Deon D. Stuthman, Chair, 
Faculty Consultative Committee 



To: 

From: 

Re: 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate consultative committee 

420 Borlaug Hall 
' 1991 Buford Avenue 

St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone (612)376-2479 

November 27~ 1985 

Jeanne Lupton, Dean, General College 
Professor Fred Amram 
Professor Sandra Flake 

Deon D. Stuthman, Chair, Faculty Consultative Committee 1~ 
Invitation to join an FCC meeting 

On Thursday, December 5, the Faculty Consultative Committee will 
make final its response to the Coordinating Committee's request for FCC 
to review and comment on the plan which the General College Task Force 
Group on Commitment to Focus submitted to the Regents, and on President 
Keller's letter to the Regents in response to that plan. The FCC members 
will have in advance of that meeting copies of the General College 
faculty's November 22 memorandum to the Board of Regents, identified 
as an addendum to the Task Force Report. 

We cordially invite you to attend that discussion, which is 
scheduled for 12:10 to 12:55 pJm. in the Regents' Room. Enclosed is a 
draft of an FCC reply which is being sent today to the full FCC membership. 
The draft was developed last week by an FCC subgroup which met to begin 
to formulate the FCC response. Into our considerations went this 
background: 

:mp 

Enc. 

- The original Commitment to Focus document of February, 1985; 

- The May 2, 1985 meeting of the Senate Consultative Committee 
with President Keller, in which deans Lupton and Hanson and 
Professor Flake joined; 

- The November 7 Regents' Committee of the Whole meeting; 

- The General College Task Force Report; and 

-The President's response. 
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l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 
411 Borlaug Hall 

I 1991 Buford Circle 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

i St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
i Telephone (612)376-2479 

December 6, 1985 

Coordinating Committee on Commitment to Pocus, 
Richard B. Heydinger, Chair 

Faculty Consultative Committee 

Review of General College Proposal 

In response to your memorandum of November 14, the Faculty Consultative 
Committee is pleased to submit its comments on the plan submitted by the 
General College Task Group on Commitment to Focus. We regard resolving 
the plans for General College as a matter of considerable urgency. In 
addition to reviewing the Task Group's plan, the FCC also studied the 
President's October 30 letter to the Regents commenting on the plan, 
and the November 26 memorandum from the General College faculty and staff 
to the Regents proposing modifications to the plan. The FCC at its 
December 5 meeting heard extended comments from Dean Jeanne Lupton, 
Associate Dean Evelyn Hansen, and Professor Fred Amram. 

The Faculty Consultative Committee has from the beginning supported 
the principles outlined in Commitment to Focus and has supported the thrust 
of the specific proposals. There has been much community soul-searching 
regarding the proposals for change in General College. It is our position 
thatthe modified proposals set forth in President Keller's October 30 
letter to the Board of Regents, which take into account the October 24 
"General College Proposal for Change," are sound and should be carried out. 
It is our hope that the Regents will endorse at their January meeting the 
specific goals of those proposals so that the administration can begin 
without delay to work out the details of implementation. 

The FCC agrees that it is appropriate for the University of Minnesota 
to end its offering of Associate of Arts degrees other than those of the 
technical colleges at Crookston and Waseca. The assurances that students 
pres~ntly enrolled will be allowed until June of~l988 to complete the 
requirements for those degrees, should they choose to do so, and that 
transfer of University credit to the community colleges will be smooth, 
and the availability of those community colleges to high school graduates 
and prospective transfers indicate to us that ~iinnesota students who 
desire these kinds of programs and degrees will continue to be fully 
served. The same case appears to hold for General College's certificate 
programs, with the possible exception of certain developmental or 
experimental programs best carried out at a university. 
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We believe it is entirely appropriate for the General College to 
concentrate on its mission as a port of entry for promhring but underprepared 
students seeking a University education, and to end its separate baccalaureate 
programs. We support that move, seeing it as in the interests not only of 
the University as a whole but also of the students to whom General College 
is most important. We are confident that the General College faculty members, 
with their well-developed skills and strategies for nurturing the promise in 
their students, will equip those who wish to remain at the University to move 
with success to University College, or CLA, or other upper division units. 
As observers have pointed out, Metropolitan State University provides a good 
andaccessible program for many students who aim for a general studies degree. 

The proposals and counter-proposals concerning the future of General 
College have attracted a tremendous amount of attention in and of themselves. 
Yet it is clear that the decisions made respecting the College will have 
significant consequences for many other major units. Those consequences need 
to be anticipated and addressed sooner rather than later. Most prominently, 
we see the area of support services. Services including remediation and 
counseling, for the non-traditional or underprepared student, exist in 
several Twin Cities Campus units. We believe that these services must be 
coordinated and that some of them should be integrated, and we are deeply 
concerned about how that integration will be achieved. 

It is in the interest of stroilg undergraduate education University-wide 
for the General College upper division curriculum to have a status parallel 
to that of the upper divisions of units granting disciplinary degrees. 
Mutual cross-registration should be seen as a valid choice. To this end 
we urge that there be some integration of upper division curricular planning. 

Our University must be vigorous in affirmative action. The FCC applauds 
and encourages those ongoing and anticipated efforts aimed at minority students 
of high potential, at alerting high school counselors and teachers to the need 
for such students to take a strong college preparatory curriculum, at 
providing special enrichment and upgrading opportunities to some of those 
students while they are still in high school, at providing financial aid 
where needed and merit scholarships to those qualifying, at offering in a 
constructive setting at the University remedial instruction for those who 
need it initially, and at providing enhanced advising and other support 
activity to improve markedly the University's retention and graduation rate 
for its minority students. We especially look forward to the recommendations 
from the special Minority Student Task Force on how to better our success 
rate with these students. 

An outstanding opportunity for expanded research exists in the General 
College Task Group proposal for formalized and enhanced study of higher 
education, particularly for the non-traditional student. We like the concept 
and hope to see a structure devised which will include the Graduate School 
and collaborations between General College faculty and the faculty of other 
units (such as the College of Education and the departments of Psychology 
and Sociology) who also have special skills to bring to such studies. We 
support the idea of a multidisciplinary research center for higher 
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education, with emphasis on the non-traditional student, and we would like 
to see the General College be its home. Some such formalization is vital 
to the welfare and productivity of our faculty colleagues in General College. 

:mp 

c: Coordinating Committee on Commitment to Focus 
Faculty Consultative Committee 
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December 9, 1985 

FRG1: Fred M. I>.mram 

RE: Presentation to the university of Minnesota Consul taU ve carmi ttee 

On December 5 I went with Deans l.upton and Hansen to the meeting of the 
Faculty Consultative Ccxrmittee. We were each permitted a short t..i.ne for 
cx:mnents and t."len we responded to questions. What folla,.,s is a close 
reconstruction of my exterrporaneous •.•. 

RF>fAP.KS '10 'lHE U OF M FACULTY CONSULTATIVE cx:J.MITI'EE 

My serrron for today is built a..."''und the t.hen'e of harnony. We must stop 
characterizing different viewpoints as 11opposing canps" and we must stop 
assuming that our only options are to take sides be~ extrelTes. The 
Consultative CCmni.ttee is i11 a position to help us CXX)l the tires and 
perhaps to provide guidance in the search of creative solutions. 

~ doubt, at this stage of the controversy, nediation experts would 
rea::mrend a cooling off period. Here, too, the FCC can help. Surely cooling 
off and creativity would be trost wela:.ma to us all. 

'1lle faculty and staff of General College believe that the university 
must change. It will change witl1 or wit:ix>ut t.he C".alr.dtment to Focus. We 
believe that C,eneral Colleqe l!llSt change. It ,.,i.ll change wl.th or WJ.thout 
the COnnitJrent to Focus. Di.srrerr.berrer.t, tlaNever, is not fcx:;-<.!s. 'lhe real 
target nust be 'IO FOCUS SPEcrAL EOOCA'l'ION OPPOimltiTTIES at the University. 

Nationally 51% of Alreri.can undergraduate students are w:::nen: 43% are 
25 or older; 45% attend parttine: one out of six belono to minority groups. 
A.c; high school graduates decline in m:m'ber, and as adult learners return to 
C'..arrpus in growing numbers , the nontracli tional student is rapidly becaning 
traditional. 'Ihe Uni.versi ty of Minnesota must 11-eet the C"..u.-ricular ar.d 
support needs of these students. 

While the number of undergradu.:c1te degrees in corpu.t~r science has 
increased eno1'1IDU.Sly during the past tPIL years, the number of degrees in 
general I interdisciplinary studies (up 170 % in ten years} is also anong 
the fe.'l on the list of "grc:Aot'th programs." 
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In this context, ~, the Ge."leral College faculty a!1d staff prepared 
a docurent for President l<elier and the Board of Regents. A task force met 
three times. We ~ld t\tJO -well-attended open forums. Finally, t:he C,eooral 
Q.)lleqe J\ssa'rbly rret, discussed, and voted. 'n1e faculty I staff stat:.erent 
received a 90.5 ' endorsement. Why this new statenent? 

1. Certainly, it is appropriate, and penni.ssible, in a University 
oontcxt to express a viewpoint- a principle. This c:1.xu:rent is such a 
state.rne."lt. 

2. 'lhe faculty and staff needed to say that we believe in what we are 
doing. Sc:me of \.15 have been worki!'lg to inplerre."lt our principles, within 
the cxmtext of the General Colleqe 1 s evolving programrci.ng, for 5, 10, 20, 
sareti.rlY?s 30 years. '!b suddenly disco.•"lt.inue cur ability to grant degrees 
leads nany to feel that the w:>rk of these nany years has been n>.ani.t'lgless. 

3. We are concerned with the larger issues of the futu..""e. Will our 
students and faculty be a part of a oollege? A program which does rot 
lead to degrees is oot a oollege. President Keller has been clear about 
student access and transfer. General College understands those principles 
and plans to oontinue to enhance stWent opportuniites for roth. 'lbere nust 
be nnre. A university faculty- a research faculty- rrust be part of 
programing which leads a diversity of students tcMards degrees. 

'Ibis faculty/staff c:1oc\.ment wants to assure 

1. that our students will oontinue to be 'ftlell served at the university. 

2. that our faculty and staff ~-ill cxmtinue to oold a central place 
in the university's mission. 

3. that our general education curricula will lead to degree programs 
within the University. 

H:Jw a few caments about the cloclment -whlch has been circulated as a draft of 
the racul ty Consultative Ccmn:i ttee • s response to President Keller 1 s request. 
'lllat document pzq:.oses that General College oontinue to be a "port of entry. " 
General College has al'Y.'ays been m:::~re. There sears to be a misconception 
that degrees arf' Jlel.ol to t.\le General College. GC programs have since the 
early days led to degree and certificate progralt'.s. '!his rroming I read 
the requirerents for the AA dE..>gree in the 1936 General COllege Bulletin! 

--What \.Uuld be the effect on students if there were oot sate kind 
of "carrot" in the fonn of clearly defined <legree goals? 

--l~t 'Y.'OUld be the effect of programni.ng witix:rut degree franework 
on retention and recruitmant of a quality research faculty? 

-2-
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-what \\lCiuld be the effect on the delivery am de~loptent of General 
College's general education curricula? 

'Ihe Faculty Consultative Camri.ttee draft document assures that ~tropolitan 
State University will meet the needs of a: students. ~tro State has limited 
staffir¥], limited facilities, and is designed primarily for the self-directed, 
adult learr.er. The president of Metro State has already indicated, in print, 
that additional funding \tA:luld be needed if t.l;.:l.t school is to provide the services 
projected by PresidP..nt Keller's plan. The legislature ~uld be in a J:X>Sition of 
spending state funds to reinvent the General College. 

Back to t.he t.l).erre of harrrony. There are many potential solutions. Ti.rre, 
good will, and creativity cun help produce a stronger University out of the 
present crisis. ~'ie have the option of I'l'l:ldest changes or radical cha.'1ges that 
achieve the real objectives of the Connit:rrent to Focus. 

r.t>dest solutions are already in the wind. 

-'nle President and General College faculty and staff have already agreed 
to limited certificate programning. 

--At the Noventer Regent's rreeting President Keller expressed ooncem that 
"safety net" might be needed to provide f.A degrees under special 
circumstances. Perhaps the idea of a limited A!\ pr~arn can be explored. 

-Nowhere in this presentation have I ar:gued that General COllege must 
offer b.:ccala~te degrees. Cur prograrrrning must lead directly to degree (s} ~ 
Another college 1 ~ver 1 might be the degree granting agent if a clearly defil 
direct liP-'< could be negotiated. 

A rore dramatic p:>ssiliility is to give General College a double focus. 

--Focus 1 might include a 1000-level experi!rental/devel~tal pt"'gram 
available to all (or selected parts) of the University. 

--Focus 2 might include a 3000-level p~am offered through University 
(',allege (or else~ovhere} with theratic courses or packages available to 
the whole university. Exarrples mi.qht include Conflict Pesolution, Energy 
and Politics, Organizational Innovation, etc. Indeed, OC is st..ructurally 
adval'ltaged in offering cross-disciplinary courses and programs. S\JfPOrt 
for limited OC/UC o::1rbined prograrnr.inq ~s fran ~ichigan (which is one 
of President Keller's r.OOel schools) • 

'!he goal of pro•:id.il''lCJ focus for the University's special education programs 
is not di~-puted. 'I'he need for change ca:1not be argued. Tl~·:! opt.ions are ~· 
Ti.Jre, creativity, and good will can put U1e COmnit:rrent to Focus back on tr ana 
give it the narenturn it once had. 



' 

' 

~ -~<-·~;"' UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the President 
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'IO: 

FRCM: 

100 Church Street S .. E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

November 14, 1985 

Faculty Consultative Committee 

Coordinating Comnittee on ~~nt to Focus 
Richard B. Heydinger, -{JOt~~ 

Review of General College Proposal 

When the Coordinating Comni ttee on Comni t:Irent to Focus was ap[X>inted 
by Professor Stuthman and President Keller, the charge in part specified that 
the corrmi ttee should: 

. . • forward reports and reactions developed in response to 
specific planning issues in CTF to other University bodies 
who will be affected by proposed changes and who might 
otherwise want to ccmrent. 

With this aspect of our charge in mind, we are asking the FCC to 
review and conment on the enclosed plan submitted by the General College Task 
Group on Comnit:Irent to Focus. We have also included President Keller's cover 
letter to the Regents which responds to the General College proposal. Because 
the changes proposed for General Coll · · ·s 

t m its leadershi FCC rev· 
.,_;_;;.;;,-;;~;;_s~. Undoubtedly your reactions will be useful to the Board of Regents 

in l. ts deliberations. fureover, your guidance will be useful to Central 
Administration as it continues its effort on behalf of implementing Commitment 
to Focus. 

Although details remained to be scheduled, rrost likely the Board of 
Regents will discuss General College at its December rreeting, with action 
being taken at the January rreeting. Because a .. great many people are interested 
in this discussion, we would ask that you ~rovide a brief written report to 
our conmi ttee in · to be d · stributed an reviewed for our rreetin on 
December 6. You may also wish to testify at the upcam.ng ar rreetmg, 
although the details of this would need to be worked out with the Regents' Office. 

We appreciate your consideration of this important request. If you 
have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact rre or any of our other 
rrerribers . 

RBH:kb 

c: r-1s. Barbara J. t-hlesing, Secretary of the Board of Regents 
Dr. Kenneth H. Keller, President 
Dr. V. Rana Murthy, Acting Vice President for Academic Affairs and 

Provost 

Enclosures 
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l!lT~ UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the President 
202 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-2025 

October 30, 1985 

TO: The Honorable \~dell R. Anderson 
The Hon:>rable Charles H. Casey 
The Honorable Willis K. Drake 
The Honorable Erwin L. Goldfine 
The Honorable \·Jally Hilke 
The Honorable David M. Lebedoff, Vice Chair 
The Honorable Verne Long 
The Honorable Charles F. ~iggan, Chair 
'!he Honorable Wenda W. r.rore 
The Honorable David K. Roe 
'!he Honorable Stanley D. Sahlstrom 
The Honorable ~!ary T. Schertler 

Dear Ladies and Gentlenen: 

As I indicated to you in my letter of October 23, your agenda for 
Noverrber includes our first discussion of those recomrendations in the· 
Carrni.1::lrent to Focus dealing with tno-year degree programs on our Duluth and 
'!Win Cities Campuses and the baccalaureate programs in the General College. 
You will find in your docket material (see item 6 - Educational Plarming and 
Policy Carrni.ttee) information on the nurrt:>ers of associate degrees awarded to 
provide sare background for that discussion. You will also find a report of 
the General College Task Group on the Ccmni tirent to Focus, a group constituted 
by the College to respond to the reccmrendations concerning it (see item 3 -
Carmittee of the Whole). 

You will recall that ~ recarnended the elimination of associate degree 
programs on the Duluth and '!Win Cities canpuses. 'lliere are three i.rrportant 

-reasons for this reccmrendation. First, the associate degree is available in 
carmunity colleges throughout the State and our programs are duplicative in 
that respect. Second, we believe that the University should focus its 
activities at the undergraduate level on the baccalaureate degrees appropriate 
to a research institution and, indeed, should encourage students to aim at 
that goal in this regard. \'le have surveyed the other Big Ten schools and 
find none that offers an associate degree. Third, because our lower division 
programs aim (or should aim) primarily at preparing students for an upper 
division program, they are not ideally suited for canpletion at the associate 
level. 

We have discussed this recarrrendation with Chancellor Heller and with 
Dean Lukerrnann. They report no strong opposition to the change arrong their 
faculty. The report from the General College Task Group indicates acceptance 
of the reccmrendation, although without enthusiasm. 
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Those limited objections that have been raised are based on the concern 
that students aiming initially at a four-year degree may find themselves 
unable to catplete it or, at least, to catplete it in a tirrely fashion. Tte 
associate degree provides a tangible rreasure of accarplishrrent for those 
students. 

I note that even annng students stopping out after two or three years, 
those desiring the associate degree have been rrore the exception than the 
rule. Havever, I agree that an associate degree should be available for 
those who desire it. 'lb that end, we have been engaged in discussions with 
the Administration of the Carm.mi ty College System and ~ can report the 
follo.-~ing: 

• Under existing rules, credits from the University can be transferred 
easily to community colleges where a student can earn an associate 
degree with two quarters of residency. Thus, with careful advising, a 
student can earn an associate degree in the sarre two- to three-year 
period in which a student no.-~ earns the degree at the University . 

• For the illlusual situation in which the student has not received tirrely 
guidance or, for other reasons ~uld be disadvantaged by the two-quarter 
residency requirerrent, a petition procedure exists by which this 
requirenent can be shortened. We have been told that such a change 
~uld not be difficult to obtain \IDder these cirCLmiStances. 

• To establish an even rrore regularized transfer of credit and minimal 
residency, we have been encouraged by the Comnuni ty College Central 
Mni.nistration to proceed to negotiate with one or rrore individual 
carmunity colleges. We are proceeding with these discussions and I am 
pleased to note that the General College Task Group also indicates the 
intention of the General College faculty to ~rk on this matter. 

A further concern, addressed particularly to the associate degree in the 
General College, is that the General College has provided a convenient 
vehicle whereby students from other non-college or non-university programs or 
schools can be certified at the associate level. These arrangerrents do not 
draw in any significant way on the strengths of t.1ie University and similar 
arrangements could be ~rked out for these programs at other post-secondary 
institutions. 

With all of these considerations in mind, we recarrrcnd that associate 
degree programs, other than those at Crookston and Waseca, be eliminated. 
Students presently enrolled in the University should be allowed until June, 
1988, to complete requirements for those degrees, should they choose to do 
so. A resolution to this effect will be on the Board's agenda for action in 
Decenber. As noted in my letter of Octd:>er 23, the t~-year program in 
dental hygiene offered at Duluth will be discussed at the December rreeting. 

In addition to the recanrendations on associate degrees, the Carmit:.rrent 
to Focus recommended that the certificate programs and baccalaureate prograns 

' in the General College be eliminated. The elimination of the certificate 
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programs was proposed with the rationale that a number of them are presently 
available in vocational institutes and camn.mi ty colleges. The General 
College Task Group agrees with this assessrrent 1 but suggests that exceptions 
be nade for programs " ••• which are unique or part of experirrentallcteveloprrental 
Irodels ••• " The suggestion seems appropriate if the particular certificate ~ 
programs are also most appropriately carried out at the University. During 
the next few weeks 1 we will follow up on this matter and bring you a recan
rrendation on which programs appear to rreet this criterion. We will recanrend 
elimination of all other General College certificate programs with suitable 
provision for students presently enrolled to complete their studies. 

As your docket material indicates 1 the two baccalaureate degree programs 
in General College are relatively new, having been established in 1970. 
Thus, they have been part of the College for only 15 years of its 53-year 
history. At the sarre tin'e, it is i.np)rtant to note that they were estab
lished one year before the creation of Metropolitan State University. The 
programs are upper-division programs not directly connected to the lo.ver
division programs in General College. Indeed, arout ThO-thirds of the 
students in the programs took their earlier work at another school and of the 
renaining one-third, about half left school after ccropleting all or part of 
their lov.er-division y,ork and resurred studies at sorre later tirre. 'Ihus, only 
about one-sixth of the students in the baccalaureate programs are sinply 
continuing their lower-division work. 

A further perspective on the programs is provided by the info.rmation in 
the docket material. It indicates that 110 students registered in the 
baccalaureate program in Fall Quarter, 1985, with 650 students being active 
in the program over the past two years. In 1984-85, 138 baccalaureate. 
degrees were awarded, a figure which is approximately the average over the 
past five years. With approxirrately 120 students taking courses at any one 
tirre and only one-sixth continuing fran G.C. 's lo.ver division, approximately 
twenty students per year continue directly from G.C. 's lower division into 
the baccalaureate program. · 

we believe that nany of these students can find suitable programs at 
Metropolitan State University, which serves very similar adult students 
seeking upper-division education. Others, particularly those fran G. C.'s 
lower division have different needs and soould be guided into other 
University programs U'[X)n C'Clilpletion of their G.C. work as, indeed, is the 
pattern for almost all of the G.C. students who do continue on in their 
studies. By eliminating the baccalaureate programs but naintaining the 
budget of the General College, faculty time will be freed to improve the 
University's success in helping those who enter G. C. to cx:nplete at least an 
undergraduate degree. It will also free ti.Ire for the faculty to expand its 
research and experinentation in the proce~~ of higher education, particularly 
for those groups with special needs. 

'l'he General College Task Grou[J agrees with the usefulness of expanding 
the faculty's efforts in research and focusing on the education of special 
groups. However, it believes that the el~tion of the baccalaureate 
program will create a serious gap if no provision is made for that group of 
students who can benefit from a generalist approach to undergraduate educa
tion. '!hey suggest that the location of that degree program is less inpor
tant than the need to include certain courses and certain counseling exper
tise that G.C. faculty can provide. 
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Based on the number of students \vho have registered in the Bachelor of 
Applied Studies program, it would appear that about fifty students per year 
would fit the Task Groo.p' s description. We believe that these students can 
be accamodated in ~~y~rsity College and would be able both to select 
appropriate General College courses and obtain the advice of General College 
faculty in planning their studies. We have had discussions with the Uni ver
sity College administration and they are receptive to the idea. Thus, we are 
able to resolve the rrajor concern of the Task Group with respect to our 
recorrrrendation on the elimination of the General College baccalaureate 
degrees. 

Aside from the concerns that have been raised about specific rccomrenda
tions with respect to General College's educational programs, broader ques
tions have been raised as to whether these changes signal a change in access 
to the University. That issue is sufficiently central to our carmit:rrent that 
I would like to address it directly. 

Access to the University's programs is meaningful only if those programs 
are of high quality and lead to prcx:iuctive careers and only if the students 
who enter the programs cauplete them. Thus our goal ITD.lSt properly and 
responsibly be to choose and, indeed, to encourage students who have the 
potential to benefit fran our programs; to help those students through strong 
retention efforts, and to ensure that the degree they earn is not si.nply a 
"license" fran the University, but a mark of a substantive education tJ:lat has 
innate value and, for example, can lead to graduate or professional training. 

In its early years, General College focused on a mission of providing 
access, of nurturing underprepared students so that they could achieve the 
goals outlined here and of experirrenting with educational delivery. The 
degree programs have not been central to the goals of more than a small 
fraction of its students, sarething less than ten percent. As I indicated 
earlier, the baccalaureate programs were an even later addition and are not 
connected in any direct way to the education of more than a handful of the 
lower-division students. 

I believe that eliminating the degree programs in General College will 
reinforce our expectation that G.C. students will enroll in and CCflplete 
disciplinary-based programs and will earn a baccalaureate degree. I also 
believe that focussing the faculty effort on this goal will improve retention 
and more than offset the loss of the other degree programs. The numl::>ers 
support this view. 

Data provided by General College on the issue of retention are only 
approxi.m:lte, but the picture is relatively clear. In any year fran 1200 to 
1500 students enter the College. At most, one-third go beyond the lower
divbion program, at least within the University. We do not have accurate 
data on how many of them canplete degrees, but those data we do have suggest 
that it is less than 75 percent. Eli.mi.rk.1.ting the baccalaureate degree 
programs, even assuming (incorrectly) that none of the students affected 
Y-Duld earn degrees elsewhere, would be more than offset if an additional ten 
percent of the students entering G.C. carried on to the baccalaureate level. 
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I note further that the actions proposed will not change the criteria 
for admission to G.C. in any way. It will still be an open door port of 
entry. Ex~t standards fran the University would be changed, but this is in 
the interest of the student and our obligation as well as our intention is to 
help each of them to rreet that standard. 

Questions have been raised as to whether the changes will be a 
particular hardship for minority students. The data in your docket material 
indicate that, in Fall, 1985, 21 percent of the General College student body 
are minority students. H~r, graduation rates are sarewhat different. 
Wlile General College does not have data on minority student graduation, data 
from CMSSA (distributed last rronth) indicate that only sixteen percent of the 
associate degrees and six percent of the baccalaureate degrees in G.C. went 
to minority students. One can draw three conclusions from these data. 
First, difficulty in retention of minority students within G.C. is as great 
as elsewhere; the degree programs have not solved that problem. Second, a 
very small number of the baccalaureate degrees earned by minority students 
are earned in G.C. - indeed, only between three percent and five percent of 
them. Thus, successful a:npletion of undergraduate programs by minority 
students is less dependent on the degree programs than it is on the retention 
programs in G. C. and elsewhere. Finally, the data suggest that we must do 
rrore and we believe that these recamendations for General College will rrove 
us in that direction. Ha.o.ever, our efforts should not be limited to General 
College and, in that respect, the Task Force who&;.; ' forrration I announced last 
rronth should help us in identifying actions we can take to i.nprove our· 
success in attracting, educating, and graduating minority students. 

In sum, I continue to believe that elimination of the baccalaureate 
programs in General College is appropriate, particularly if provision for a 
general education program is maintained through University College. 

It is i.nportant to note that if we enact these changes, the currently 
enrolled students will in no way be affected. All students will be given 
anple tirre to canplete their programs and safeguards would be built in to 
ensure proper notification; where appropriate, deadlines \-X>uld be extended. 
The responsible transition is nearly as inportant as the ultimate change we 
are making. 

In making these reCOlllrendations, it is essential that we examine the 
impact which these progrannatic changes ~uld have on G.C. fac-ulty. I 
believe that focusing on the transfer aspect of the College's mission has the 
potential for bringing the G.C. faculty and the other faculty on the 'IWin 
Cities Campus into closer contact on both their instructional and their 
research activities. Responsibilities for this greater integration will not 
rest solely with the G.C. faculty. It is also incumbent upon Central Adminis
tration and the other colleges to assist in this transition. Thus, I am 
rreeting with the deans of the '1\Jin Cities undergraduate colleges to explore 
avenues for these changes. 

It is also essential that G.C. faculty have an opporttmity to continue 
to teach upper division, baccalaureate courses. Teaching these rrore advanced 
courses is necessary for continued professional developrent. G=neral College 
could continue to offer nany of its JXXX level courses with students from 
Twin Cities colleges enrolling in them to satisfy distribution requirements 
and personal interests as they do today. 
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The Board of Regents 
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All tenured G.C. faculty would retain tenure in C£neral College, acoord
ing to the new tenure guidelines. New faculty on the tenure track v.Duld be 
eligible for the award of tenure, because they would be offering instruction 
to students in support of their pursuit of a degree. 

In rmking these reccmrendations, it is important to understand that by v 

no rreans do we regard this as a carpleted plan for the College. The precise 
role which General College might occupy in any changes we rrake to the lo.-.er 
division remain to be w::>rked out. The anount of credit and length of tirre 
which students v.Duld be permitted to remain enrolled in General College needs 
to be· reexamined. Proposals for these changes will be n-ade in light of 
recommendations brought forth by the Task Forces on Entrance Requirements and 
on the Twin Cities Lower Division Curriculum. General College is actively 
participating on these task forces through its representatives. 

Sorre will ask if we shouldn't postpone action on the future of C£neral 
College degrees until these other rccamendations are cextpleted. If action 
is taken on General College degrees while this plarming is still in progress, 
we can clarify the context for our deliberations on entrance standards and 
the lo.ver division curricult.rrn. I believe our planning outcares will be 
fundalrentally different - and much improved -- if the future of G.C. degrees 
has already been settled. Our carmittees, which include the General College 
faculty, will examine possibilities for the lower division through a different 
set of lenses. They will be able to consider a wider range of options which 
could lead to substantial improverrent for lo.-.er division education on the 
Twin Cities Canpus. 1-bst i..rrq:x)rtantl y, during winter and spring quarters, 
General College can plan for its role in light of these actions and the 
recarrrendations of the Camlitrrent to Focus cannittees. General College is 
scheduled to bring back this final program plan at the June Regents' rreeting. 

This is obviously a long letter, necessarily so because it deals with 
very important issues. I can only emphasize that focus does imply choices, 
costs as well as gains. When we discuss the costs, the gains are sorretirres 
not evident or are not surfaced although, in fact, they are central to the 
issue. I believe that the changes recomrended in this letter are central to 
our plans for the future, second only to the r(..>duction in undergraduate 
enrollmmt. 

KHK:kb 

c: University Vice Presidents 
University Chancellors 

Sincerely yours, 

~~~~ 
Kermeth H. Keller 

Student Representatives to the Board of l~'<jents 
Ms. Barbara J. Muesing, Secretary of the Board of Regents 
Professor DL~n Stuthman, Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 
Dr. Richard B. Heydinger, Chair, Coordinating Ccmnittee on Ccrmti.tn'ent to 

Focus 
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October 24, 1985 

Commitment To Focus: 

The Genera 1 Co 11 ege Propos a 1 for Change ·-

In recognition of the impetus from national and local commissions for 

bringing change to the educational system, and the leading role toward the ini

tiation of reforms within the state of Minnesota which President Keller has 

taken for the University in Commitment to Focus, we present here a propos a 1 

describing a modified focus for the General College in a role that serves the 

University toward the attainment of its mission as an international research, 

~ land-grant, metropolitan institution. 

' 

In formulating this proposal, the General College calls upon its long tra

dition of change and responds now to the opportunity to change in concert with 

other units of the University and of the state system. Guided by the criteria 

adopted by the University for setting program priorities -- quality, connected-

ness, uniqueness, demand, integration, and cost effectiveness -- the changes we 

recommend build upon the strengths of our faculty whose collective experience 

and expertise in the design and delivery of post-secondary instruction to 

diverse populations constitute a distinctive and unique resource for the 

University of Minnesota. 
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The General College is more than the sum of its parts (Appendix A). To 

perceive it as yet another community college, now superannuated, is to misper

ceive its complexity, its faculty quality and stability, its uniqueness among 

institutions of higher education, and its populist philosophy~ An intricate web 

of interrelationships has been developed over half a century between it and the 

metropolitan and international communities, and between and among the diverse 

constituents, economic classes, and social, health, and governmental agencies 

that it serves. It has always been a means the University has had for 

responding quickly and effectively to its environment and to the changing 

character and needs of society. That flexibility has enabled the University to 

fulfill its land-grant mission with distinction at major junctures of history: 

educating veterans of World War II and the Korean War, mounting or joining 

~ programs of the Great Society, weathering the social upheavals that accompanied 

the Vietnam War. In recent years, it has facilitated access to the University 

for international and refugee students and has enabled their success in 

acquiring quality education. 

Given the demography of Minnesota and this metropolitan area, as well as 

the socio-economic realities of the multi-ethnic, racial, and cultural groups of 

students whose taxes support the University, and who have no alternative but to 

1 i ve in this area where emp 1 oyment is ava i 1 ab 1 e, Genera 1 College has been the 

college of choice. These students have sought a practical general education for 

living, for informed and responsible citizenship, for escape from poverty and 

from dependency to self-sufficiency. In a·ll likelihood, General College will 

continue to be the college of choice unless other public educational institu-

' tions in the area develop the complex of academic, .advising, and supporting 

resources so well established here and for which the General College is noted. 
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Any discussion about the role and function of the General College within a 

changed University must include a careful review of its educational ideology. 

Included in this ideology are the following principles: 

1. All Minnesotans should have access to their state's institutions of 

public higher education, and they should be encouraged to pursue their 

studies as far as interest, performance, and personal circumstances 

permit. 

2. Programs and services in public higher education should be designed to 

reflect the diverse and changing needs of students and the needs of 

the pluralistic, dynamic society supporting them. 

3. The advantageous situation of the University, with its professional 

and graduate schools, in the metropolitan setting of the Twin Cities 

carries with it the opportunity, not to say the responsibility, of 

offering programs suitable to requirements of an unusually broad 

spectrum of students. 

4. Higher education in Minnesota must be coordinated, insofar as that is 

possible, because state resources do not permit endlessly proliferating 

or needlessly duplicating programs and services. 

We have attempted to keep these principles before us as we considered the 

new directions our curriculum must take in the light of Commitment to Focus. 
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General College Certificate Programs: These programs can be di scon

tinued in almost all instances. While they offer a useful means of 

advancing both individual careers and the quality of service students 

are prepared to provide to business or the public, ~same of these 

programs are available in vocational institutes and community colle

ges. Exceptions should be made for programs which are unique, or part 

of experimental/developmental models (Appendix B). 

Associ ate i!!. Arts Degree: With re 1 uctance, we accept the recommen

dation for discontinuance of associate degrees on the Twin Cities 

and Duluth campuses. Our reluctance is based upon our belief that 

some kind of 11 benchmark 11 recognition is essential for numbers of stu

dents who will not move, in conventional time, into baccalaureate 

programs. This 11 benchmark 11 recognition is ii11Tlensely important to stu

dents who have not had a previous record of academic success or for 

whom movement into baccalaureate programs is not immediately feasible. 

To have them leave an educational institution with recognition of 

their accomplishments, instead of leaving with the sense that they 

have failed, is consistent with our mission. Until formal agreements 

can be implemented which will enable such students to transfer easily 

to community colleges or to vocational/technical institutes for 

programs of their choice, without loss of time or money, we are con

cerned about the effects of the demise of this degree. We plan to 

work closely with the community colleges in order to facilitiate the 

implementation of agreements providing for the orderly transition of 

students. 
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Baccalaureate Degrees: In 1970, at the request of the Central 

Administration, and with the approval of the University Senate and the 

Higher Education Coordinating Board, the faculty of the General 

College initiated a baccalaureate program leading to the Bachelor of 

General Studies and the Bachelor of Applied Studies degrees. That 

action served the purpose of linking units of the state educational 

system to the University through the medi urn of transferability and 

acceptance of credits. It a 1 so recognized the ·rea 1 i ty and needs of 

unconventional student populations for continued education. 

We believe that a baccalaureate program which accommodates the 

educational needs of such populations is integral to the mission of a 

metropolitan, land-grant, research university. Wherever it may exist, 

such a program must serve a unique group of students with special abi

lities and needs that are not well recognized elsewhere (Appendix A). 

In serving these students, such programming can provide a laboratory 

for the development of the generalist concept in upper-division study. 

In our definition, this generalist concept is built upon an inten

tional relationship among faculty trained in the disciplines. Kept 

small in student numbers, such a program could serve a genuine student 

need for the integration of knowledge and as an experimental model for 

other colleges striving to meet the educational needs of today•s 

diverse population. We concur that standards for University bac

calaureate education should be uniformly high. But uniform high stan

dards do not preclude the need for a range of curricular baccalaureate 

options that recognize and build upon the strengths of the· diverse 
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body of students seeking an education at the University of Minnesota. 

While we cannot anticipate the outcome of discussions about the best 

administrative home for such baccalaureate programming, the faculty 

and curriculum of the General College can make a major contribution to 

its success. 

Just as access to the University must be assured for such stu

dents, so, too, must the enabling means be provided to assist them to 

progress and succeed. To those ends, preservation of the integrity, 

progression, and coherence of an upper-division curriculum focused on 

students• assessed educational needs, goals, maturation, and learning 

outcomes is of paramount importance. Preserving the province of deve

lopment and control of some of that upper-division curriculum to the 

faculty of the Genera 1 Co 11 ege is to recognize and build upon the 

strength for which they have won national renown -- their long and 

successful record in comprehensive evaluation of students• learning, 

in ad vis i ng/counse 1 i ng/advocacy, in p 1 acement, retention, and ta 1 ent 

development of special and high-risk student populations (Appendix C). 

Our Renewed Mission: In accordance with President Ke 11 er • s program

matic agenda, we, in the General College, now propose to concentrate 

our research, teaching, and service upon the education of students: 

who are academically eligible for admission to the University but lack 

certain skills and courses required for matriculation; 

• who are undecided about the ultimate focus or direction of their edu

cation; 
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who have unique backgrounds and special abilities not well recognized 

elsewhere and who seek the educational base for effective living in a 

complex, rapidly-changing, urban society. 

General College must better define its role as an entry point to 

University degree programs while preserving its capability for effective 

response to students• changing needs. Thus, it will continue to provide 

appropriate developmental courses and support services for academically 

underprepared students, and will coordinate deve 1 opmenta 1 course work with our 

college-level general education curriculum. In that role, we are willing to 

take responsibility for such academic skills instructions as reading, pre

composition, and basic mathematics on the Twin Cities campus. 

Using models that have been developed through our research (Appendix D), 

the Genera 1 Co 11 ege wi 11 prescribe programs of study for ta 1 ent deve 1 opment 

of students through remediation, support services, preparation for career tran

sition, and general education. ,We will monitor and evaluate students' progress 

in those programs in preparation for transfer. Additionally, we will continue 

and expand upon existing cooperative advising and curricular arrangements with 

upper-division baccalaureate programs in all parts of the University. 

General College will enhance its efforts to create smooth transitions to 

other post-secondary systems for students for whom University programs are not 

appropriate. We will review and re-structure our pre-transfer curricula 

appropriate to students' entry needs and to the demands of upper-division 

study. 
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Refocused Research Role: In the renewed University, General College 

should play an expanded leadership role in research on higher educa

tion. The General College faculty and staff have long provided local 

and national leadership in the development of experimental curricular, 

counse 1 i ng, and advocacy programming and have promoted scho 1 arshi p 

committed to the improvement of the undergraduate experience and the 

talent development of students. Expanded and more widely disseminated 

research by faculty, graduate students, and post-graduate fellows 

would, in the future, intensify this focus on the design, development, 

and evaluation of college teaching and counseling strategies. Such 

efforts would complement the learning styles of students from diverse 

and unconventional backgrounds who enter, often out of regular 

sequence, through the open admission process and seek a University 

education. 

This new emphasis on research, while it draws on the history of 

the College, needs formalization to sponsor the shift it enacts. A 

center for the study of, and applied research in, post-secondary edu

cation should be established and housed administratively in the 

General College to facilitate pursuit of our renewed mission. Such 

a center could strengthen connectedness between General College and 

other colleges of the University and enable more graduate students to 

participate in, and to experience, the integration of theory and 

practice. In addition to providing internships for graduate students 

and seminars by, and for, visiting faculty and scholars, this center 

would facilitate thesis research. 
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Through focus upon linking the information which General College generates 

about students • needs, progress, learning styles and educational outcomes to 

app 1 i ed research in curri cu 1 urn deve 1 opment, refinement, reform, and de 1 i very, 

it can continue to contribute to the distinction of the University. This focus 

furthers the fulfillment of its metropolitan, land-grant, and international 

research missions by modeling the "how" of shaping quality education for uncon

ventional and exceptional students, and of motivating and supporting them in its 

pursuit. The General College will foster learning and research communities for 

emulation, develop teaching and advising models to complement learning styles, •·· 

link curriculum design to student needs and learning outcomes, and disseminate 

the products and process of these endeavors through fellowships, visiting scho-

lars, and publication. 

The University has the opportunity to capitalize upon such assets as a 

metropo 1 i tan community rich with resources, students with unique backgrounds 

and special abilities not well recognized elsewhere, and the strengths of a 

General College faculty and staff dedicated to service to the community and to 

the furtherance of the University•s mission. In the decisions emerging from the 

implementation of Commitment to Focus, we believe that the integrity and vita

lity of these assets must be maintained. 

10/85 ADM:RTR.l.2.3 
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Faculty/Staff 

Rank 

Professor 
Associate Professor 
Assistant Professor 

General College Fact Sheet 
Fa 11, 1985 

Grant 
Number Support Staff 

17 Special Services 
22 Upward Bound 
14 Day Community -

Academic Professional Staff 
Graduate Teaching 

Civil Service 

Student Enrollment 

Male 1956 
Female 1294 

Total 3250 

Associates 

Baccalaureate Degree Enrollment 

Fall, 1985, Registration 

Total Active Enrollment* 

Day 
CEE 

65 

19 

Fall, 1985 

*Active enrollment means registration 
in at least three (3) courses per academic 
year since Fall, 1983 

Baccalaureate Student Profile: 1976-1985 

Number of degrees awarded 

Male 
Female 

Average Age of Student 

Continuous 
Probationary 
Contract 

Minority 

Black 
Hispanic 
American Indian 
Asian/Pacific 

Total 

Number ---
992 

52% 
48% 

34 

Average number of quarters for degree completion 11 

Average number of credits transferred from other 
Minnesota post-secondary colleges by 600 Students 69 

Number 

5 
4 
7 

1 
2 

21 

286 
69 
71 

244 

670 

110 

400 
250 

~ ~ 
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Academic Salary Funds 

General College Budget Summary 
1985-1986 

Civil Service Salary Funds 

Supplies, Expense & Equipment Funds 

Sub-Total 

Civil Service Increment Funds (Post-Budget) 

TOTAL GENERAL COLLEGE PRINTED BUDGET 

Federal and Other Agency Grant Funding 

TRIO-Special Services 

Upward Bound 

Day Corrmunity 

Post-Sec. Ed. Progs. F /Hndcpd Persons 

Personalized Education Program 

TOTAL GRANT FUNDING 

Appendix A-2 

$ 2,897,373.00 

457,513.00 

158,783.00 

$ 3,513,669.00 

11,116.00 

$ 3,524,785.00 

$ 125,721.00 

199,343.00 

242,073.00 

77,045.00 

632000.00 

$ 707,182.00 

A-2 
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• New High School 

~ New Advlnced Standing 

[]) lntra-lkliversity Tr~nsfer 

nJ Re-Admilt.ed 

0 Returning Students 

!I Baccalaurtale Prog-.ms 

0 Certificate Program5 

~ Pre-Transfer and A. A. 
Program!! 
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~AT HAPPENS TO A TYPICAL GROOP fJ I£W 
GEtERAL COLLEGE STIJO£NTS ADMimO IN CJ£ 

ACADEMIC YEAR 

6" 

Projection: 'Wtlere BS-66 Pre-Transfer and A. A. 
Students Will Go Aftar This Academic Year 

Appendix A-4 

B Tr1nsfer within the U of M 

1bJ Enter 6C 151Ccalaureate 
Programs 

~ Enter GC Certificate Programs 
(but not Baccal•ure•te) 

[) Complete Terminal A. A. 
Deoree 

0 Other 

0 Continue in GC (2nd Year) 

r.2l Continue in GC (3rd year) 

II Complete Terminal A. A. 

~ Tr.,sfer within U of M 

0 Other 
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0.9 

o.e 
0.7 

0.6 

Proportion of 0.5 
Students Rellined 

lo Fall 1965 0..4 

O.J 

0.2 

0.1 

0.0 

Appendix A-5 

Rel.lnlion Oal.l for 1984-85 Relenlion PrOI;lf"lrTlS 

PEP I PEP 2 
(Ameri~an (ChiCJnOila 

Indian) Uno) 

PEPJ 
(818d) 

PEP 4 Student 
(Asian- Alhleles 

Amer-1~) 

PrC9"8m 

Minority E.nrollmenl in the Genenl Col1898 

1901 198~ 

Yttr 

TRIO 
(Special 

Ser-vlcn) 

• 1961 

II 1962 

• 1983 

0 1984 

0 1Q8S 

.··:, 
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General College Certificate Programs 

General College Certificates 

Certificate Programs have been a part of the General College educational deli
very since the 1950's. In all instances, the College provided the general edu
cation course work to supplement special or technical training offered 
elsewhere. 

Since 1950, 20-25 certificate programs have been researched and developed by the 
General College or in cooperation with other units of the university. Many of 
those have been exported. Our policy has been, for the most part, to discon
tinue our offerings when duplicate programs have become established in other 
institutions in the area. The most recent example of this has been the parale
gal assistant program which now is available at North Hennepin and Anoka-Ramsey 
Community Colleges. 

Now, General College certificate programs have controlled enrollments. Each 
year, 120 students are admitted to Marketing, 20 to Radiologic Technology, 35 to 
Human Services, and 25 to the program in Aging Studies. 

B-B 
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Appendix C-1 

General College 
References and Notes 

Adelman, Clifford. "Retention and Academic Work," Starting With Students: 
Promising Approaches in American Higher Education. Washington, DC: 
National Institute of Education, December, 1984, pp. 22-23. 

Ewe 11, Peter. Nation a 1 Center for Higher Education Management Systems, and 
author of The Self-Regarding Insitution, cited the general education design 
of the General College at the University of Minnesota and of the University 
of Chicago as the two leading national models. (Keynote Address, Columbia, 
South Carolina, National Conference on Assessment in Higher Education, 
October 13-15, 1985. 

Levine, Arthur. Handbook on Undergraduate Curri cu 1 urn: ~ Report for the 
Carnegie Council on Policy Studies on Higher Education. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass, 1978. 

In addition, General College faculty have participated in international con
ferences relating to teaching methodology and interdisciplinary curricular deve
lopment. Examples of such conferences include: 

International Roundtable for the Advancement of Counseling, Lausanne, 
Switzerland 

International Society for the Advancement of Science, Budapest, Htlngary 
Ninth Annual Conference on the Improvement of Teaching, Dublin, Ireland 
International Symposium on Improving Turkish Education, Istanbul, Turkey 

An extensive bibliography of publications of the General College faculty is 
available upon request to the Dean's Office, 106 Nicholson Hall, 373-4104. 

C-1 
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General College Retention Programs 

Appendix D-1 

Underprepared students dropped out for reasons that subsume deficiencies in pre
vious preparation but that go far beyond that rather conventional analysis. 
They are students with less specific goals (educational or career) than other 
freshman; they are less likely to participate in or form peer study groups or to 
seek and use supportive services; they are less likeTy to perceive any rela
tionship between academic subject matter and their life experiences; and they 
have great difficulty in both managing their time and in coping with the 
complexity of a large university. In short, they are ·often fairly well 
alienated from the processes and culture of the institution. 

The [PEP (Personalized Educational Program)] developed by the General College to 
respond to this analysis may be considered controversial by some: separate, 
full academic-year plans (courses, modules, support services and tutorials) were 
developed for each of four racial minority groups (Black, Asian, American Indian 
and Chicano), along with a multi-racial plan directed at high risk white or 
minority students who are low-income, first-generation, or handicapped. [Special 
Services Program] The theory is that courses in language skills directed at a 
homogeneous group wi 11 be more productive, that modu 1 es using materia 1 s from 
literature and the social sciences to explore the cultural values of an ethnic 
group will engage students• imaginative sympathies, and that tutorial and sup
port services provided by appropriate ethnic personne 1 all wi 11 have pas it i ve 
effects. To reinforce those anticipated effects, each of these 11 packages 11 is 
11 delivered 11 by a teaching team, assisted by an advisory committee that recruits 
both students and minority faculty to the enterprise. 

' The Genera 1 co 11 ege refers to this approach as an in it i a 1 11 sheltering, 11 but 
expects that by the end of the freshman year, the student wi 11 have been 
11mainstreamed, 11 i.e. moved into ever increasing numbers of course\ in the regu
lar curriculum and with reduced dependence on the special program. 

1 Clifford Adelman, .. Retention and Academic Work, .. Starting With Students: 
Promising Approaches in American Higher Education, Decembe~984, pp.22-23. 

D-1 
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General College Retention Data 

First Year Academic and Retention Data for Students in 
PEP, CE, SARL and TRIO 

{1984-1985) 

Number of Registered A 11 
Group Students* GPA** CCR*** 3 Quarters 

X X N % -

PEP 1 (American Indian) 20 2.89 .54 18 90 

PEP 2 (Chicano/Latina) 19 2.63 .69 18 95 

PEP 3 (Black) 39 2.38 .66 32 82 

All PEP 78 2.57 .64 68 87 

Commanding English 
(Asian American) 80 2.95 .88 76 95 

SARL ( Ath 1 etes) 28 2.32 .78 28 100 

TRIO (Low-income, first-
generation college student) 115 2.62 .79 92 80 

TRIO Tutoring (physically 
and/or learning disabled) 30 2.48 .76 25 82 

Appendix D-2 

Returned 
Fa 11, 1985 

N % 

10 50 

13 68 

25 64 

48 62 

67 84 

22 79 

86 75 

20 67 

* Number of students represents students who actually participated in 
the programs 

** A=4, 8=3, C=2, D=1 

*** Ratio of credits completed (A,B,C,D,S) to credits attempted 

D-2 



' 

l5TI 

To: 

From: 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 
411 Borlaug Hall 
1991 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone (612)376-2479 

January 23, 1986 

David L. Giese, Professor and Head 
Science, Business, and Mathematics 
General College - .1 ~ ·~; 

Deon D. Stuthman, Chair, 11'.>.--)j_~ 
Faculty Consultative Committee 

This communication is in response to your letter dated 
November 29, 1985 regarding a possible "blue ribbon" task force 
to consider the General College issue. I believe all FCC 
members also received a copy. As I indicated to you at the 
January Regents' Friday morning session, I delayed my response 
until I had something definitive to tell you. 

One of the items in the resolution passed by the Regents 
was consideration of expanded teaching and research roles for 
General College faculty. The Faculty Consultative Committee 
has expressed, in a letter to the Commitment to Focus Coordin
ating Committee, its support for the proposal by the General 
College Task Group for a research center to study higher 
education for the non-traditional student. In his letter to 
the Regents, President Keller indicated that he and I would 
appoint a committee "charged with developing specific recommen
dations on the structure of such a center." I have now asked 
Professors Jack Merwin and Ellen Berscheid to identify a list 
of faculty from which the committee members would be chosen. 
These two individuals are not only very knowledgeable about 
the potentials of such a center but are also sensitive to the 
current and future needs of General College faculty. 

I do have a request to make of you regarding the estab
lishment and effective functioning of this study committee. 
For the proposed center to really make the significant 
contributions of which I believe it will be capable will 
require that faculty from several colleges, including in a 
prominent position General College, work cooperatively. You 
are one individual who can help build the needed bridges and 
also help convince those General College faculty who are 
presently skeptical, of the desirability of their playing a 
broader role in this University. I hope that you and your 

r 
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cclleagues will find that the research center study group 
proposal is a positive step toward enhancing future roles 
for General College faculty. 

Finally, I am enclosing, for your information, a copy 
of the statement on General College which the FCC sent to 
the Coordinating Committee. This statement was approved 
\d thout dissent. 

:mp 

Encl. 

c: President Kenneth Keller 
Dean Jeanne Lupton 

be: Ellen Berscheid 
Jack Merwin 
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November 26, 1985 

To: The Honorable Wendell R. Anderson 
The Honorable Charles H. Casey 
The Honorable Willis K. Drake 
The Honorable Erwin L. Goldfine 
The Honorable Wally Hilke 
The Honorable David M. Lebedoff, Vice Chair 
The Honorable Verne Long 
The Honorable Charles F. McGuiggan, Chair 
The Honorable Wenda W. Moore 
The Honorable David K. Roe 
The Honorable Stanley D. Sahlstrom 
The Honorable Mary T. Schertler 

From: General College Faculty and Staff 

You have received a document from a General College Task Force dated October 28, 

1985. On November 22, 1985, the General College faculty voted to forward this 

addendum to you. 

During recent discussions concerning the College, a number of questions about 

General College students, programs, and faculty surfaced. We, the faculty and 

staff of General College, would like to respond to some of these questions and 

to offer, in more detail, our vision of our future. 

In addition to the principles of educational ideology already set forth in the 

October 28, 1985, Task Group document, we propose the following additions: 

1. A metropolitan, land grant, research university in a democra-

tic society is enriched by the presence of students who are 

psychologically, intellectually, and culturally diverse. 

2. Higher education in Minnesota must be coordinated in a cost 

efficient and effective way without sacrificing educational • 
development and experimentation. 
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3. General education options, with emphasis on integration and 

application of learning, should be available at Minnesota's 

major University. 

Together these principles help to explain the certificate and degree programs of 

the College and their relationships to one another. 

Certificate Programs: The Genera 1 College currently offers only 

four certificates. A long history of examples (Appendix A) docu

ments that the College philosophy supports the view that cer-

tificate programs should be exported when possible and terminated 

when appropriate. Such examples also argue for the position, sup-

ported by President Keller, that the opportunity to experiment 

with selected models should be retained. 

Certificate programs play an important role for non-traditional 

students by providing a short-term educational goal. Many students 

are unsure of their interest in degree programs when they enter the 

General College. Through these programs, their interest in a bac-

calaureate degree, and their self-confidence, increase. For 

example, a recent survey of General College Human Services Certif

icate recipients revealed that 70 percent completed Bachelor's 

degrees, and that 10 percent completed Master's degrees. 

Associate in Arts Degree: At the urging of Central Administration, 

the General College recently changed its Associate in Arts degree 
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so that it now requires a clearly defined, tightly organized, con-

tinuously evaluated program of integrated study. The degree, as 

it is now constituted, provides the student with a "benchmark" 

certifying the ability to perform at the college level. Students 

completing the Associate in Arts degree have generally satisfied 

the University CLE requirements and in most cases have met the 

requirements for admission to a baccalaureate program. 

If the Regents decide to discontinue Associate in Arts degrees in 

the College of Liberal Arts and at Duluth, a General College 

degree could serve as a "safety net" for those who, for some 

reason, cannot continue their education. It can also be available 

for those who need such a degree as part of their occupational 

certification program. 

Baccalaureate Degrees: We are deeply concerned with the proposal 

to eliminate General College baccalaureate degrees. Alternative 

degrees which prepare generalists are important to the University. 

As we move into an era of increasing specialization and fragmen-

tation of kno~ledge, it is important that an education with 

breadth be available to those who do not choose to be specialists, 

or to those who wish to superimpose breadth upon spec i a 1 i zat ion 

attained throug~ formal education or experience. 

President's Keller's recent letter to the BQard of Regents indica

tes a willingness to retain an upper division General College 
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curriculum. However, a degree provides focus for students and 

faculty. In General College, that focus is the philosophy of 

general education which encourages experiential learning and 

emphasizes integrated and applied education. Indeed, that focus 

has provided the conceptual base for the educational offerings as 

well as the research excellence for ~~ich General College faculty 

are honored. A future upper division curriculum can build upon 

the strengths of General College's interdisciplinary thematic 

courses which may have appeal to students in University College as 

well as to others wishing to broaden or integrate the knowledge 

and skills received in disciplinary departments. Furthermore, the 

~ unique baccalaureate degree prograrrs currently offered in General 

College are important to the Unive~sity because they provide a 

research 1 aboratory for experimentation with different de 1 ivery 

methods for students with diverse learning styles in an inter-

disciplinary and multidisciplinary setting. 

Conclusion: The unique certificate and degree programs currently offere~ 

through the General College serve the citizens of Minnesota and help to focus 

the curricular design and research of the faculty. President Keller and the 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP), have endorsed a research missio~ 

for the College. A center for applies research would further help to focus 

experimental and non-traditional education opportunities at the University. In 

addition, the fact that General College is a major employer of graduate students 

~ further enhances opportunities for teaching and research at the Graduate School 
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1 eve 1 with emphasis on spec i a 1 student popu 1 at ions and on genera 1 education. 

Finally, the large number of students of national and international ethnic 

diversity currently enrolled in General College provides a special opportunity 

to do applied research related to the teaching of these students -- a research 

area in which General College faculty have already demonstrated significant 

leadership. 

11/26/85 3FRCTF.l 
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GC faculty vote, 
approve statement 
to save d~grees 
By Lisa Carlson 

General College faculty over
whelmingly approved a new faculty 
statement to the Board of Regents · 
that calls for saving the college's 
certificates and degrees. 

General College (GC) faculty ap
proved the new statement by an 86 
to 9 vote, it was announced Tues
day. 

With their statement, faculty mem
bers hope to counter a previous 
GC task force report, sent to Uni
versity Presjdent Ken Keller and 
regents last month. The old 
statement, GC faculty members 
claim, doesn't accurately reflect 
their views on the possible elimina
tion of GC degrees. 

The original.task force reported that 
GC faculty members agreed to 
sacrtfice the college's degrees in 
return for the guarantee that its 
baccalaureate degree would be 
housed in another University col
lege and that the University would 
establish a learning research center 
within GC. 

Monday's large faculty turnout was 
one of the best ever on any issue, 
said Barbara Stephens F.oster, exec-
utive· who 
has wc'nc:t!O<I 

lUpt~ was out of town and uw 
•vaiblble for comment Tuesday .. 

·According to· F~ed Am ram, ch~ir
mim of the faculty group that • · · 
drafted the new statement, "the 
regents heard GC students and 
alumni this mont~. Now the faculty 
would lik~ fobe heard.~ 

•t think what the faculty is saying in 
this vote is that Metropolitan State 
University is. not an allswer/' Am
ram said. "There~s .not a coltege in 
the metro area that does what GC 
does, and there has to be .a place 
within the University for our stu-
dents. ,:; · 

· • All of this s 'to lead to .a 
degree program," he said. "There is 
HO such thing as a college without 
degrees.• 

In his Commitment to Focus report, 
University President Ken Keller 
calls for eliminating GC degrees 
and suggests that GC students 
could finish their degrees at Metro
.politan State University. 

The new statement must be sub
mitted to the regents office bJ'. 
Monday for distribution to regents 
at their December meeting. 
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raise lts.eftorts to retain nontraditional students.. 

The persuasive case for General Collqe ln a rigor
ously ttP8i'84ed University ot Minnesota rests on lts 
function as a port of entry and a cenJer of pe<~qbg-

. leal improvement toll hlgh-poten¥ iblctents .whom 
otherwis& the university might comfortablY. ignore •. 
That function gains importance as the university 
~Ph,aslies gt11~uat~ ectu~fl~n; .ta~'~I"Cb 

.. , .• •. . .•. . .. . . . . . . - •nd -"er requ&;emeatl foru~~ ~ 
·~ carteaturei cOnceal important principles for sion; ·• A selective and' · superior urtJfttsltt needS 

1\oy· ·. the university's "COtnmttment to Focus" academic. atfirlnetive action lest Commitment tO 
~! by President Kenneth· Keller and aP. Foeus inadvertently narrow; not d~; tts intet-
~·~ ;~J~We.lrta btead. outline by the university regents. lectual·and social life. · · · . 
~, ..,, .. " resents till In that outline this winter, they . ' · .. 

~~.·.· • to eut thrqup the sentiment. and snobbely In Bu ... t recruiting .and nurturing str .. ·~~.· ·~. ·. tracritto081 .. 
\! to atttnp:tbe principles that 'count regarding itttdents is not the 1811ltLas ad'ltl'llllfil wide-open 
~~ of ~1 College. · · · · ~tss~ons. lndMdr Qener&t t4ileae sllould .help 
'<'~ ·· . · · ass1lr:e.·that selectivity ·.at the ·untversJty CObStdei$ 

' cowd be called academic afflrm&uve· .. chara~r .81ld personal .,.ngths ar .U lS>c:l114e · _.,,.,u. A university goal $1lould be to recruit and measures like bWb«hool c~ radk:' Ndt ·dO ~ 
students whose potential for urllverstty edu· special qualities of non~dltiooaJ"ttud~ts require 

· ·· be diScerned by traditional admls- General College to offer its own ......... ~ 
.l"rrlr•ttA . ..· Sttadeati are found espectally degrees IneVitably appear Intended fo,t ..... 

minorities · with poor hlP, unable to move ~the port of en~{ ... ~~ "da 
people wbose parents had no mainstream Ulllverslty demanc:, .. ~·· COllege 

. ...,._~'~"'".'""'". and adults .. declding ''late•• to should not be'. a sop to ·mtstaUD··~ust~-
~:,.CIIm~r.e.4~ ,~.C&pable stud~nt trom JJI,at evert Mtnnesotan Is eD.tidecl:t,b.a"•u· .~ 

~oups enriches the university and the state. The college is for unusual people wbo :waat.goocl. 
university should seek them out. university education and whom a gOOd Universuy. 

should not shunt aside~ 
, However, such nontraditional students usually need 

\1\: special coaching and counseling as they. begin rl&- The regents can fight snobbery about General Col· 
~us academic work: The extra nurture - and lege by strengthening its resources· and prestige for 
e.m attention to Skillful teaching·~ are to com· aggressive academic atftnnatlve .action. They can 
peDJsate for weak~ess in potentially strong stUdents' tight. sentimentality by insisting• that the coue~e 

.. ICJlOOIItng and to guard against wasteful bave high, If unusual, adJrdsld()llLstl•~ 
.. high-quality university should · ending the contradiction. of 

8Dd the higher the University lege degrees. Both moves . 
·····- , . ace~GellfttC saiiiWiatdS the higher It sbould university stronger.· · ·! · · 
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To: FCC See agenda item 5/ 

MOTIONS FROM SENATE COMMIJTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS AND FROM SENATE FINANCE 
COW.UTTEE REGARDING ASSISTANCE IN COVERING OUTPATIENT MENTAL HEALTH CHARGES: 

Some members of the Finance Committee had been able to join the 
October 18 meeting of the Faculty Affairs Committee at which the following 
motion had been approved: 

"That SCFA favors the University's undertaking coverage for the 
immediate year of mental health services over and above the new 
Blue Cross-Blue Shield limits and that this coverage apply to all 
under Blue Cross-Blue Shield, not just those now in treatment; 
SCFA also favors the exploration, if time permits, of the costs 
and benefits of introducing sliding-scale deductibility features 
based on salaries." 

SCFA members had also suggested in that meeting that former Blue Cros~
Blue Shield members who had moved to another insurer because of this benefit 
change should also receive the University's supplementary coverage; Vice 
President Murthy reported to SFC that he had made this suggestion to the 
Hanagement Committee but that the Management Committee had not accepted it. 

At :t5 regular meeting on October 31, 1985, the Senate Finance Committee 
u~a~i~ously approved the following motion: 

_ That those University employees presently enrolled in Rlue Cross
Blue Shield \vho have a record of charges for outpatient: mental 
health care in the year October 1, 1984 through September 30~ 
1985, should be reimbursed by the University to the.ext:ent: they 
~auld have been by Blue Cross-Blue Shield under the policy which 
was in effect until September 30, 1985, 

:::~bp 

Except that, from those reimbursements should be deducted a sum 
equal to the actuarial cost of benefits newly included for Blue 
Cross-Blue Shield members since October 1, 1985 (the deductible 
coming into play of course only after a member had reached the 
n~ximum charge covered under the new plan); and 

That those University employees who switche-·' this fall from 
Blu~ Cross-Blue Shield to another healt! in$urance plan and 
-..·ho had such charges in the same 1·· · -l-85 year should~ if they 
so reqt.:c-st, be reimbursed for the ll ~ fference between the maximum 
coYerage u:1der their n;·;v plan .md what they we- .~ have gotten l 
unde: the Blue Cross-~lue Shield plan. Obviously, confiden-
tialitY would have to be violated fJr this set of users to be 
identi~ied for reimbursement. Those who wish to give up their 
anon'":;:i tv for the sake of reimbursement will do so. The same 
actu~rial cost determined as the dcdu-:Lbh· for subscribers 
continuing in Blue Cross-Blue Shield should in the same way 
be deducted from the reimbursement t-J those who have moved to 
a ne~ ins~·rer. 

pc: K. Donald Spring 


