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The charge of this special conmittee was to •examine goals and means for 
improving lower-division education" at the University of Minnesota. 
Specifically, we were charged with determining how best to implement those 
recommendations in Commitment to Focus that concern coordinating lower
division education on the Twin Cities Campus. We were asked to examine and 
make recommendations on four areas: advising and counseling, curriculum, 
co-curricular activities, and standards for transition to the upper divi
sion; and to take up such matters as the feasibility of establishing an 
administratively distinct lower division, possibilities for improved 
coordination of resources in colleges and other units that serve lower
division students, guaranteed admission to the upper division for a selected 
group of new freshmen, access to the University for underprepared students, 
and the possible roles of the General College in a coordinated lower 
division. 

In carrying out our charge we reflected on the major goals of lower-division 
education, which we take to be three: to introduce students to life in an 
academic community; to provide them with the beginnings of a sound liberal 
education; and to prepare them for, and facilitate their transition to, the 
more specialized phase of their undergraduate work, the upper division. 
Each of these goals poses special difficulties and challenges on the Twin 
Cities campus of the University of Minnesota. 

Helping students to function effectively as members of an academic community 
involves both introducing them to appropriate habits of thought, study, and 
conmunication and helping them become integrated socially into the conmu
nity. These are of course related, and they pose special challenges on 
the Twin Cities campus in view of the size and diversity of the student 
body, the fragmentation of many student careers due to part-time and 
discontinuous registration, and the fact that most students are commuters. 

Providing students with the beginnings of a sound liberal education involves 
ensuring that they acquire certain basic skills and that they become 
fami 1 i ar with the methods and the results of inquiry in severa 1 areas 
of learning. The latter goal is often pursued by means of distribution 
requirements, a core curriculum, or courses that attempt to integrate the 
subject matter of several disciplines. (Not all of this needs to be 
accomplished during the first two years of study, but it seems reasonable to 
expect that a good deal of it will be.) The challenge here is to decide on 
an approach or approaches that best meet the needs of the diverse student 
body described above and that make optimum use of the resources available 
at a major research university. 

Preparing students for and facilitating their transition to the more 
specialized part of their undergraduate education is integrally related to 
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prov1s1on of the skills and background just mentioned, since all have 
traditionally been thought of as important parts of a liberal education. 
The sheer size of the Twin Cities campus and the large number of different 
programs it offers make it essential that students be well apprised of the 
range of opportunities and that they receive good counsel in making their 
choices. 

We believe that a balanced approach to lower-division education on the Twin 
Cities campus requires recognition and creative use of the unique resources 
that are available here. These include: a high-quality faculty actively 
engaged in research; a large graduate-student population, many of whom play 
important roles as teaching assistants; a collection of fields of study that 
is by far the largest of any available in the state; and the cultural 
opportunities available in the metropolitan area. By creative and efficient 
use of these resources the Twin Cities campus can offer a program of both 
lower- and upper-division education that is sound, attractive to students, 
and unavailable at any other institution in the state, public or private. 
Indeed, to a considerable extent the undergraduate program on this campus 
already fits that description. 

We believe the undergraduate program can be improved significantly,however, 
and this report contains a number of recommendations for doing so. Before 
getting down to specifics, however, we want to make five rather divergent 
points as a background to everything else that is said in this report. 

1. When implementing changes in the present system, we should take care 
not to deplete the resources of valuable programs that are already 
seriously underfunded. Funding for instructional expenditures in the 
undergraduate colleges on the Twin Cities campus is low, and in some 
colleges these funds have decreased significantly in recent years. Yet 
these same colleges bear the major responsibility for lower-division 
education, and under the recommendations of this report they wi 11 
continue to do so. There are 11any valuable programs that need more 
funds if the number of students they serve stays the same, or fewer 
students to serve if the level of funding remains constant. One of the 
main principles of Conrnitment to Focus is that ways must be found 
to increase the level of funding per student. This principle must be 
borne in mind when implementing the recommendations of this report. 

2. The focus on research and graduate education on the Twin Cities campus 
can be used to advantage in lower-division education. Too much has 
been made of the tension between this focus and the goal of undergradu
ate--and especially lower-division--education. Undergraduates can play 
an active role in the research mission of the University (witness the 
success of the recently initiated UROP program), and graduate teaching 
assistants are an unduly maligned group of teachers. With proper 
training and supervision graduate students can be effective teachers. 
They often approach their work with enthusiasm and, being not far 
removed from their own undergraduate experiences, can readily under
stand and empathize with their students' problems. 
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3. A new state law ma~es it particularly important that special attention 
be paid to lower-division education at this time. Under the Post
Secondary Enrollment Options Act of 1985, Minnesota high school 
students in grades 11 and 12 may register for courses at colleges and 
universities in the state and use the state aid that would ordinarily 
go to their school districts. There are already nearly 200 students at 
the University under this act. The act has the potential to bring many 
more young students to the University and seems to be part of a trend 
to soften the present sharp boundaries between secondary and post
secondary education. In these circumstances it is important for 
the University to review carefully its plans and procedures for 
educating beginning students. 

4. New entrance standards are 1 i~ely to be adopted that will change the 
University's opportunities and responsibilities with respect to 
lower-division students. The Special Committee on Unified and In
creased Freshman Entrance Standards is considering recommending a 
number of standards (i.e., four years of high schoo 1 English, three 
years of social studies, three years of mathematics, three years of 
science, two years of a foreign language, and one year of fine arts) 
that students would be strongly encouraged to meet before entering the 
University and would be required to have met at a subsequent point in 
their careers, perhaps before entering upper division or declaring a 
major. If such recommendations are adopted the University will need 
to: provide appropriately challenging courses for entering students 
who meet the standards; provide more basic courses for those who do 
not; provide advising that is sensitive to these standards and helps 
students satisfy them in a way that is least disruptive of their 
college-level work. 

5. The recent reports of two other special c011111ittees bear heavily on 
lower-division education and should be considered in conjunction with 
this report. The reports of the Task Force on the Student Experience 
(1984; "the Wallace Report") and the Committee on Quality Undergraduate 
Teaching and Learning (1985; nthe Page Reportn) contain many excellent 
recommendations, the implementation of which would substantially 
improve lower-division education on the Twin Cities campus. We see our 
role as differing from that of these two committees in a number of 
ways, the most important being that our charge focuses on lower
division education, and that we are specifically charged with con
sidering the feasibility of establishing an administratively distinct 
lower division. We nevertheless think of this report as complementing 
the two reports just mentioned. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The special committee's recommendations fall into two parts. First, we 
:ecommend the creation of an undergraduate center which, by being actively 
1nvolved in a number of related educational activities, would come to serve 
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as a focal point for certain aspects of undergraduate education on the Twin 
Cities campus. This center would be, in our opinion, the most effective of 
the educational coordination models we studied, and among the least expen
sive. It strikes us as an excellent locus of responsibility for many of the 
more specific recommendations contained in our report, in the Wa 11 ace and 
Page reports, and in Conmitment to Focus. Second, we reconmend a large 
number of other, more specific improvements, many of which deal especially 
with lower-division education. These recommendations are aimed at raising 
the quality of teaching and advising that students receive, encouraging 
students to take advantage of the broad range of opportunities available on 
this campus, and helping to involve students in the intellectual life of the 
University. 

I. An Undergraduate Center 

We recommend that an undergraduate center be created on the Twin Cities 
campus. A major role of the center would be to provide a single point of 
contact for prospective students, new students, and students who need 
special help in transferring within the University or between the University 
and another institution. The center would also provide leadership to 
support and coordinate teaching, advising, and co-curricular efforts that 
are intended primarily for large numbers of new students. In all of its 
activities the center would work closely with the several undergraduate 
colleges and would be careful to avoid duplication of effort. The result 
should be a significant enhancement of undergraduate education on the Twin 
Cities campus at a modest cost. The center would be a valuable resource not 
only for lower-division students, but also for prospective students and 
their parents, transfer students, and students who have not fanned strong 
collegiate or departmental associations. 

Much of the center's effort would be devoted to advising. Its staff would 
be thoroughly informed about the advising services available on the Twin 
Cities campus and so would be a major source of advising referrals. It 
would also have some advising services of its own that are not available 
elsewhere, and it would work to coordinate undergraduate advising on the 
Twin Cities campus. More specifically, the center would be responsible for 
providing or coordinating the following advising services: 

Pre-college advising 

Advising for students enrolled under the Post-Secondary Enrollment 
Options Act 

Advising concerning transfers into, within, and out of the University 

Drop-in advising 

The center's role in advising would be to supplement but not supplant 
existing advising services. In particular, major and pre-major advising 
would continue to be provided by the several colleges. 
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In addition to its responsibility for advising, the center would play an 
important role in other areas of undergraduate education. These would 
include recruitment and orientation of new students, and coordination among 
offices responsible for special student needs (e.g., convnuter,. extension, 
minority, handicapped, transfer). They would also include coordination of 
planning for the preparatory courses that will have to be offered because of 
new entrance standards, and encouragement of a reduction in restrictions 
that limit the extent to which students may use credits taken in one college 
to satisfy the requirements of another. 

The center would be headed by a director reporting to the vice president for 
academic affairs. The director would be advised by a committee consisting 
of deans representing each of the undergraduate colleges on the Twin Cities 
campus, a representative of the vice president for student affairs, and 
representatives from the Assembly Committee on Educational Pol icy and the 
Assembly Committee on Student Academic Support Services. In addition to the 
operation of the center, the director would be responsible for coordinating 
certain collegiate and student affairs activities. In particular the 
director would: 

Hold regular meetings of directors of collegiate prospecthe-student 
advising offices 

Work closely with departments to coordinate teaching-assistant train
ing, especially the orientation of non-native teaching assistants 
to American educational practices and social mores 

Hold regular meetings of officers responsible for student-life and 
academic-service programs for new students (e.g., OSA unit heads, 
directors of undergraduate studies) 

Encourage and organize workshops on student life, teaching strategies, 
and other academic issues 

Convene and chair a committee on the teaching of larger classes 

Work to provide optimum integration of the resources and services 
available in the restructured General College with other units of the 
University 

Encourage appropriate departments to offer courses of the sorts 
described in 11-5-b, below. 

The special committee believes that an undergraduate center of the kind just 
described can be effective without being large or costly. Some funds may 
become available as a result of restructuring done in implementing Comrnit
m:nt to Focus (e.g., by reducing the number of personnel in University 
W1thout Walls), and some of the staff currently working in the Office of the 
Assistant Vice President for Undergraduate Education and Outreach might be 
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reassigned to the center. The center should also be staffed in part by 
sharing personnel with the undergraduate colleges and student affairs. We 
strongly endorse the principle that funds for the center should not be 
obtained by retrenching colleges that have major responsibilities for 
undergraduate education and that have already been heavily retrenched in 
recent years. 

II. Other Recommendations 

Our remaining recommendations fall into five groups. Many of these recom
mendations could be imp 1 emented in who 1 e or in part by the undergraduate 
center. The five groups are: Recommendations concerning advising; recom
mendations concerning quality of teaching; recommendations concerning full 
use of educational opportunities; recommendations for involving students; 
and recommendations concerning the General College. 

A. Recommendations Concerning Advising. 

1. Several different kinds of academic advising are needed, and these 
are often best provided by different kinds of staff: content advising 
by faculty, university-requirements advising by professional advisors, 
etc. The University should catalogue the kinds of advising that are 
available and communicate that information to students. 

2. In order to help improve performance and increase the status of 
advising done by faculty we recommend: 

a. Increasing the relevance of advising in hiring, promotion, 
tenure, and salary decisions; 

b. Providing appropriately adjusted work loads in selected cases for 
faculty who have heavy undergraduate advising responsibilities. 

3. With respect to both faculty and professional advisors we recommend: 

a. Increasing the frequency of public testimony by top administrators 
on the value ano significance of high-quality undergraduate 
advising; 

b. Creation of a comprehensive and regularly updated information 
source (e.g., a notebook or a computerized data base) that would 
be available to all advisors and contain information on such 
things as registration procedures, courses, majors, distribution 
and graduation requirements; 

c. Ongoing evaluation of advisors and the advising system; 

d. Ongoing training and refresher courses for advisors; 
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e. Provision of limited financial support for attendance at con
ferences on advising; 

f. Recognition of the importance of reasonable advisor/student 
ratios; -

g. Support for a collaborative network and newsletter for advisors; 

h. Institution of a widely accessible information system for students 
(e.g., a campus phone system) that would provide brief and 
accurate advice on where to go and whom to contact for help in 
solving commonly encountered problems. 

B. Recommendations Concerning QualitY of Teaching. 

4. The University should emphasize its particular strengths in lower
division teaching (e.g., enormous range of courses, teaching by 
scholars of national and international repute) and at the same time 
work to remedy the deficiencies that often correspond to those 
strengths (e.g., large classes, limited faculty/student contact). In 
order to improve teaching and learning in the lower division and to 
increase the status of lower-division teaching in the Univers;ty, we 
reconunend: 

a. That the University take steps to assure that quality of teaching 
is accorded substantial weight in tenure and promotion decisions 
in all departments. We endorse the view of the Conunittee on 
Quality Undergraduate Teaching and Learning (Roger Page, chair) 
that changes in the University's formal reward system are a 
precondition of any lasting changes in the emphasis faculty 
members give to undergraduate teaching. We do not propose a 
radical restructuring of the criteria for tenure, promotion, or 
salary increases, but even modest changes in incentives may help 
to improve teaching in some colleges. Specifically, we recommend 
that teaching be accorded more weight in faculty evaluations. 

b. The establishment of a standing committee on the teaching of large 
classes, as proposed in the final report of the Task Force on the 
Undergraduate Experience (John Wallace, chair; p. 56; see also the 
Page report, p. 11). This committee would be composed of repre
sentatives from the Twin Cities campus's largest courses and 
would be chaired by the director of the undergraduate center. It 
would serve as a clearing house for the collection and dissemina
tion of the best practice for teaching large classes. It might 
also supervise the implementation of Wallace and Page recommenda
tions where appropriate. It would have special responsibility for 
the development and diffusion of active learning strategies. 

c. That departments provide their graduate students, especially those 
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who are preparing for academic careers, with supervised teaching 
experiences and other training as teachers. 

d. Substantially increased funding for teaching assistants and for 
their training on methods for organizing small learning groups in 
large classes (Wallace report, p. 56). Better use of graduate 
students would he 1 p to overcome the supposed impersona 1 i ty of 
large classes. Moreover, this represents one area where synergy 
can be realized from the University's often competing missions. 

e. That graduate assistants who are not native speakers of English be 
required to meet minimum cultural familiarity and English language 
proficiency standards set by the ESL program. All costs of 
instruction and testing would be borne centrally, not by the 
graduate assistant's home department. 

f. More extensive use of undergraduate teaching assistants, in 
classroom teaching as well as individual tutoring. We believe 
that undergraduate assistantships not only help the University 
economically but also play a major role in involving students in 
the educational process. 

c. Recommendations Concerning Full Use of Educational Opportunities. 

5. One of the University's great strengths is the breadth of educational 
opportunity it offers its students. In order to take advantage of that 
breadth we recommend that: 

a. A general bulletin or similar resource listing and describing all 
courses offered in the Twin Cities should be compiled and made 
available to students and faculty; 

b. A small number of integrative courses should be offered in each 
major area (science, social sdence, and humanHies) that would 
count toward the satisfaction of the basic CLE requirements. 
These should be designed cooperatively by departments and the six 
freshman-admitting colleges (but only by departments and colleges 
that want to participate in the development of such courses). 
Whether or not such courses should be required by departments or 
colleges is a question that can be answered only after the courses 
have been designed and tried out. If they were required, probably 
it would be sensible (at least to begin with) to require them only 
of new students entering directly from high school (i.e., not from 
late-arriving transfer students). 

Alternative models for such integrative courses might be con
sidered: for example, thematic courses that raise questions or 
invite solutions across the whole spectrum of humanistic, social
scientific, and scientific disciplines; or a basic course or 
courses in each of the four groups (A, 8, C, D). Such alternative 
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mode 1 s might have the advantage of stressing content 1 ess than 
method of inquiry. But each such model has weaknesses as well as 
strengths. 

These courses should be taught by both senior and junior faculty 
rather than by teaching assistants. 

c. A wider variety of humanities, arts, and social science courses 
might be offered on the St. Paul campus by Minneapolis depart
ments, programs, and colleges. In addition, we would urge a 
review of the completeness of curricula offered through our 
evening and summer programs. 

d. A review of current home-college restrictions against registration 
in other colleges should be undertaken by the office of academic 
affairs. 

e. The University should reactivate the Senate plan whereby SCEP is 
responsible for policy on CLE distribution requirements and the 
Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs is responsible 
for implementation and monitoring. Regular review of distribution 
requirements should focus on the spirit of the regulations as well 
as on the letter. 

D. Recommendation for Involving Students. 

6. The Unhersity should take steps to involve lower-division students, 
especially commuters, more deeply in the life of the Twin Cities 
campus. We advocate making the University a more personal organiza
tion, involving students more fully in their education, and devising 
ways for faculty to play a more active role in involving students in 
campus life through academic programs. To this end we recommend that 
the University develop many small communities around the activities of 
academic departments; organize (when feasible) advising and counseling 
into smaller, more comprehensive centers; and teach introductory, 
survey, and core courses in such ways that students have greater 
opportunity for person~ 1 i nte 11 ectua 1 exchange with one another and 
with an instructor. 

E. Recommendations Concerning General College 

7. General College has a long history of special contribution to the 
teaching mission of the University as well as particular experience in 
advising undergraduate students, in developing and offering introduc
tory, integrative, and cross-disciplinary courses, and in research and 
experimentation with teaching. In the light of that history and 
experience, we see the following as activities that might be emphasized 
in the General College: 
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a. Developing and implementing new preparatory or remedial courses 
that could be required by new University entrance standards, as 
well as those integrative courses described in Recommendation 
II -C-5-b, above; 

b. Disseminating knowledge gained from research and experience in 
undergraduate instruction (e.g., on active learning strategies, on 
teaching to students with different cognitive styles, and on 
teaching large classes); 

c. Working with the undergraduate center to facilitate transfer of 
General College courses to other colleges; 

d. Consultation on the training, evaluation, and use of graduate and 
undergraduate teaching assistants and advisors. 
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The special committee's fall-quarter work proceeded in three stages. In the 
first stage we studied the current state of affairs jn the six freshman
admitting colleges. As a committee of the whole, we interviewed representa
tives from each of these colleges--Liberal Arts, Technology, General 
College, Agriculture, Forestry, and Home Economics--and we studied documents 
that these people provided. 

In the second stage, we divided into subcommittees that studied and made 
recommendations on some important educational problems and concerns. One 
subcommittee focused on quality of advising on the lower division; a second 
focused on quality of teaching, especially in large classes; a third 
addressed ways to maximize breadth of educational opportunity for lower
division students; and the fourth studied ways to involve undergraduate 
students in university life. (These areas of concern had been suggested to 
us by a group of faculty, administrators, and administrative staff [Richard 
Heydinger, coordinator] that spent part of the summer examining issues 
re 1 a ted to Commitment to Focus.) The subcommittees' study of these four 
areas, which included interviews of key University personnel and examination 
of relevant data and documents, resulted in written reports that were 
distributed to the whole committee. 

In the third stage of our fall-quarter work, we examined the subcommittee 
reports and addressed issues of lower-division coordination germane to those 
reports. In particular we studied three models for administrative coordina
tion, two of which had been suggested by the Heydinger group, the third by 
one of our subcommittees. 

One of these models, one which our charge explicitly asks us to consider, 
is the •unified college• model. This model features an independent lower
division college that would be the point of entry for all freshmen. Under 
this model students would spend their first two undergraduate years in the 
lower-division college and would transfer to other undergraduate colleges at 
the beginning of their junior year. The new college would be responsible 
for all aspects of lower-division instruction and advising, but it would not 
have a separate faculty. Rather it would arrange to purchase the instruc
tional services its students required from the existing undergraduate 
colleges. 

The second model we considered was the •overlay" model, after the fashion of 
the University's Graduate School and explicitly mentioned in Commitment to 
Focus. Under this model, students would be admitted to existing undergrad
uate colleges, but there would be a new collegiate unit that would assume 
many of the responsibilities for lower-division education that are now 
assigned to those colleges. This new college would also have a voice in 
some decisions that at present are internal matters in existing colleges, 
such as allocation of funds for teaching assistants and some personnel 
decisions. 
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The final model we considered was the "undergraduate center" model that is 
described in some detail in the •Recommendations• section of this interim 
report. 

Our study of these three models led us to the conclusion that creation of an 
undergraduate center of the kind we describe, along with implementation of 
our other recommendations, would result in important improvements in 
undergraduate education at all levels, not just at the lower-division 
level. We preferred the undergraduate center to the other models for 
several reasons. One of these is our reluctance to create costly new 
administrative structures at a time when instructional funds for several 
existing undergraduate colleges are inadequate and have been decreasing for 
a number of years. Another is the fact that many of the students who would 
benefit most from the kinds of services and opportunities that a lower
division college is intended to provide are those who are transferring 
(either into, within, or out of the University) or returning after a break 
in their study. Not all of these are lower-division students. The under
graduate center that we propose would be able to help them, but a lower
division college would not. Still another reason is the fact that the 
distinction between lower and upper division is growing less sharp over 
time. 

We reached consensus on this interim report toward the end of fall quarter. 
This report is to be circulated widely for reaction. Our final report 
is due at the end of winter quarter, 1986. 
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A significant part of the special committee's work was to investigate the 
current state of affairs in the six freshman-admitting colleges with respect 
to academic advising and counseling; quality of teaching, especially in 
large courses; access to the full breadth of curricular opportunities; and 
involvement of lower-division students in the undergraduate experience. 
Part of this study we pursued as a committee-of-the-whole, part as subcom
mittees corresponding to those four areas of inquiry. We provide this 
summary of what we learned as both background and rationale for the discus
sion and recommendations that appear in the body of our report. 

Advising 

The six colleges have developed a variety of approaches to advising that 
reflect the needs of their respective kinds of students and the character
istics of the colleges. To meet the widely divergent needs of a very large 
number of lower-division students, the College of liberal Arts uses profes
sional and paraprofessional advisors with assistance from faculty. The 
Institute of Technology, with its large number of pre-professional students, 
uses a combination of faculty advising and peer advising. The General 
College, to meet the needs inherent in an open-admissions college, uses 
faculty advisors supplemented by full-time professional advisors and peer 
advisors. College of Agriculture advising is done principally by regular 
faculty. The College of Home Economics assigns new students to paraprofes
sional advisors before transferring them to faculty advisors. And the 
College of Forestry assigns all new students to paraprofessional advisors, 
later transferring them to faculty advisors. Graduate students are widely 
employed as advisors in the majority of colleges. 

The principal strengths of the lower-division advising system reside 
in the commitment and competence of many of the advisors and especially in 
the closeness with which some of the comprehensive advising programs work 
with students (e.g., OMMSA, MLK, General College, CEE, and the honors 
programs}. The principal weaknesses are that faculty advising is neither 
recognized nor rewarded by either the salary and promotion processes 
or the general University cultures; that inservice training and evaluation 
are spotty; that career-planning programs and back-up advising services 
(e.g., during vacations} are very 1 imi ted; and that an accurate and can
t i nua lly updated information system for advisers is 1 acki ng. We note two 
different studies which show that fully ha 1 f the undergraduates surveyed 
described the performance of their major advisors as only "fair to poor"; we 
also note, however, that data on major advisors do not, strictly speaking, 
apply to lower-division advising. 
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Teaching 

Although teaching formats vary perhaps almost as much within the larger 
colleges as across them, we did note some trends in type of instructor in 
entry-level courses and in class size. In general, the larger the college 
(in terms of total teaching hours), the larger the percentage of entry-level 
class hours that are taught by instructors who are not regular faculty. 
This fact needs to be tempered by additional information, however; namely 
that many students from the smaller colleges take their basic courses in the 
1 arger co 11 eges, and that in the larger co 11 eges many of the courses have 
regular faculty teaching the main sections, other instructors (usually 
lAs) teaching laboratory and recitation sections. Although average entry
level class sizes are consistently quite small in the freshman-admitting 
colleges (median 22-25, including lab and recitation sections), the majority 
of students in CLA and IT experience at least one extremely large class 
(300+ students} in their freshman year, and virtually all students exper
ience at least one large class (80+ students}. On the other hand, virtually 
all freshmen also experience at least one small class (fewer than 39 
students}, though many of these small classes are laboratory or recitation 
sections. 

The principal strengths in lower-division instruction seem to be the 
enormous range of courses, many of them taught by nationally or interna
tionally noted scholars, and the cost-effectiveness of much of the teaching 
program. The principal weaknesses seem to be the widespread perception that 
the lower-division teaching program is accorded lower priority; that large 
classes too often involve passive instruction and inaccessible instructors; 
that the University reward system discourages faculty effort, involvement, 
and instructional creativity; that some non-native teaching assistants still 
lack English fluency and familiarity with American culture; and that 
cheating on papers and examinations continues. 

Breadth of Opportunity 

There are relatively few formal barriers to cross-college registration, 
except for occasional home-college limitations on the number of credits that 
may be taken in other colleges. The letter of the law regarding CLE 
distribution requirements is apparently being observed throughout the 
campus, but the spirit of the law is not. Few faculty and fewer students, 
it seems, recognize the essential purposes of the CLE requirements. 
Moreover, the number of credits minimally required for a given distribution 
group varies substantially across colleges, and the 1 ist of courses that 
satisfy the different group requirements seems to be growing with 1 ittle 
control. Finally, there is no convenient and visible information system for 
telling students and faculty what courses are available outside their home 
colleges. 

The principal strength of the University with regard to curricular oppor
tunity is also the sheer number and variety of course offerings, enhanced by 
the paucity of administrative constraints that operate against taking full 
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advantage of these opportunities. The principal weakness seems to be that 
there are other strong disincentives for doing so: the current job-oriented 
student culture; the absence of readily available information about alter
native courses; the geography of the campus; and the 1 ack of faculty and 
staff encouragement to seek breadth. 

Involving Students 

The University offers an enormous number and range of opportunities for 
lower-division students to involve themselves in the undergraduate exper
ience: fraternities, sororities, residence halls, campus jobs, recreational 
sports programs and a myriad of student-interest clubs and associations. 
Indeed there are more than 500 student organizations formally recognized by 
the Student Organization Development Center. The Office of the Vice 
President for Student Affairs provides extensive support for these organiza
tions and for the many thousands of students who participate in them. On 
the other hand, some 30-35 percent of lower-division students apparently 
neither work on campus nor affiliate themselves with any of these organi
zations. Moreover, questions about the academic value of various of 
these student programs and organizations are periodically raised. 

Approximately 65 percent of lower-division students live a mile or more 
from campus; indeed, slightly more than half live four or .are miles away. 
Many of these students, for whatever reason (jobs, transportation, competing 
demands, personal preference), spend little more time on campus than their 
class schedules require. 

The principal strength of the University with regard to lower-division 
student involvement in the undergraduate experience is the breadth of the 
extracurricular opportunities, aided by the extensive student organization 
support system. The principal weakness seems to be that the system does not 
reach deeply enough into the student body. Some of the impediments to 
greater student involvement are largely beyond the control of the institu
tion: many students 11ust 1 i ve off campus; many students must work; the 
campus is large; the student services systems are highly routinized; the 
winters discourage lingering outside; and some students just do not want to 
be involved. Other impediments are perhaps more remediable: there is an 
unnecessary chasm between curricular and extracurricular experiences, 
between academic efforts and student-affairs efforts; students, despite 
being physically massed together, are psychologically isolated from one 
another; inside lounge space is very limited; and there is limited oppor
tunity for persona 1 exchange in perhaps the majority of 1 ower-division 
classes. 
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In this appendix we present various sets of data that were of particular 
interest to our committee or its subcommittees. . 

Tables 1 and 2 refer to class size. Table 1 describes mean and median class 
size for 1-, 3-, and 5-level courses. Table 2 describes the class sizes 
experienced by freshman and sophomores in the freshman-admitting colleges on 
the Twin Cities campus. The figures in the first table come from enrollment 
data supplied by Management Planning and Information Services. The figures 
in the second table come from a study conducted at the request of the Task 
Force on the Undergraduate Student Experience. 

Tables 3 and 4 refer to instructor rank. Table 3 describes the number of 
class hours taught in 1-, 3-, and 5-level courses by college and instructor 
rank. Table 4 breaks these data down by course level instead of instructor 
rank. These figures come from the 1982 Admissions and Records' Course 
Inventory. 

Table 5 refers to student satisfaction. It describes the satisfaction 
ratings from students in a larger study of student experience sponsored 
jointly by the vice presidents for student affairs and academic affairs 
(1985). 

Table 6 refers to resource allocation. It shows patterns of instructional 
budget increase/decrease by college and across time. It was provided by 
Dean Lukermann of the College of Liberal Arts. The figures represent 
General Maintenance Funds plus soft monies specifically allocated for 
instructional purposes minus sponsored research funds minus central 
administrative/coordinate campus funds. 



TABLE 1 
Number of Offerings 

and Average Class Size for 
Undergraduates at the Untverstty 

for 1977-78: lXXX, 3XXX, and 5XXX level Courses• 

. ·- .... __ .. ----- -- --- - - ---·--·-----·--------------- -
)XXX luvel 3XXX Levul 5XXX Level 
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TABLE 2 
Class Sizes Experienced by Freshmen and Sophomores 

in Freshmen-Admitting Colleges 
on the Twin Cities Campus 

---------------------------------------------------------------------
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·-------- c;,,., ""' ht~uJuuL ____________ _ 
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ClttUp of atudantl ..... ll.:ll lJ.:lJ ICl:W llli:W lOII.L Df.U.DLlOU ~ ... ~_:tJ::lJ U....af..JD.:l.U G..Uu.DLUD:.ZU aLJOO.l 
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TABLE 3 
Summary of Class Hours Taught in 1-XXX, 3-XXX, and 5-XXX level 
Fall Quarter 1982 Courses in Colleges on the Twtn Ctttes Campus 

of the University of Minnesota, by College and Type of Instructor• 

Total AS!IOciate Antstant Teaching Teachtng 

Collegeb 
Class Professorc Professor Professor Instructor Associate I & II Assistant 
!lours % ' ' ' i ' I 

Agriculture 766.4 56.3 15.4 16.1 ··- 6.1 6.0 
Biological Sciences 530.4 25.1 8.8 1.1 -- -- 65.0 
Educa tfon 1307.4 22.3 22.9 8.7 -- 13.3 13.5 
Forestry 83.6 70.4 14.1 ~ 2.4 5.1 
General College g48.7 20.0 11.3 13.1 3.9 23.4 --. 
Home Economics 340.2 13.5 36.2 24.3 6.8 6.9 12~4 

L t bera 1 Arts 4259.6 . 23.4 19.4 13.0 1.8 32.4 9.4 
llanagement 241.8 25.9 16.8 27.7 2.9 -- 2.6 
~ledtct ne 1013.9 13.1' 16.6 17.9 8.6 -- 15..1 
Nursing 423.7 .5 4.0 61.3 28.7 -- -·-
Pharmacy 140.5 9.3 18.7 20.6 1.1 10.4 30.0 
Public Health 236.9 20.8 27.7 27.9 3.8 -- --
Institute of Technology 3606.3 21.7 14.8 10.2 -- 26.6 11.5 
TOTAL • TWIN CITIES 13902.1 23.0 17.1 ·14.2 2.7 20.3 11.7 

1These data are derived from the Course Inventory, a quarterly process operated by Admtsstons and Records, whtch ts 
completed by departmental and college staff. 

bThe data are ivatlable for the Coordinate Campuses but have not yet been •ummartzed by Adm1ss1ons and Records. 

cAlso includes Regents' Professors. 

dlncludes admtntstrattve tttles, Research Assistants and Assoctates, and non-ranked faculty on special appointment. 
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TABLE 4 
Summary of Class Hours Taught by Regular Faculty and Other Instructors 

for Fall Quarter 1982 Courses in Colleges on the Twin Cities Campus of the 
University of Minnesota, by College, Course Level, and Type of lnstructora 

1-xxx Leva~ 3-XX! Le~e] 5-xxx Le~e1 · 

Collegeb 
Reqylar Faculty~ Other lnstructorsd Regular Facultyt Other lnstructorsd Regular Facultyt Other lnstructorsd 

i I I I I' 

Agriculture 63.4 36.6 91.4 8.6 96.8 3.2 
Biological Scfences 16.6 83.4 44.4 55.6 76.5 23.5 
Educatton 13.6 86.4 58.4 41.6 89.2 10.8 . 
Forestry 100. -- 100. -- 100. 
General College 46.6 53.4 61.7 38.3 
llome Economtcs 55.2 44.8 . 83.7 16.3 100. 
Liberal Arts 35.5 64.5 69.8 30.2 93.3 &.7 
Management 42.3 57.7 &9.3 30.7 100. 
~ledictne 25.7 74.3 96.0 4.0 53.4 46.6 
l~ursing -- -- .... -- 94.4 5.6 
Pharmacy -- -- -- -- 49.6 50.4 
Public Health -- -- 100. -- 79.4 20.6 
lnstftut~ of Tech. 21.2 78.6 46.9 53.1 80.9 19.1 

1These data are derfved from the Course Inventory, a quarterly process operated by Admfsstons and Records, whtch ts 
completed by departmental and college staff. · 

bThe data are available for the Coord1nate Campuses but have not fit-been ~ummartzed by Admtsstons and Rec~rds. 
cRegular faculty fnclude Regents' Professors, Professors, Assoetate Professors, Assistant Professors, and Instructors. 

dThe other category fncludes admfnistratfve t1tles, Teachtng Assoctates I and 11, Teachfng Assistants, Research 
Asststants and Associates, and faculty on special appointments. 
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The help and support you 
get from the faculty 

The overall qualtty of 
the teachIng you have 
experienced thus far 

The overall qualtty of 
the academic advising 
you have experienced 
thus far 

The range and nature 
of opportunities 
available to you by 
virtue of gotng to 
school In the 
Twin Cities 

Your overall experience 
as a student at the 
University of Minnesota 

NOTES: 

Freshnen 
Random Select 

(N•55} (N~81} 

3.b 3.7 

4.0 3.7 

3.8 3.7 

4.7 5.0 

4.6 4.7 

TABLE I 
Student Sattsfactton Rattngs 

1985 Student Experiences Survey 

soshomores 
Ran om Selec:t 
(N•Sl} (N•96) 

3.6 3.6 

3.7 4.0 

3.6 3.3 

4.2 4.9 

4.1 4.7 

Juniors Sen tors 
Randdm Select Rai'id0111 Select 
(N=83) (N=84} (N=119) (N•71} 

3.3 3.6 3.7 4.0 

4.1 3.8 4.3 4.1 

3.5 3.1 3.5 3.5 

4.5 5.2 4.4 5.1 

4.4 4.7 4.3 4.7 

1. 
2. 

Cell entrtes are means frOM l·potnt scale, extremely dtssattsfted to extremely sattsfted. 
Standard devtatlons tended to be about 1.0. Differences between .aans of less that half a point are probably 
not meaningful. 

3. 

4. 

Rand~n group comprises 309 respondents fro. a randa. saMple .. tl survey of 500 Twtn Cities campus undergraduates, 
Spring 1985. Select group comprises 341 undergraduates present at to-person surveying In representative fraterntttes 
and sororities, and at meetings of other student organizations. Select group Is considered more Involved than the 
randon1 group In co-curricular activities of various sorts. 
Data extracted from report-tn-proyress by K. Doyle and R. Harrold. 
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TABLE 6 -1977-84 per Student Allocation of Direct Instructional Expenditures ::::s 

"' (Adapted from HPIS Instructional Cost Study, 1983-84 [Adj. to 85/FYE]) ft) ., .... 
a .., 
ft) 
~ 

FY1981 FY1984 
0 

FY1977 FY1978 FY1979 ., 
---- ---- "' 

Professional and Graduate 

Veterinary Medicine $13,025 $13,932 $11,384 $11,228 $13,262 
Duluth Medicine -ST SPEC- $20,486 $19,002 $12,459 $11,830 
Dentistry $11,140 $12,441 $11,788 $13,022 $9,005 
Pharmacy $6,828 $7,748 $8,850 $7,524 $6,863 
Humphrey Institute $6,689 
Medical School $6,961 $5,648 $5,513 $5,599 $6,019 
law $4,093 $4,500 $4,599 $4,846 $4,535 

Senior College (Jr.Sr. level) 

Nursing $9,410 $10,384 $9,038 $8,615 $7,631 
Education $5,483 $5,219 $4,920 $4,647 $4,916 
Public Health $4,828 $4,237 $3,721 $3,438 $4 ,14 7 
Biological Sciences $3,726 $31778 $3,773 $3,236 $3,092 
Management $2,526 $2,761 $2,763 $2,599 $2,916 

Four Year Colle~es (Fr. Soph. 
Jr. & Sr.) 

Forestry $3,589 $4,496 $4,386 $5,151 $6,917 
Agriculture $4,016 $3,845 $3,985 $3,701 $4,531 
Home Economics $3,292 $3,618 $3,632 $3,328 $4,305 
Technology $3,499 $3,397 $3,354 $2,920 .$2,622 
l1 hera 1 Arts $2,701 $2,652 $2,747 $2,525 $2,503 

Junior College (Fr. & Soph.) 
Duluth $2,389 $2,305 $2,340 $2,245 $2,300 

Crookston $3,402 $2,747 $2,785 $2,405 $2,495 ..., 
C» 

Waseca $3,355 $2,393 $2,512 $2,189 $2,239 ca 
ft) 

Morris $3,020 $3,133 $2,560 $2,493 $2,104 N 

General College $2,064 $2,009 $2,175 $2,053 $1. 701 w 


