
 Minutes∗ 
 
 Special Meeting 
 Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
 March 16, 1990 
 
 
Present: John Clark (chair), John Clausen, Robert Jones, Karen Karni, J. Kim Munholland, Gary 

Nelsestuen, Julie Peterson, Aron Pilhofer, Jennifer Wesson 
 
Guest:  Ken Jansen (Regents' Office) 
 
 
 Professor Clark thanked everyone for showing up at this early hour and observed that the objective 
of the meeting was to determine what, if anything, SCEP would recommend on the proposal for a uniform 
undergraduate tuition. 
 
 Professor Clark began by relating that he had tried to put himself in the position of members of the 
study group and reflected on how they would have seen the issue; he speculated that they may have seen 
it as a technical/administrative/financial issue.  The justification, however, he guessed, grew into 
something which is explicitly based on educational policy--the character of the argument may have 
shifted. 
 
 Another Committee member repeated comments of the previous afternoon, that this proposal 
should have been--or should be--fully integrated into Commitment to Focus as a central part of 
educational policy. 
 
 The discussion turned to documents which had been distributed the previous afternoon. Some of 
the items, it was commented, are somewhat outdated after the acknowledgement the previous day that 
"this access issue is a lot of smoke and mirrors."  The first document laid out the provisions governing 
access to courses in different units for students who are not majoring in a field in the units.  Most colleges 
have no restrictions whatever and some have reasonable regulations which most students would not 
contest.  Dr. Foster's comments about the problems for students in agri-business, it was pointed out, run 
contrary to the information which had been received from the School of Management; they are enroll 
with Management students and not restricted in terms of the courses they may take.  It was clarified that 
the problem had more to do with admissions standards, but there seemed to be no implication in the study 
group proposal that standards would change.  There are, it was argued as a result, no current barriers to 
access which would be changed as a result of the tuition policy.  The largest barrier is fulfilling 
prerequisites, which will not be altered. 
 
 The ability of students to repay student loans, presuming they all paid the same tuition, was the 
subject of another document.  The average starting salary of graduates, and percentage of people placed in 
jobs, from five colleges were presented (CSOM, CBS, Agriculture, IT, and CLA); the large disparity 
between CLA students and the other four units was demonstrated.  [CLA was at $17,000; students from 
the other four units start at $22,000 or more.  75% of CLA students are placed in jobs after one year; for 
other units placement ranged from 80% after 3 months to 98% after 6 months.  National data for students 
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in IT fields were also included, which suggest that the data for Minnesota correspond with national 
patterns.]  These data, it was argued, illustrate the point that if CLA students are charged more for the 
"same product," they are not in fact getting the same product, by industry standards, because they do not 
make as much on the job.  The data, it was contended, clearly make the point that CLA graduates will be 
far less able to repay the increased debt burden than will graduates from the other four units for which 
data were presented. 
 
 The point is not, it was noted, that the University should orient itself to the market value of its 
graduates and setting tuition accordingly; the reason for considering these data is that they should, 
however, be taken into account in setting tuition--in part because students WILL consider salary levels.  
The data illustrate the problems which exist for CLA students.  These document what has, of course, long 
been lore among students.  It was argued that these data should rebut the notion that students will not be 
making decisions based on cost; it took only an hour to uncover these numbers, it was related, and staff in 
CLA reported that students seek these data regularly. 
 
 Would one speculate, then, one Committee member asked, that the numbers of students who will 
shift their college of enrollment will be greater than those presented the previous afternoon?  Probably, 
was the reply--and even if it was not possible to tell the issue should be considered.  This is part of the 
larger problem with the report, it was asserted; the rationale is not well-documented.  There was 
apparently little investigation of what the effect of the change would be.  The reason for providing these 
figures is that there is a potential that students coming to the University will look at them--if one can have 
the strawberry mousse for the same price as the applesauce, why wouldn't one take the mousse? 
 
 One Committee member observed that this phenomenon was understood when he went to college--
one made more going into engineering or medicine than into liberal arts--and so it was not clear what 
impact the data should have.  The response was that it should not be thought that students will not make 
educational choices based on cost because of a uniform tuition; it was maintained that students will do so. 
It was agreed that SCEP's comments on the proposal should include the point that students will continue 
to make educational choices based on cost. 
 
 One Committee member cautioned that there would not likely be a flood of students out of CLA 
into the sciences.  It is difficult to get people to major in the sciences, it was said; there is a great shortage 
of individuals in science fields.  The issue is a societal one:  The sciences are largely populated by 
immigrants and first-generation individuals; once people get into a middle-class society it seems to be 
difficult to get them into the sciences.  This is a situation that is getting worse, and getting worse fast.  
The problem is not with foreign TAs, it is with a lack of domestic students interested in science.  The idea 
that this tuition proposal will be a carrot used to draw students into the sciences is not likely to be valid.  
The proposal will, however, solve the problem of students delaying entrance into the right upper division 
college.  The hurdle will be eliminated, as it has been elsewhere, but whether or not this is a large enough 
problem to offset the others can be questioned. 
 
 There was discussion of the 250 students who might be interested in CBS; many probably would 
but there should not be too much weight placed on the fact that those students have not completed their 
CLA requirements just because they have reached the 135-credit mark.  There are a lot of CLA students 
who don't have their requirements completed by that point, either.  It was also noted that those 250 
students have been advised by CBS not to enroll in CBS; how then can the argument be made that they 



Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
March 16, 1990 
 

 3

should be in CBS for advising purposes when CBS advises them to the contrary because it's cheaper?  
Those students are riding on the backs of CBS by retaining the lower tuition of CLA but taking the more 
expensive CBS courses, and costing CBS a great deal of money over the long run.  The problem comes, it 
was responded, is not with those who have been identified and advised to stay in CLA--they are being 
advised by CBS; it is the ones who are not identified and who have not found their way to CBS advising 
and services. 
 
 One Committee member inquired about the "another mechanism" mentioned at the previous 
meeting to address the problem of students who stay in CLA to avoid higher tuition; what, it was asked, is 
that other mechanism?  It has not, as far as Committee members could tell, been identified.   
  
 The point was made in the discussion that students do make a game of declaring their major; they 
understand the University rules and delay until the last possible moment if the declaration will require 
higher tuition. 
 
 Another point made was that majors in the sciences or computer science can obtain their degree 
either through IT or CLA, depending on which college requirements they choose to meet and where their 
other interests lie.  IT also provides an opportunity for its students to minor in liberal arts.  This kind of 
flexibility should be retained, but the games students play should be stopped because their education is 
damaged. 
 
 While the higher cost for students who will make less money is cause for considerable concern, in 
the view of one Committee member, the proposal would lead students to finally pick majors for the right 
reasons.  Students--or parents--who pick a major because "there's a few more bucks" in it "is ridiculous."  
The message should be gotten out to students that they should pursue something that matches their 
aptitude and interests and "to hell with what happens after you graduate--if you do a good job there will 
be something out there."  This doesn't happen now, it was added; if a student wants to pick philosophy or 
music, and they're good at it, they'll find something in philosophy or music and have a happy life--"to 
heck with taking electrical engineering just because you'll make a few more bucks." 
 
 One Committee member inquired if there been any examination of the relationship between the 
current tuition structure and the length of time it takes for students to graduate.  It would seem that 
students who go through these gyrations to avoid paying higher costs will inevitably take longer to 
graduate.  It was noted that the study group report had mentioned the possibility that a uniform tuition 
would help reduce the time to graduation.  Committee members agreed this might be one factor, with the 
caveat that some students, faced with the higher tuition, might take even longer because they would have 
to work more.  One observed that students may take longer, and pay as they went, rather than go faster--
even though this choice would actually cost them more money.   
 
 One query posed was whether or not there would actually be more student financial aid funds; is 
the University not always looking for additional aid?  This report, it was suggested, would shift upward 
the priority for seeking that aid. 
 
 Allusion was made to the possibility of moving to the two-tiered system and the accompanying 
increase that would occur for students moving from lower to upper division; it was reported that this was 
the biggest reason that the students on the study group supported the uniform rate rather than uniform 
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upper and lower division rates.  The student members of SCEP concurred that if a change is to be made, 
the uniform undergraduate rate is preferable to a two-tiered rate. 
 
 Issue was taken with Dr. Foster's observation that the change will probably have the effect of 
permitting students who can afford it to attend the University and those who cannot not to; "that is a 
tragic attitude for the University to take."  The fact that students can into CBS at the last moment may not 
be all bad because perhaps they cannot afford it until then--they may not be the best students, and do not 
qualify for scholarship money, but perhaps they can put themselves through CBS by saving money until 
the "one big push" when they change colleges and then graduate with a CBS degree and make something 
of their lives.  That would not happen under the proposed policy; some good students will simply be 
unable to afford to attend the University and will also be unable to use the advantage of tuition banding. 
 
 On the other hand, this same Committee member observed, the problems of students being in the 
wrong colleges cannot be ignored, so this proposal cannot be turned down flat.  This problem, it was 
noted, was not limited to CBS students. 
 
 An inquiry was made about the votes cast by students on the study group.  The Committee was told 
that affirmative votes had been cast by a graduate student and one CLA undergraduate.  Both students, it 
was reported, are concerned at the speed with which the plan has gone forward and the lack of discussion 
at both student and faculty governance levels.  They are also concerned because their votes were 
explicitly contingent on a commitment to the other elements of the report--access to courses and financial 
aid--when it now appears that there are plans to begin moving tuition toward the uniform rate without the 
other elements being implemented.  Asked why they voted in favor of it, it was speculated that they were 
persuaded by the access argument--more than a couple of the Committee members and perhaps even more 
than Dr. Foster is.   
 
 One point agreed on by the Committee was that a question to be raised was the extent to which 
there would be enrollment shifts among colleges. 
 
 Another was the CLA upper division costs are currently too low to deliver optimum education; one 
piece of evidence is the contact hours.  If CLA goes to the one-to-one contact hour/credit hour ratio, that 
situation would be rectified but their costs would go up.  The CLA cost per credit should not be that much 
different from the other colleges.  One Committee member concurred but noted that there must be 
assurance that there will be resources available to rectify the situation; this was the reason for the 
exchange with Dr. Foster about "pie-in-the-sky" promises made before and the resulting skepticism in 
CLA.  It was also suggested that if CBS inherits another 250 majors then Dean Magee will be arguing 
vigorously and with justification for additional funding--and the central administration will have to 
respond.   
 
 The point, however, is that courses in CLA are too cheap.  It was suggested, again, that part of the 
responsibility rests with CLA; it has made moves over the past 20 years which has created a "culture of 
poverty" which is now working to its detriment.  CLA cost of instruction, it was argued, should be much 
higher; the idea of level tuition is not a bad one but the plan at hand makes no guarantees that CLA will 
be better off--it rearranges who is charged how much, not the funding.   
  
 This proposal, it was pointed out, is apparently a piece of a larger pie--but the Committee doesn't 
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know what the pie looks like so cannot make a good choice.  It may be that this is an accounting device to 
force CLA to say what its true costs would be if it were doing as it should.  In the meantime, however, it 
will be the students who will pay for it.  "It is a zero-sum game at the moment, although it shouldn't be a 
zero-sum game; that was the whole predicate of" Commitment to Focus: "there were going to be more 
resources coming in.  But if I'm reading Mr. Donhowe correctly, we don't have any more resources 
coming in; we're rearranging the furniture again."   
 
 On what statement the Committee should make, one Committee member argued forcefully that this 
is clearly an educational policy issue with broad ramifications.  It must be considered in the context of the 
University and where it should go.  There must be a hard look at what the University can do best and the 
number of students it can actually serve.   
 
 The University also always falls back on the financial aid question, it was continued.  The 
University is really very inexpensive.  The problem starts with K-12 and education needs to be reformed 
from the ground up.  Students who attend do not work full time at being students; the University should 
set the guidelines and provide the leadership clear down to K-12.  And this should not mean shutting out 
anybody.   
 
 It was agreed, however, that the Committee could not tackle all these issues with its response to the 
tuition policy--but in the view of one, if this change would help achieve the University's mission then it 
should be supported.  It may need to be adjusted if it is later discovered to have results which are 
undesirable. 
 
 Committee members agreed that the cost-per-credit should be higher in CLA; it would follow 
inevitably, it was said, that class sizes would be smaller and such things as labs would be part of the 
education.  The contact hours would also likely be increased.  This report, it was said, reveals once again 
the underlying problem in CLA. 
 
 It was recalled that there are large differences among programs in CLA and that the Committee is 
focussing on the collegiate level.  Presumably, it was argued, these differences would diminish if 
generally higher costs were characteristic of all programs.  And it was also pointed out that lower division 
education is lower in every discipline, so part of the program costs will depend on the percentage of 
courses taught at the lower division. 
 
 One of the Committee members commented that he had conducted much research on tuition policy, 
to the point that he knew as much as most of the student members of the study group, and "the more I 
know about it the less competent I feel to make a decision on what is best."  The point is that this report 
should not be rejected out of hand or that this or that should be done; part of the problem has been that 
there have been too many knee-jerk reactions without considering what might happen, what could 
happen, what Minnesota has done before, what other colleges are doing, and so on.  Is there a need to 
move to a unified tuition rate?  Is there a way to work with system in place and make it better?  How can 
this be integrated with a liberal education and what the Committee wants to see the University become?  
These are the questions, it was said, which should shape the Committee's response to the report--that it 
does not reject it out of hand but that it cannot accept the report as it stands.  There are a lot of problems 
at the University, and a lot of frustrated people; the report must be looked at at the macro level rather than 
making little adjustments without knowing why.  What is being fixed?  The CBS problem?  The access 
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problem "that doesn't exist"?  "Are we trying to make this cheaper for some students?  I'm not even 
certain what we're trying to do, anymore."  The point which must be made is that these discussions must 
continue in the future. 
 
 As for an inquiry why the move should not be made and then problems addressed, it was argued 
that this proposal is draconian.  The University needs better to know what the problems are before they 
are addressed, it was said, and there is no convincing evidence that the problems are so extreme or that 
this recommendation will remedy them. 
 
 On the 250 possible biology majors in CBS, it was suggested that the number may be too low--if 
one looks at what is occurring at other institutions around the country.  Another guess from a staff 
member in CBS was that the number could be as high as 350.  A comment was made that it was curious 
that no one had asked for data about the distribution of students by major at institutions which have and 
which do not have differentiated tuition structures--and is the distribution at least in part a reflection of 
that tuition structure?  The Committee agreed that such data should be obtained.   
 
 Another Committee member recalled reading a recent report on the top 20 schools, in different 
disciplines; of the four schools reported on, Wisconsin was between 15th and 20th in two of the four 
categories while Minnesota was completely absent--except as "up and coming" in Law.  Madison's 
tuition, it was pointed out, is 8th in the Big Ten while Minnesota is 4th--and that number is deceiving 
because it is based on the CLA upper division rate (the lowest of all the colleges).  How do other 
institutions do it?  Minnesota is more expensive than Berkeley, than a lot of very good schools.  Why 
cannot Minnesota do with its resources what others seem to be able to do with much less? 
 
 One Committee member inquired if the proposal was intended to force students to make good 
career decisions earlier and to force them to graduate earlier.  Those are the educational policy questions; 
is there anything in the report which substantiates that those objectives will be attained?  The report 
SAYS that retention would be higher and students would move through faster; several Committee 
member expressed considerable skepticism.  One student member of the Committee said that if these rates 
were in effect now she would have to work longer, take fewer credits, and thus take longer to graduate--at 
an increased cost. 
 
 Another Committee member asked if the unified tuition rate was the only choice, recalling that the 
earlier study group had come to a different conclusion.  Are there third options which could be 
considered?  Can one consider restructuring in a fundamental way the University is funded--because costs 
are going out of sight for some colleges but not for others--and those lines will continue to diverge. 
 
 One Committee member suggested that the Committee report should call for a formal link between 
the tuition change and an increase in student aid, perhaps specifying the dollar amount; while in favor of a 
unified tuition rate, this Committee member argued that the CLA costs are too low and the increases will 
cause problems which must be addressed.  Another concurred, noting that higher education prices have 
outstripped inflation for a long time; if the change could help pull units together, even though CLA 
absorb the increased costs, then perhaps it could be supported even though the Committee has 
reservations about the report. 
 
 The Committee decided not to address possible support from constituencies such as Agriculture 
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and the biological and technological industries, even though it might lead to additional resources for 
education at the University.  Agriculture, it was noted, has very low enrollment, which has generated 
concern; this recommendation could help to address that enrollment decline. 
 
 The Committee, it was concluded, comes out at a position on the recommendation that is not 
conclusive but it does wish to raise issues which it will advise the University should be considered 
seriously if or when it moves to adopt the policy. 
 
 Committee members agreed its report should be forwarded to the Senate Consultative Committee; 
there was also agreement that the Consultative Committee should be asked to bring the study group report 
to the University Senate for its review, although it was recognized this may require another postponement 
of its consideration by the Board of Regents. 
 
 Professor Clark thanked the members of the Committee for taking the time to attend several special 
meetings devoted to discussion of the proposal.  Professor Clark agreed that a draft statement would be 
circulated to members of the Committee for comment; he also agreed that an additional statement from 
some members of the Committee would be acceptable. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 9:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota  


