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University Committee on Academic 
Minutes of Meeting 

October 4, 1984 

Present: James Shaffer, Howard Anderson, Bruce Cheney, Arvind Atreya, 
Margaret Bubolz, Ann Olmsted, Ronald Dorr, Thomas McCoy, Geraldine 
Talarczyk, Jasper Lillie, Elaine Donelson, Richard Wa'lshaw, Mary Jim 
Josephs, Emily Rothman, Richard Bourgon, Christine Johnson, Lou Anna 
Kimsey Simon 

Absent: George Mead, William Donohue, Thomas Bryce 

Others: David Scott, Associate Provost; James Hamilton, Assistant Provost; 
Eunice Bell, Intern in Dr. Simon's office; Millicent Reynolds, 
Associate Editor, News Bulletin 

1. 

2. 

Chairperson Donelson convened the meeting at 10:15 a.m. and welcomed the 
group. 

Dr. Simon also welcomed the group and commented that discussions and 
recommendations in UCAP had been seriously considered by the Office of 
the Provost. She cited recommendations made in 1983 regarding 
international students as an example. She expressed the. hope that this 
kind of study of issues would continue. 

Copies of the Bylaws for Academic Governance have been mailed to UCAP 
members. 

Dr. Simon indicated that her office will be able to assist the Committee 
and subcommittees by providing information. as well as assist in other 
ways in the study of issues under consideration. 

3. Committee members introduced themselves. 

4. Minutes of the May 31, 1984, meeting were approved. 

5. Election of UCAP representatives 

6. 

a. Military Education Advisory Committee - Ron Dorr volunteered to 
serve. 

b. University Committee on General Education - Mary Jim 
Josephs will serve. 

Issues carried over from 1983-84 

Chairperson Donelson briefly reviewed issues.carried over from 1983-84 
and indicated that subcommittees would be appointed on some of the 
issues. She suggested that subcommittees consider using the alternate 
Thursdays when UCAP does not meet for their meetings. She asked each 
subcommittee to be prepared to report on plans, emerging issues. and 
timetables at the October 18 meeting. 
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a. International Studies in the Curriculum 

Materials from Dean Smuckler distributed in May, 1984. yere 
redistributed to UCAP members. These included a summary of a survey 
of MSU students regarding international experiences. attitudes. and 
knowledge. It was suggested that the committee should engage in a 
broader philosophical discussion of this matter rather than simply 
responding to specific recommendations. Dr. Donelson supported this 
suggestion and expressed the wish that a broader consideration of 
policy matters could take place in the cOmT.ittee in relation to 
other issues brought to or initiated by ueAP. 

It was agreed that Dean Smuckler be invited to a future meeting of 
UCAP. 

b. Recruitment. Admissions, and Retention 

c. 

The york of this subcommittee in 1982-83 was briefly reviewed by Dr. 
Bubolz. Chair of the subcommittee that year. She indicated that the 
subcommittee prioritized target student groups for study, and in 
that year studied issues and problems related to international 
students. 

Dr. Cheney was appointed 'to chair the subcommittee. Christine 
Johnson. Emily Rothman. Dr. Josephs. and Dr. Talarczyk volunteered 
to serve on the subcommittee. 

General Education Substitutions 

Dr. Hamilton reviewed the background of some of the major issues 
related to general education substitutions. Section 3 on 
substitutions in the "new" policy on general education has not been 
implemented. Current practice follows the "old" policy in which 
departments or colleges may allow students to substitute for the 
general education courses closest to the major preference or major. 
At issue here is the matter of breadth in the student's education. 

Dr. Hamilton ind'icated that study and discussion of this matter in 
the previous year had revealed a number of problems related to 
implementation of the new policy. Implementation would require 
considerable effort for colleges and departments; it could increase 
the credits required for graduation in some colleges. such as 
Engineering; in some units there may be accreditation issues. 

Possible alternatives at present include: 

1. implement the policy; 
2. modify the policy; 
3. eliminate substitutions. 

Dr. Hamilton indicated that. at a summer meeting of the 
subcommittee. it had been concluded that further consultation with 
various units affected should take place before any conclusions or 
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recommendations could be made. Deliberations of the subcommittee 
will continue this year. and current practice will remain in effect. 

It was pointed out that another issue involved was who has control 
over what courses can be substituted. In response to an inquiry 
regarding the number of students who would be affected, Dr. Hamilton 
stated that currently there are not many complaints, 'but if the new 
policy were implemented, it is anticipated that more students would 
raise questions and concerns. He also said that in a survey of last 
year's freshmen, students had raised concern over the complexity of 
general education at MSU. Substitution problems also arise when 
students change majors. 

Dr. Hamilton was asked if he saw any other policy issues to which 
UCAP should attend. He suggested the following as possible items: 
MAPS and academic actions, remedial-developmental instruction, ATL 
instruction in writing, preparation in mathematics. 

At this point, considerable discussion took place about the nature 
of matters UCAP should address and how they should be dealt with. 
It was suggested that items should not be discussed in isolation, 
but in relation to the bigger picture of overall quality of under
graduate education and the expected and desired competencies for a 
college graduate, such as the ability to do creative thinking. 

The officers of UCAP will form an Agenda Committee to plan and 
determine how issues will come to the committee. The suggestion was 
made that time might occasionally be set aside on the agenda for 
discussion of an article. such as on general education. which would 
help to give a broader base of understanding on issues related to 
undergraduate education. 

Dr. Simon reminded committee members to read and study the Academic 
Programs section of the catalog which contains University policy on 
undergraduate education and the Bylaws for Academic Governance which 
also states policy and the functions of UCAP. 

Dr. McCoy, Dr. Olmsted, and Richard Bourgon volunteered to serve on 
the General Education Substitutions subcommittee, with Dr. Josephs. 

d. Consultation Mode 

e. 

Dr. Donohue has agreed to continue tQ work on this. Dr. Olmsted 
will join the subcommittee. 

Faculty Awards 

A subcommittee of ueAP will continue to work on this. A variety of 
viewpoints regarding the number and significance of faculty awards 
was expressed. Ron Dorr and Jim Shaffer will constitute the 
subcommittee on this. They will invite a representative from the 
University Committee on Faculty Affairs to meet with them. 
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7. Information Items 

Committee members were reminded to review the materials on General 
Education Course Enrollments and the Academic Officers Paper on 
Preparation for College which were mailed with the agenda. Dr. Simon 
suggested that the Academic Officers Paper should be referred to the 
Recruitment, Admissions, and Retention Subcommittee for more thorough 
review of MSU implications. 

8 •. Graduation with Honor and.High Honor 

It was noted that colleges vary in the percentage of students graduating 
with honor and high honor. 

The Committee approved continuation of the present criteria for 
designation for graduation with honor and high honor. 

9. Proposed Major in Clinical Laboratory Sciences 

Materials on a "Proposed Major in Clinical Laboratory Sciences" .were 
distributed. Committee members were reminded to read these materials in 
preparation for future discussion in UCAP. 

Meeting adjourned at 12: 00 p .m". 

e Prepared by: 

Margaret Bubolz 
Secretary 

prollucap 
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Approved 11-1-84 

MICHIGAN STAT:: U~!\jER'::!TY 

RECEI'iED 
University Committee on Academic Policy .'lnV 1 .) 'Q_' 

Minutes of Meeting I~ J .... ,~ I~' J'; 

October 18. 1984 
, I Secretary fer Academic Gc'!emance I 

Present: James Shaffer, Howard Anderson. Bruce Cheney. Arvind Atreya, 
Margaret Bubolz. Ann Olmsted. Ronald Dorr, Thomas McC~y, Geraldine 
'Talarczyk. Jasper Lillie. Elaine Donelson. Richard Walshaw. Mary Jim 
Josephs. Emily Rothman, Richard Bourgon. Christine Johnson, William 
Donohue 

Absent: ' George Mead (Not on campus Fall term) 

Others: Lou Anna Kimsey Simon; Fred Carlisle. Assistant to the President; 
Millicent Reynolds. Associate Editor. News Bulletin 

1. The meeting convened at 10:15 a.m. by Chairperson Donelson. The agenda 
was approved. 

2. In the minutes of the October 4 meeting, item 2, paragraph 2, the 
statement " •.• packets of academic governance committees have been 
maiied •••• " should read " ••• the Bylaws for Academic Governance have been 
mailed •••• " Minutes were approved as corrected. 

3. Professor Anderson reported on the discussion at the meeting of Academic 
Council regarding the proposed sports complex. The proposal was not 
received with much enthusiasm at Academic Council. Both COGS and the 
Student Council read statements at Council which opposed investing money 
in a sports facility. The matter will be discussed again in Council. 

Considerable discussion followed in UCAP on the proposed complex. Dr. 
Simon outlined the general process of determining building needs and 
priorities. She suggested the following questions as a framework for 
discussion: 

Do we believe an all-events building is needed? 

If so. what are appropriate sources of revenue? Student fees? 
Gifts? General fund appropriations? 

If a facility is needed, when should the decision be made? What is 
the process by which the decision should be made? 

In the discussion. the following points. questions. and issues were 
raised: 

Student concerns: ,Students may not get to use the facility as much 
a~ stated. Students question raising of student 
fees for the proposed building. Funds might be 
better used for academic programs and 
scholarships. If the facility generates funds. 
will these be used to benefit future. students, 
such as in financial aids? 
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Concerns were raised about costs of maintaining the building in 
addition to constructing it. 

The timing of the decision and.its announcement in relation to 
Proposal C and budgetary concerns of the University indicate lack of 
political sensitivity. -

·Concern was expressed over the timing of the presentation of the 
proposal to faculty and. deans. and the hastiness with which a 
response from faculty yas desired. 

Questions were raised about the priority of the propo.sed complex in 
relation to the deliberations of the Robinson Commissio.n which is 
looking at building needs and capital outlay funds at the Big Three 
universities in the State. 

A question was raised as to how the proposed facility relates to 
University goals and to such matters as recruitment. 

In response to a question regarding the respensibilities of DCA? in 
regard to. the preposed complex, it was suggested that we could make 
a statement about the manner in which the preposal was breught to 
academic governance and the hastiness in which faculty input was 
solicited, and we co~ld say something about the priority of this 
facility in relation to other needs. 

Discussion shifted to Agenda Item 6: Reports of UCAP Subcommittees. 

a. Recruitment, Admissions, and Retention 

Professor Cheney reported that the subcommittee has selected the 
"non-traditional" student as the first priority for consideration. 
He recommended that Dr. Turner, Director of Admissions and 
Scholarships, be invited to a meeting of UCAP in the near future. 
It was suggested that the subcommittee look into. the cost of 
recruitment. The committee will review the "Preparation for 
College" paper distributed earlier. 

b. Awards 

Professor Dorr reported for this subcommittee and distributed a 
paper on "Recommendations on University Awards." It was pointed out 
that the recommendation should address the issue of the selection of 
Distinguished Faculty on an all-University basis vs. selectien on a 
college or unit basis on a rotation plan as is the case at present. 
Selection on the basis of excellence in teaching as well as in· 
research also needs to be addressed. The probability of a faculty 
member being in the group for consideratien needs to be taken into 
account. There seemed to. be no opposition to Recommendation Nc. 3. 
The subcommittee. will do further work and come back to UCAP. 
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Consultation Mode 

Professor Donohue stated that the subcommittee would like to report 
at the next meeting. UCAP members were reminded to read the 
previous documents on this matter and be prepared to discuss them. 

d. ~eneral Education Substitutions 

Dr. Josephs reported that the joint subcommittee will begin work 
next week. 

5. Clinical Laboratory Sciences Major 

6. 

Questions were raised on the appropriateness of including the internship 
component as a part of a degree program. It was pointed out that it is 
becoming less possible for students to have an internship because 
hospitals were reducing or eliminating educational programs based on 
costs. The additional funding required for this major is the equivalent 
of the cost of a clinical coordinator and some faculty time. 

The number of credits required for graduation is more than 180. This is 
a policy issue and is appropriate for·· discussion by UCAP. UCAP did not 
object to this proposed new program being implemented if UCC and Academic 
Council approve. 

Long Range Planning 

Professor Carlisle reviewed the Long Range Planning process which has 
been underway for the past two years. The University Goals document 
needs to be considered in relation to the other documents, such as the 
Academic Programs and Support Services documents. The Long Range 
Planning process grew out of the need for having a process for reaching 
major decisions on expansion and contraction. and for review of missions, 
goals. programs. and plans by colleges and departments in relation to the 
overall mission of the University. 

The Environmental Assumption document is an outline of conditions outside 
of the University which influence planning. 

Several groups. such as Academic Council, Board of Trustees, Council of 
Beans. and academic governance committees. have been involved in review 
and discussion of drafts of the various documents over the two-year 
period. 

The difficulty of ranking the goals in terms of priority was discussed. 
It was suggested that they not be ranked since all have to be dealt-with; 
other viewpoints supported prioritizing of the goals. 

A question was raised as to how the goals might impose upon the faculty a 
sense of what they ought to be doing. Process does not impose any more 
than departmental and college missions, plans. budgetary. and other 
constraints do at present. 
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Dr. Carlisle and Dr. Simon pointed out that a version of the goals 
document would be sent to departments, schools, and colleges with the 
Academic Program Planning and Review document. However, consultation 
will continue during this year~ UCAP will discuss the substance of the 
goals at a future meeting. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:05 p.m. 

Prepared by: 

Margaret Bubolz 
Secretary 

PR011UCAP 

NSU IS AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION/EQUAL OPPORTUNITY INSTITUTIOtJ' 
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University Committee on Academic 

Minutes of Meeting 
November 1, 1984 

i ' I r""': \/ n.- .... - .. I 
Polic;.1 )',,,; ':J: :'. I 

I SeCi:tarj fOi A::=':~;:1i:: G.~ :;~::~~~ I 
Present: James Shaffer, Howard Anderson, Bruce Cheney, Margaret Bubolz, 'Ann 

Olmsted, Ronald Dorr, Thomas McCoy, Jasper Lillie, Elaine Donelson, 
Richard Walshaw, Mary Jim Josephs, Emily Rothman, Richard Bourgon, 
Christine Johnson, William Donohue, Brigid Warren, Substitute for 
Geraldine Talarczyk 

Absent: Arvind Atreya, Gardner Jones 

Others :' James Hamilton, Assistant Provost; Dr. William Turner, Director, 
Admissions and Scholarships; Millicent Reynolds. Associate Editor, 
News Bulletin 

1. The meeting was convened at 10:20 a.m. by Chairperson Donelson. The 
agenda was approved. 

2. The minutes of the October 18 meeting were approved. The minutes of the 
~~y 31, 1984, meeting were corrected as follows: In item 5. page 3, 
Report of the Joint UCAP/UCGE Subcommittee on Substitutions, the first 
sentence should read: "Dr. Hamilton reported that the subcommittee was 
considering as an alternative that the colleges control substitutions for 
general education courses, although UCGE has also asked that it be given 
a stronger role in the process." Minutes were approved as corrected. 

3. Chairperson Donelson reported that the UCAP statement on the sports 
complex proposal was unanimously approved by UCAP members and that she 
had read it at the Academic Council meeting on October 30, 1984. 

4. Dr. William Turner, Director of Admissions and Scholarships, presented an 
informative report on recruitment, admissions, and enrollment. He 
distributed copies of the Freshman Recruitment Plan for MSU and the 
publication, "Information for New Students and Application." Points ttade 
by Dr. Turner or UCAP members in the ensuing discussion include the 
following: 

(a) 1984 Fall enrollment is 40,272. This is the second year in a row 
that it had been anticipated that enrollments might drop below 
40,000, but this did not occur. 

(b) The enrollment increase is attributed to new freshmen and under-
graduate transfers. . 

(c) Both size and quality of the freshman class have increased. 
(d) Minority enrollment is up. 
(e) The percentage of freshmen receiving financial aid has declined. 
(f) The Admissions office has acted in a coordinating role with regard 

to meeting students, responding to requests, University Open House, 
and other recruitment efforts. The Student Admissions Committee has 
been effective. 

(g) The cost of recruiting each new freshman student is around $150, a 
low cost compared to other colleges. 

(h) Non-traditional students are a potentially large group for 
recruitment efforts, but it is difficult to focus on this group for 

." 
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recruitment. (Figures on freshmen and transfer students by ag~ will 
be made available to the Subcommittee on Recruitment, Admissions, 
and Retention.) 

(i) There was not a large increase in numbers of transfer students. The 
percentage of transfers from community colleges is declining while 
the percentage from four-year colleges is increasing. 

(j) In-state applications increased around 5% while out-of-state 
applications increased around 30%. 

(k) Of the 15,410 freshman applications, 12,357 were admitted. Of 
these, 6,531 enrolled. Size of the University, distance from home, 
and cost are among the factors why some admitted students do not 
enroll. 

(1) Factors considered in reviewing applications include school records: 
nature of school, courses taken, CPA, trend of gradas, test scores 
in relation to grades. The average CPA of this year's freshman 
class is 3.2-3.3. 

(m)· Michigan State enrolled about 20% of the college-going students in 
the State, an increase of 1.5% in the market share. 

(n) The attrition rate from freshman to sophomore level is between 
8-15%. The graduation rate for freshmen at MSU is more than 65%, 
compared to a national average of 50%. 

(Emily Rothman pointed out two things that she perceives make MSU 
different from other schools: (1) The people at·MSU sound as 
sincere as the literature, and (2) MSU does a very good job of 
recruiting and convincing parents about the merits of MSU. Parents 
do influence their children.) 

(0) With regard to negative media coverage of such matters as suicides 
at MSU, it was stated that we need to be sensitive to what is going 
on and being reported; and we need to keep such matters in 
perspective. We also need to be honest about the reality of the 
stress and problems that exist in a community the size of MSU, and 
in a population of young adults. 

(p) Having orientation-type courses which could include study skills, 
using the Library, and other resources, including career planning, 
is under discussion. 

Dr. Turner indicated·that he could bring examples of student applications 
to UCAP and that the Committee could review them in the same manner as 
they are reviewed by the Admissions Office. During his presentation, Dr. 
Turner commented that the University is regenerating itself. He 
concluded by stating that we will have to continue our recruitment 
efforts. There will be fewer high school graduates in 1985 than in 1984. 
In essence, we will have to become better at everything we're doing. 

5. Sub-committee Reports 

a. Recruitment, Admissions, and Retention. The subcommittee will be 
looking at various State and national reports on education, such as 
A NATION AT RISK, the Report of the National Commission on 
Education. The subcommittee has formulated twelve questions in 
relation to non-traditional students. The subcommittee will review 
the Recruitment Plan and will consider Dr. Turner's offer to furnish 
sample admission applications for review. 
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(b) Faculty Awards. The subcommittee would like time at the November 29 
meeting to make their report. 

(c) General Education Substitutions. The subcommittee is working. 

(d) University Committee on General Education. Groupings of the general 
education courses are under discussion. 

7. Subcommittee Report on the Consultative Mode 

Professor Donohue reviewed the May 22, 1984, draft statement on the 
consultative node and the issues related to consideration of 
reorganization proposals by academic governance groups. 

The two major recommendations with regard to the consultative mode are to 
change the name of this mode to interactive to connote the two-way 
process of information sharing desired between faculty and administra
tive, and to provide mere flexibility in modes of participation by making 
it possible for college- or University-level committees to move from a 
consultative to an advisory mode. 

It appears that a separate document on reorganization may be needed. 

UCAP was asked by the Steering Committee to consider the issues related 
to the consultative mode and modes of faculty participation in 
discussions of reorganization proposals. UCAP's report will go to the 
Steering Committee and, eventually, to the Academic Council. 

In the discussion, it was pointed out that "interaction" doesn't seem to 
be a strong enough word. and that "consult" says more than "interact. 1t 

There was support for the desire to have the consultative mode include 
two-way interaction and a more collegial, collaborative relationship than 
is sometimes implied by a consultative relationship. It was suggested 
that consultation can,' and frequently does, involve two-way communication 
and interaction. 

The problem seems not to be so much with the name, but with the way in 
which the process is'carried out. 

Members were asked to review the May 22 draft statement and be prepared 
to discuss this matter more fully at the next meeting of UCAP. 

(Items 7 and 8 on the Agenda for the meeting, Long Range Strategic Planning 
and Educational Issues, were not discussed at this meeting.) 

Meeting adjourned at 12:00 p.m. 

Prepared by: 

Margaret Bubolz 

( prollucap 

~fSU IS AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION/EQUAL OPPORTUNITY INSTITUTION 
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University Committee on Academic 
Minutes of Meeting 

November 15, 1984 

Approved 11-29-84 r It!fCHrG";:~ STP": [J'~!'1E~:'TY 
R::!,;~iV·ED 

Present: James Shaffer, Howard Anderson, Bruce Cheney, Margaret Bubolz, Ann 
Olmsted. Ronald Dorr, Thomas McCoy, Elaine Donelson, Arvind Atreya, 
Mary Jim Josephs, Richard Bourgon, Gardner Jones, Christine Johnson, 
William Donohue 

Absent: Geraldine Talarczyk, Jasper Lillie, Richard Walshaw, Emily Rothman 

Others: Lou Anna Kimsey Simon; David Scott, Associate Provost; Dr. Ralph 
Smuckler, Dean of International Studies & Programs 

1. The meeting was convened by Chairperson Donelson at 10:20 a.m. 

2. The minutes of the November 1, 1984, meeting were approved. 

3. Chairperson Donelson commented on the Long Range Planning Process and 
suggested that a possible procedure for ueAP to use in reacting to the 
Goals and Environmental Assumptions documents would be for UCAP members 
to submit written comments and suggestions which would then be summarized 
and discussed at a UCAP meetirig. 

4. International Programs 

Dean Smuckler briefly summarized the report of the 1980 report of the 
International Studies and Programs Review Planning Committee. This 
report had indicated that Michigan State University's undergraduate 
program was deficient in international studies. The 1984 Reassessment 
Report of the International Studies and Program Review and Planning 
Committee, chaired by Professor Larry Sommers, reached the same 
conclusion. The 1983 Survey of MSU Students' International Knowledge, 
Experience, and Attitudes indicated that MSU students were only average 
in their knowledge of international matters. (Note: This report wa"s 
distributed to UCAP members. as was the 1984 report referred to above.) 

Dean Smuckler commented that our students will need to be leaders in a 
complex world and must be able to compete academically and 
professionally. and that a high quality education requires an 
international dimension. 

The Sommers' Committee recommended three major strategies: 

(1) Ensuring international knowledge and foreign language proficiency. 

(2) Strengthening international education. 

(3) Replenishing and enlarging the pool of faculty with international 
expertise. 

Dean Smuckler has structured a small task force to work on implementation 
of the recommendations. Members are Tom Carroll, Ann Harrison, Harold 
Riley, Michael Schechter, and David Wiley. 
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Since there are policy implications involved, UCAP must consider the 
recommendations. 

In the discussion following Dean Smuckler's presentation, major conce~.s 
were raised with regard to the recommendations regarding foreign language 
entry and graduation requirements. It was pointed out that MSU and 
Oakland are the only State universities in Michigan which do not- require 
a foreign language for a B.A. degree. Other Big Ten universities are 
moving toward a foreign language requirement for a B.A. degree. It was 
pointed out that a person could gain int.::rnational understanding and 
knowledge and engage in international work without being proficient in a 
foreign language. It was further pointed out that learning a foreign 
language is a wenta1 discipline, can be a liberating experience, can help 
one to know how someone who speaks another language reasons, thinks, and 
can help one become sensitive to communication in another culture. The 
proficiency mode recommended in the report is one alternative. 

Professor Dorr raised a question about the philosophy of international 
studies. He suggested two possibilities: (a) A geographical area 
approach, and (b) an integrative approach. Dean Smuckler stated that the 
move was away from an area studies approach to a global. integrative 

- approach. 

The- listing of International Courses at MSU (previously distributed) was 
discussed. The type and depth of international content in the courses 
varies. 

There was general concurrence that a UCAP subcommittee should be formed 
on "Graduation Requirements in Light of International Studies." Howard 
Anderson and Ron Dorr were named to the subcommittee. Professor Howard 
Anderson will chair the subcommittee. Professor Jones volunteered 
Professor Meade from the College of Business. Additional members not 
members on UCAP may also be named to the subcommittee. UCAP can take a 
leadership role in the discussion of important educational policy issues, 
and the matter of graduation requirements is one such example. 

5. Reports of Subcommittees 

(a) Recruitment, Admissions, and Retention 

Professor Cheney distributed a paper which summarized 
recommendations made by various groups regarding requirements and 
preparation for college. One of the reports included in the summary 
was that of the Academic Officers of the Michigan Council of State 
College Presidents. Associate Provost David Scott asked UCAP 
members to get comments to him as soon as possible on the 
recommendations of the Academic Officers report. The long term goal 
is that all state colleges in Michigan would reach collective 
agreement on the college admission requirements, but the group is 
not there yet. 

Discussion of this report will be on the agenda for a future UCAP 
meeting. 
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Professor Cheney is yorking yith Dr. Turner. Director of Admissions 
and Scholarships, to arrange a time when UCAP members can review 
sample admission applications. 

Faculty Awards - Will report next time. 

Consultative Mode - Will report next time. 

General Education Substitutions 

The problem is under study. It 'appears to be a more pervasive 
-problem than originally supposed. 

6. Proposed Guidelines for Fiscal Reviey of Courses Proposed for General 
Education Designation 

The guidelines yere approved by UCAP. 

7. University Committee on General Education 

Grouping of general education courses continues to be under discussion. 

The meeting adjourned at 12:00 p.m. 

Prepared by: 

Margaret Bubolz 
Secretary 

prollucap 
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University Committee on Academic 

Minutes of Meeting 
November 29, 1984 

Policy 

Approved 
1-10-85 

Present: Howard Anderson. Bruce Cheney, Margaret Bubolz, Ann Olmsted, Thomas 
McCoy, Elaine Donelson, Gardner Jones, Christine Johnson. William 
Donohue, Jasper Lillie. Richard Walshaw, Emily Rothman 

Absent: Geraldine Talarczyk, James Shaffer. Arvind Artreya, Ronald'Dorr, 
Mary Jim Josephs, Richard Bourgon 

Others: Lou Anna Kimsey Simon; Millicent Reynolds, Associate Editor, 
MSU News Bulletin 

1. The meeting was convened by Chairperson Donelson at 10:23 a.m. 

2. The minutes of the November 15. 1984, meeting were corrected as follows: 

3. 

Page 2, third paragraph: The 'last sentence was changed to read: "The 
proficiency mode recommended in the report is one alternative." 

Page 2, sixth paragraph: Insert following second sentence: 
Anderson will chair the subcommittee." Change the sentence 
with "Additional faculty members ••• " to "Additional members 
members of UCAP may also be named to the committee." 

Minutes were approved as corrected. 

"Howard 
which begins 
who are not 

Chairperson Donelson reported that the Executive Committee of Academic 
Council will meet next Tuesday, and she hopes to be able to report on the 
UCAP discussion on Faculty Awards and the Consultation Mode at the 
meeting. 

4. Academic Officers Statement on Preparation for College 

5. 

Professor Cheney reported that Dr. Turner's office can tell us what high 
school courses incoming students have taken, but this information is not 
available at the present moment. 

In the discussion, it was pointed out that the recommendations of the 
Academic Officers parallel quite closely those made on a national level 
by the National Commission on Excellence in Education. The 
recommendations seem reasonable, but some high schools, particularly 
smaller schools, may have difficulty in offering sufficient courses in 
such fields as foreign languages, computer literacy, fine arts, and 
advanced mathematics. 

If all 14 state colleges agree on the admission requirements, they will 
eventually have an impact on MSU_admissions. 

UCAP did not take a position on the recommendations. Individual 
committee members were encouraged to send their suggestions and comments 
to Associate Provost Scott. 

Subcommittee Reports 

a.Recruitment, Admissions. and Retention - Professor Cheney 
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b. 

January 17, 1984, vas set as the date for UCAP members to 
participate in a simulation exercise to reviev applications for 
admission. Time: 10:15 - 12:00 p.m • 

Faculty Awards 
. .. .. - -
--------~ 

Professors Dorr and Shaffer were not present, but discussion on the 
~ecommEmdations and issues raised previously was held. Approval vas 

. expressed by Professors Lillie and Olmsted for the recommendation 
~;"'~:~-:-:":: that instructors and assistant 'orofessors vho teach only graduate 

ana graduate-professional stude~ts also be eligible for Teacher
Scholar Avards • 

4. 

..t:ons·iderah.le d..iscussion tock place on the issue of whether tbe 
Distinguished Faculty Award should be awarded cn University-wide 
competition (as it originally was) rather than on a unit-level 

-=rotat'ion' system based on size of unit, as is currently the case. 

'l "~One argument in 'favor of University-yide competition is that under 
-: :'~;;, the present system there are faculty members who are distinguished 
;-- ::by virtue of election to national academies or who have received 

other national recognition who have never received the award, while 
-, others less distinguished, by these criteria, have received the 
~~~~, ayard. Since the rotation system limits the number of faculty in a 
vit:: uhit:who can receive the award in a given year, .persons worthy of 
1!.2:::b", the: award may not come to the top. - A University-wide process could 

tend to allow such persons to rise to the top. 
}ii7iUt.eS -... -::.;.:-i--- ;,,,:-":_" .. : :.. 

It vas pointed out that University-wide peer,review is used for the 
Cr:",-irother' two- awards - Teacher-Scholar Awards and Excellence-in
C:.;u"'-:teachlng Citations and seems to be working' equitably. 
1'",:!"-. t-;; ,,' .. _ 
L'_.::"_ 

rrc':;2t.i'Another point made was that if the Distinguished Faculty Award is 
not made on a University-wide basis, perhaps the name of the award 

icc ?,:; "2 should be changed. ..... _____ :, __ :..:_~._ 

h-;:- ;-':-Concern was expre'ssed that if the award' is~' given on a Universitjvide 
sct~~basis, perhaps colleges will be pitted against each other. The 
.2~~~lrotation system may give broader representation to all disciplines. 

~. ~Consultation Mo~e Professor Donohue 

Professor Donohue distributed a written report and commented' that 
- ~ '.' his subcommittee recommended retention of the name of this mode, and 

that the description be changed to 'What was stated in Hay 22, 1984, 
::-,-..,...:. .. report of the subcommittee, viz., lIa body of faculty and/or studfmts 
a.::v~:c,who discuss and share views about issues of mutual concern with the 

administrator responsible for making the decision." (This would 
= ~ .:.:.: require a change in item 1. 3.1 of the Bylaws for Academic 

.-r --.~~.-.~-- -Governance.) 

Extensive discussion followed on the background and issues related 
to this matter. Dr. Simon stated that consideration of the 
consultation mode was precipitated by concerns that arose during 
deliberations about the proposals for University reorganization made 
in 1983~ especially by the proposal for merger of the three core 
colleges. The Bylaws for Academic Governance are silent about 
,procedures for faculty p.articipation in University-wide 
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reorganization. N~ither do the Bylaws provide a mechanism for 
flexibility in altering modes of participation. 

Dr. Simon also commented on the history of the deliberations on a 
bylaw amendment on reorganization and on the history of the 
agreement between the Office of the Provost and academic governance. 

In the discussion held last year regarding University reorganiza
tion, the Executive Committee and the Office of the Provost had 

. reached agreement on which academic governance committees should 
consult on reorganization. This action was in accordance with the 
previous agreement endorsed by the University Committee on Academic 
Governance. 

Another issue that arose was the appropriateness of the consultation 
mode in dealing with reorganization. Also, there seemed to be 
concern that the current definition of the consultation mode is too 
ambiguous and even contradictory. The extent to which faculty are a 
"deliberative body" and are able to express their views is called 
into question. 

In light of the events last year, the Steering Committee asked DCAF 
and UCAG to look at the matter of the consultation mode. The July 
12, 1984, report of UCAG (previously distributed to UCAP) 
essentially recommended retenti~n of this mode of participation and 
made no recommendation regarding change of definition. 

Based on UCAP's review, the following appear to be' the major issues 
at the present time: 

a. Do we need a Bylaws amendment that deals with University 
reorganization? 

b. Do we need to retain the consultation mode and, if so, should 
the definition of the consultation mode be changed? 

c. Do we need a procedure for resolving conflict over which mode 
is appropriate for given matters and for allowing more 
flexibility in mode of participation? 

Professor Donohue moved that UCAP accept the following recommenda
tion made in the report of the subcommittee on page 4. third para
graph under ~P~r~0~b~l~e~m~3~: __ ~C~on~s~u~l~t~a~t~iv~e~M~o~d~e~Am~b~i~g~u~i~t~y: 

" ••• a body of faculty and/or students who discuss and share 
views about issues of mutual concern ~ith the administrator 
responsible for making the decision. If either the adminis
trator or the body of faculty and/or students wishes to 
continue the interaction in the advisory mode, they may do so 
when desired." 

This would replace provision 1.3.1 of the Bylaws for Academic 
Governance. Motion was seconded. 

The question was raised as to whether there should be a separate 
procedure for changing the mode rather than embedding this provision 
within the definition of the consultation mode. Changing the mode 
'could apply to other modes as well as to the consultation mode. 
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A question was raised as to whether UCAP should consider a change in 
provision 4.5.5 of the Bylaws which states: "The Cottmittee on 
Academic Policy shall consult with the Provost on the establishment, 
disbandment, or merger of undergraduate and professional academic 
programs •••• " Professor Donohue withdrew his motion and suggested 
that the subcommittee come back with revised recommendations for 
consideration at the next meeting. 

In regard to the matter of reorganization, Professor Donohue stated 
. that mechanisms for faculty input are needed at the University, 
college, and department level. The following questions were raised 
and discussed in,this regard: 

Do we want to make a statement of principle on this? 
Do we want to make specific recommendations for the Bylaws? 
Do we want to ignore the matter? 
Are there procedures for dealing with discrepant views or 

minority opinions on reorganization? 
To what extent does a University-level committee deal with 

college or department reorganization? 
Would a set of guidelines, less formal than Bylaws provisions, 

such as is proposed in the subcommittee's report, be more 
useful for dealing with reorganization matters? 

The procedure followed at present regarding reorganization proposals 
is that the Provost goes to the Executive Committee with 
reorganization plans. The Executive Committee advises him about 
which academic governance committees ought to be consulced about a 
specific reorganization proposal. This procedure has worked 
historically and did appear to work for two out of three of the 
Provost's recent proposals on reorganization. 

Professor Olmsted pointed out that it was important to know what was 
said in discussions of the proposals as well as to know what the 
procedures for review were. 

UCAP will continue discussion of these issues at their next meeting. 
UCAP will meet on Thursday, December 6, 1984, to continue 
discussion. Chairperson Donelson will contact members who were 
absent to ascertain whether or not a quorum will be present. 

Meeting adjourned at 12:05 p.m. 

Prepared by: 

Margaret Bubolz 

prollucap 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of Meeting 

December 6, 1984 

Present: Howard Anderson, Ri~hard Walshaw, Ronald Dorr, Bruce Cheney, Richard 
Bourgon, Gardner Jones, James Shaffer, Thomas McCoy, Ann Olmsted, 

'Emily Rothman. William Donohue, Mary Jim Josephs, Elaine Donelson, 
Geraldine Talarczyk, Jasper Lillie 

Others: Lou Anna Kimsey Simon, Assista~t Provost 

Absent: Arvind Atreya, Margaret Bubolz, Christine Johnson 

1. The meeting was convened by Chairperson Donelson at 10:20 a.m. 

2. The agenda for the meeting was approved. 

3. Report on the Consultation Mode 

Professor Donohue distributed a single-page docuzent containing changes 
in the bylaws recommended by the Subcommittee on Consultation Hade. UeAP 
members discussed these recommendations in the order of their appearance 
on-the Subcommittee report. The following actions were taken. 

a. Motion by Professor Wa1shaw, duly seconded. Passed. 

The UCAP recommends that the consultation mode be retained ar.d that 
the UCAG consider a change in the definition of the consultation 
mode to the following: 

A body of faculty, students, or both, who discuss and share 
views about issues of mutual concern with the administrator 
responsible for making the decision. 

b. Motion by Professor Anderson, seconded by Professor Donohue. Not 
approved. 

The UCAF recommends that the UCAG consider the addition of section 
1.3.1, as follows: 

If either the administrator, on the one hand, or the body of 
faculty, students, or both, on the other hand, wishes to 
transfer discussion begun in the consultative mode to the 
advisory mode, either may do so when desired. 

c. Motion by Professor Dorr, seconded by Professor Donohue. Passed. 

The UCAF recommends that the UCAG consider a change in 4.5.4 to the 
following: * 

The University Committee on Academic Policy shall [advise] the 
Provost on the establishment, disbandment. or [recrganization, 
including mergers or transfers,] of undergraduate and 
professional academic programs and shall advise the Provost on 
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4. 

policy pertaining to curriculum-revision. methods of 
instruction. evaluation of instruction, and advising and 
counseling for undergraduate and graduate-professional students 
and programs. 

d. Motion by Professor Donohue, seconded by Professor Josephs. Passed. 

The UCAP recommends that UCAG consult with UGC and consider a change 
in 4.10.4 to the following:* 

The Graduate Council shall have shared responsibility with the 
Dean of the Graduate School to [advise] the Prevost on 1:he 
establishment. disband~znt, or [reorganization, includicg 
mergers and transfers.] on policy pertaining to methods of 
instruction, advising, counseling, admissions, and retention of 
graduate students and on other policy pertaining to 
administration of graduate programs. 

e. Recommendations 5, 6, and 7 of the Subcommittee report were deferred 
for later consideration. (See report attached.) 

f. Motion by Professor Dorr, seconded by Professor Donohue. Passed, 
but UCAP will reconsider at the next meeting. 

The UCAP recommends that UCAG consider a change in 4.5.5 to the 
following:* 

The Committee on Academic shall [advise] the Provost on policy 
pertaining to admissions and retention, financial aid, and the 
use and distribution of educational and research resources for 
undergraduate and graduate-professional students. 

Report on Faculty Awards 

Professor Dorr of the Subcommittee on Faculty Awards distributed the 
recommendations of the Subcommittee. Discussion of the recommendations 
was deferred until later because meeting time had elapsed. The 
Subcommitt~e report, in its unapproved form, was sent on to UCFA, 
however, to enable that committee to begin its discussion of the issue. 

5. The meeting adjourned at 12:00 p.m. 

Prepared by: 

BruceD. Cheney 
Acting Secretary 

*Recommended changes in brackets 

pro11ucap 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

January 10, 1985 

Approved 
1-24-85 

Present: Howard Anderson, George Mead, William Donohue, Bruce Cheney, Arvind 
Atreya, Margaret Bubolz, Ann Olmstead, Ronald Dorr, Thomas McCoy, 
Geraldine Talarczyck, Elaine Donelson, Richard Walshaw, Mary Jim 
Josephs, Emily Rothman, Richard Bourgon, Christine Johnson, Lester 
Manderscheid (for Jim Shaffer) 

Others :- Lou Anna Kimsey Simon, Assistant Provost -for General Academ':c 
Administration; Millicent Reynolds, Associate Editor, MSU ~e~s 
Bulletin; Robert Banks, Assistant Provost for Academic Personnel 
Administration 

Absent: Jasper Lillie 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The meeting was convened at 10:20 a.m. by Chairperson Donelson. 

The agenda was changed to have the discussion on Faculty Awards first. 

Discussion on Faculty Awards 

Ron Dorr reviewed the history of the subcommittee and commented on the 
rationale for the recommendations in the most recent report of the 
subcommittee. 

Assistant Provost Banks suggested that the Committee give serious 
attention to the pros and cons of a University-level selection process 
for the Distinguished Faculty Awards. He suggested that a sn:aller number 
of Distinguished Faculty Awards and a larger number of Teacher-Scholar 
Awards might also be considered. A relatively large number of awards ar.e 
given in relation to number of faculty--around seven to nine percent. 
The current rotation system seems to produce a requirement that colleges 
must nominate someone at their stipulated time. 

Extensive discussion took place on a variety of issues involved in 
consideration of a selection process at the University level versus the 
college level. 

Assistant Provost Banks concurred with th~ suggestion that the selection 
process need not be an "all or nothing" process and that units might be 
grouped in some way, with colleges making nominations each year for 
candidates to be considered in the appropriate grouping. Colleges or 
departments could be grouped in a manner similar to the groupi~g of areas 
for the All-University Research Initiation Grants, e.g. social sciences. 
natural sciences, and humanities. Assistant Provost Simon suggested that 
there might be a grouping such as "Health, Medicine, and Human Services" 
which would include units that do not fit into the more traditional 
disciplinary groupings. This could include the Cooperative Extension 
Service and clinical faculty, for example. 
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The general feeling was expressed that this proposal seems to have many 
positive elenents. The Distinguished Faculty Award would again be a 
University a~ard. but the selection process could have somewhat different 
criteria, appropriate for selection as a Distinguished Faculty member in 
each of the different groupings. The selection process could conceivably 
be a three-step process, with colleges making reco~endations to a 
screening committee for one of the groupings, who would then make 
recommendations to an All-University Committee who would make the final 
selection. 

The number of awards given each year could be flexible, with perhaps a 
minimum and maximum established that could be given in any one year •. The 
number of awards in a grouping might be based to some extent on the 
number of faculty eligible in that grouping. 

It was suggested that the maximum number of years that a person could be 
eligible to be considered for the Teacher-Scholar Award be increased 
beyond five years. This would allow excellent faculty who have been on 
the faculty more than five years but who are not yet ready for 
c9nsideration as Distinguished Faculty to be eligible for the award. 

Professor Dorr agreed to rework the recommendations of the Subcommittee 
in light of the discussion and to bring back a revised report to the next 
meeting. Professor Donohue will work with him. 

4. Subcommittee Reports 

a. Recruitment-Admissions and Retention - Professor Cheney 

Professor Cheney reminded members of the admission simulation 
scheduled for Thursday, January 17 in Room 443B. 

b.General Education - No new developments 

c., International Studies - Professor Anderson 

Professor Anderson reported that this subcommittee was in the 
process of being formed. 

d. Consultation Mode - Professor Donohue 

Professor Donohue stated that there needs to be some formal 
provisions for handling future reorganization issues. He raised the 
question of whether a college needs to have some system or 
procedures in place in order to deal with the substance of 
reorganization instead of focusing on procedures. 

He also raised the question of whether there should be a more 
formalized set of procedures to address larger scale (e.g. 
University-level) reorganization. . 

In the discussion, it was pointed out that the principle seems to be 
that there should be faculty input regarding the procedures to be 
used in making decisions and in recommendations regarding 
reorganization. It was further pointed out that there needs to be a 
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systematic presentation of faculty views regarding reorganization, 
and that these be communicated through the appropriate channels and 
to the necessary levels of administration involved. Faculty need to 
know that this is being done in a systematic way. 

There was general consensus that this was an important principle. 
Professor Donohue and his Subcommittee will construct a specific 
~ecommendation to bring to the Committee at the next meeting. 

7. Chairperson Donelson reminded members to read the report, 'To Reclaim A 
Legacy': Tex.t .. of Report on Humanities in .Education. The Repo"t't of the 
Governor's (Robinson) Commission on the Future of Higher Education in 
Michigan is available from Dr. Simon's office. 

8. The meeting adjourned at 12:00 p.m. 

Prepared by: 

Margaret Bubolz 
Secretary 

prollucap 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

January 24, 1985 

Ap~~~~~?~·-~7.-~.~~i~~ ___________ ~ 
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 

RECE'VED 

Secretary for Academic Governance 

Present: Howard Anderson, George Mead, William Donohue, Arvind Atreya, 
Margaret Bubolz, Ronald Dorr, Thomas McCoy, Geraldine Talarczyck, 
Elaine Donelson, Mary Jim Josephs, Christine Johnson, Lester 
Manderscheid (for Jim Shaffer), Jasper Lillie 

Others: Lou Anna Kimsey Simon, Assistant Provost for General Academic 
Administration; Millicent Reynolds, Associate Editor, MSU News 
Bulletin; Robert Banks, Assistant Provost for Academic Personnel 
Administration 

Absent: Bruce Cheney, Ann Olmstead, Richard Walshaw, Richard Bourgon, Emily 
Rothman 

1. The meeting was convened at 10:20 a.m. by Chairperson Donelson. 

2. The minutes of January 10 were reviewed and corrected as follows: Page 
1, paragraph 4, under Discussion on Faculty Awards: First sentence 
corrected to read: "Assistant Provost Banks concurred with the 
suggestions that •••• " Page 2, 4th sentence, the word "for" was inserted 
between "appropriate" and "selection." Minutes were approved as 
corrected. 

3. Discussion on Faculty Awards 

Professor Ron Dorr distributed a revised report based on the discussion 
at the previous meeting of UCAP. He indicated that issues to be 
discussed included the number of awards to be presented, the broad 
categories for the Distinguished Faculty Awards, appointment of the 
screening committees and the selection committee, and consideration of 
extension of time that a faculty member could be eligible for the 
Teacher-Scholar Award. 

Distinguished Faculty Awards 

The categories for the All-University Research Awards include the words 
"and applied areas" (e.g., Natural Science and Applied Areas) in the 
designation of the category. The suggestion was made that this language 
should be included in the definition of the broad categories for the 
Distinguished Faculty Awards. 

Extensive discussion took place on the issue of number of nominations 
from a college or other academic unit, the number of nominations to be 
made in each category, and the total number of Distinguished Faculty 
Awards to be given. It was pointed out that, under the present system, 
departments and schools do seem to limit the number of nominations made 
to the college-level selection committees. The point was made that the 
number of nominations a screening committee can reasonably review in a 
relatively limited time period needs to be taken into account. 
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Motion: It was moved and seconded that we endorse the principle of 
limiting the number of nominations for the Distinguished Faculty Award, 
and set a maximum of five nominees per college or other nominating unit. 
Motion passed. 

Motion: It was moved and seconded that we endorse the principle of 
limiting the number of nominations from each interest area (category) to 
be sent to the University-level selection committee for the Distinguished 
Faculty Award. A minimum of one and a maximum of five nominations will 
be allowed in each interest area. Motion passed. 

At this point further discussion took place on whether or not there 
should be a minimum and maximum number of awards made in each interest 
area (category), as well as total maximum number of awards. It was 
pointed out that the size of the faculty has declined and that this 
should be considered in relation to the number of awards made. It was 
also pointed out that the Committee may want to consider extending the 
number of years of eligibility for the Teacher-Scholar Award and 
increasing the number of those awards, and that this may have some 
relationship to the number of Distinguished Faculty Awards presented. 

A question was raised as to whether or not a University Selection 
Committee might have problems in making awards across interest areas. It 
was pointed out that the screening process at the interest area 
(category) level would result in the emergence of nominees with qualities 
and characteristics of excellence which would be independent of area of 
interest, and that the problem of selection across areas would not arise. 

Motion: It was moved and seconded that at least one Distinguished 
Faculty Award should be made in each of the interest areas, with a 
maximum of 10 awards each year. Motion passed. 

In the course of the discussion, the point was made that we consider the 
tactical approach we wish to use in presenting the recommendations of 
UCAP to the Academic Council. The first step is to present the concept 
of nominations to interest area screening committees who would make 
nominations to a University Selection Committee. Details on the makeup 
of the interest areas and screening committees could be worked out later. 

It was suggested that a recommendation on the process to be used in 
making nominations and in making up the interest area groupings be 
incorporated in the rationale for the recommendation. It was also 
suggested that the rationale include a recommendation that the revised 
system of selection of Distinguished Faculty Award recipients be tried 
out for a period, such as two years, and be evaluated after that time. 

In regard to makeup of the interest areas, Professor Donohue suggested 
that a preliminary grouping be made and sent to departments, colleges, 
and other nominating units for their input. 

Teacher-Scholar Awards 

The suggestion was made that the period of eligibility be changed from 5 
years to 7 years, and that associate professors as well as assistant 
professors be eligible. Since a primary basis of this award is 
excellence in undergraduate teaching, does the suggested change imply a 
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change in the basis on which the award is given? It was pointed out that 
this is a Teacher-Scholar Award. and that good teaching requires 
scholarship. Excellence in teaching should remain a primary basis of the 
award. 

Another suggestion made was that the years of eligibility include only 
the number of years in the tenure system. This would extend the period 
of eligibility for some faculty who may have been on the faculty prior to 
becoming part of the tenure stream. 

Motion: It was moved and seconded that the period of eligibility for the 
Teacher-Scholar Award be extended from 5 years to 6 years. that associate 
professors be eligible, and that teachers of graduate and 
graduate-professional students in such units as the School of Labor and 
Industrial Relations and the medical schools also be eligible for these 
awards. Motion passed. 

Committee Selection 

It was proposed that the University Committee for the Selection of the 
Distinguished Faculty Awards be made from a pool of present recipients of 
the awards. that the representation be broad and cut across interest 
areas, and that there be some procedure to provide continuity in the 
committee. 

Motion: It was moved and seconded that this committee be appointed by 
the President of the University from a slate prepared by the University 
Committee on Academic Governance. Motion passed. 

For the screening committees in each of the interest areas. it was 
proposed that colleges be invited to submit nominees to the appropriate 
interest area screening committee(s) (e.g., at least 1 nominee, but no 
more than 3) with each screening committee to be a maximum size (e.g., 
8). Some type of rotation system would be established. 

Assistant Provost Banks commented that the status of candidates from 
units such as the Cooperative Extension Service and the Library must also 
be considered if we adopt the process. The role of representatives from 
these units in the selection process should also be considered. 

Professor Ron Dorr will develop a revised set of recommendations to 
present to UCAP. Recommendations will also be sent to the Chairperson of 
the University Committee on Faculty Affairs for the Committee's review 
and input. 

4. The meeting adjourned at 12:10 p.m. 

Prepared by: 

Margaret Bubolz 
Secretary 

Pro11ucap 
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February 7. 1985 

Present: George Mead. William Donohue. Arvind Atreya. Bruce Cheney. Ann 
Olmstead, Emily Rothman. Margaret Bubolz. Ronald Dorr, Thomas McCoy, 
Geraldine Talarczyck, Elaine Donelson. Mary Jim Josephs. Christine 
Johnson. Lester Manderscheid (for Jim Shaffer). Jasper Lillie 

Others: Lou Anna Kimsey Simon. Assistant Provost for General Academic 
Administration; Millicent Reynolds. Associate Editor. MSU News 
Bulletin; James Rainey. Associate Dean, College of Business; George 
Van Dusen. Assistant Dean. College of Engineering 

Absent: Richard Walshaw. Richard Bourgon. Howard Anderson 

1. The meeting was convened at 10:18 a.m. by Chairperson Donelson. The 
agenda was approved. 

2. The minutes of January 26. 1985. were approved. 

3. Chairperson Donelson commented that we do not seem to have enough time to 
discuss educational issues at the regular meetings of the Committee and 
that it might be necessary to meet on the off-Thursdays. Substantive 
issues which the Committee should discuss include the Report of the 
Governor's Commission on Higher Education (Robinson Report). the paper on 
Humanities in Education by William Bennett. University goals. and such 
issues as foreign language requirements. 

An additional meeting of the Committee will be held on February 28. 
Discussion will begin on the Robinson Report. The Bennett paper will be 
useful background for this discussion. 

4. Discontinuance of the Coded Major in Risk and Insurance 

5. 

Associate Dean Rainey of the College of Business presented background 
information and the rationale for the proposed discontinuance of this 
major. The major has relatively few students. and the major in Financial 
Administration could incorporate students who have an interest in risk 
and insurance. The service course (F I 350) will continue to be offered. 
Four courses are being dropped and two new courses will be offered. 
Upper level students who are far along in their programs will be able to 
finish their requirements prior to Spring 1986 when the major would be 
discontinued. 

Motion: It was moved and seconded that UCAP approve the proposal to 
discontinue the major in Risk and Insurance. Motion passed. 

Proposed Editorial Changes in the Policy on Integrity of Scholarship and 
Grades 

Assistant Provost Simon presented background information regarding the 
need to make editorial changes in this policy statement in order that it 
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conform with prov~s~ons of the Student Rights and Responsibilities 
documents. These editorial changes were presented in material 
distributed to the Committee. 

Motion: It was moved and seconded that UCAP approve the editorial 
changes as presented. Motion passed. Professor Donelson will notify 
Professor Kreinin, Chairperson of the Steering Committee, that this 
document is ready to go to Academic Council. 

6. Requests to Change the Required Number of Credits for Graduation in 
Selected Engineering Curricula from 180 to 188 

7. 

Assistant Dean Van Dusen presented a rationale for these requests. The 
change is an attempt to provide greater breadth in these programs by 
specifying ten credits of electives outside the College of Engineering, 
in addition to General Education requirements, while providing 
technological breadth and meeting engineering accreditation guidelines. 
Currently, other engineering programs in the State require more credits 
than does Michigan State. 

It was pointed out that MSU has some other programs which require more 
than 180 credits for graduation. 

Motion: It was moved and seconded that UCAP approve these requests. 
Motion passed. 

Subcommittee on Consultation Mode 

Professor Donohue distributed a proposed statement to deal with 
University-level reorganizations and potential bylaw revisions regarding 
college-level reorganizations. 

University-level Reorganization: The Subcommittee proposed that the 
statement from Provost Winder to the Executive Committee of Academic 
Council, dated April 3, 1984, be altered to the following: 

The Executive Committee of Academic Council shall advise the Provost 
regarding the appropriate academic governance body, if any, to 
consult on proposals for creation, merger, or abolition of basic 
academic units. The Executive Committee shall establish procedures 
to provide for a systematic presentation of faculty views to the 
Executive Committee (on proposals)* for the creation, merger, or 
abolition of basic academic units. 

In the above proposal, the first sentence is the statement as it now 
stands, as stated in the April 3 memorandum. The second sentence would 
be added to the statement. This addition would allow for faculty 
consultation in the beginning of discussions regarding proposed 
reorganizations. The intention of the words "systematic presentation" is 
an attempt to get an expression of faculty viewpoints on the proposal, 
not simply the results of a vote on the issue. 

*An editorial change, "on proposals," added in the meeting. 
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Motion: It was moved and seconded that UCAP approve the proposed change. 
Motion passed. 

This recommendation will be forwarded to Provost Winder and the Executive 
Committee of Academic Council. 

College-level Reorganization: Two options were proposed for a new bylaw 
to deal with college-level reorganizations to be placed in Section 
2.2.2.3 of the Bylaws for Academic Governance. These options were: 

Option One: 

The bylaws of colleges and other academic units which are not part 
of a college shall establish procedures to provide a systematic 
presentation of faculty views to the necessary administrative levels 
regarding the establishment, disbandment, merger, or reorganization 
of courses or faculty positions from one administrative unit to 
another. 

Option Two: 

The bylaws of colleges and other academic units which are not part 
of a college shall establish procedures to provide a systematic 
presentation of faculty views to the necessary administrative levels 
regarding the transfer or change of administrative control of 
courses or faculty positions from one administrative unit to 
another. 

Assistant Provost Simon asked whether the reference to faculty positions 
included unfilled faculty positions which currently may be transferred or 
reallocated by deans on the basis of program needs. Such reallocations 
are part of the budget discussions and decisions which are part of the 
long range planning process. 

Assistant Provost Simon pointed out that, in regard to courses, these 
need to go through college-level curriculum committees. There is a 
procedure for handling disbandment or establishment of courses. The 
major issue appears to be that of transfer, change or disbandment of 
programs and of systematic faculty input into such changes. 

Option one was revised as follows: 

The bylaws of colleges and other academic units which are not part 
of a college shall establish procedures to provide a systematic 
presentation of faculty views to the necessary administrative levels 
regarding program planning, budgeting, and specific proposals for 
the establishment, disbandment, merger, or reorganization of 
academic programs. 

Motion: It was moved and seconded that UCAP recommend that academic 
governance consider the new proposed bylaw (as stated immediately above). 
Motion passed. 
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8. 

Motion: It was moved and seconded that UCAP rescind the action taken in 
the December 6, 1984, meeting, reported in 3.f. of the minutes of that 
meeting. Motion passed. 

Subcommittee on International Studies and Graduation Requirements 

The proposed membership of this subcommittee was approved. 

9. Subcommittee on Faculty Awards 

Professor Dorr presented a revised draft of recommendations concerning 
University awards. This draft is based on discussions by UCAP at prior 
meetings. Comments and suggestions are to be sent to Professor Dorr. 
The draft will be sent to UCFA for their input. 

Motion: It was moved and seconded that UCAP endorse the report in 
principle. Motion passed. 

10. Subcommittee on Recruitment, Admissions, and Retention 

11. 

The issue of the non-traditional student is under consideration. The 
Subcommittee will report on this issue in Spring Term. 

General Education Substitutions and Committee on General Education 

Professor Josephs reported that some progress is being made. A tentative 
proposal on substitutions has been prepared. The Subcommittee is 
consulting with various people regarding strategies for gaining approval 
for the proposal. The Committee on General Education is discussing the 
Bennett paper and will discuss the Robinson Report. 

Item 8 on the agenda (Retirement Age for Chairpersons) will be discussed at a 
future meeting. 

Meeting adjourned at 11:55 a.m. 

Prepared by: 

Margaret Bubolz 
Secretary 

prollucap 
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February 21, 1985 

Present: George Mead, William Donohue, Bruce Cheney, Howard Anderson, Emily 
Rothman, Ronald Dorr, Thomas McCoy, Elaine Donelson, Mary Jim 
Josephs, Christine Johnson, Jim Shaffer, Mangala Sadasivan, 
Geraldine Talarczyck 

Others: Lou Anna Kimsey Simon, Assistant Provost for General Academic 
Administration; Millicent Reynolds, Associate Editor, MSU News 
Bulletin 

Absent: Arvind Atreya, Ann Olmstead, Margaret Bubolz 

1. The meeting was convened at 10:23 a.m. by Chairperson Donelson. The 
agenda was approved. 

2. The minutes of February 7 were approved with an addition on page 4. 

3. Chairperson Donelson remarked that the UCAP meeting on April 4 is in 
conflict with a meeting of the Board of Trustees. A decision on what to 
do about that meeting will be made at the March 7 meeting. 

4. Faculty Awards Subcommittee Report - Professor Dorr 

The subcommittee is waiting for a response to its recommendations from 
UCFA. 

5. Recruitment, Admissions, and Retention Subcommittee Report - Professor 
Cheney 

Work is continuing on the non-traditional student issue. 

6. General Education Subcommittee Report - Professor Josephs 

The subcommittee has considered two recommendations on the substitution 
issue. 

a. Change the General Education credit requirements from 45 to 36 and 
allow each college to determine the General Education requirements 
in the area closest to the major. 

b. In curriculum areas where outside accrediting agencies cause 
elective credits to be restricted to 12 or less, the units in 
question would be allowed to present justification for waiving the 
General Education requirement in the area closest to the major. For 
example, the College of Natural Science already requires that its 
B.A. candidates take a foreign language and 27 credits from outside 
the college; this may justify waiving some General Education 
requirements. 
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The subcommittee members did not support recommendation (a) above, 
but did forward recommendation (b) to UCGE. UCGE has discussed the 
plan to some extent. The UCC representative to UCGE has spoken in 
opposition to any plan that will be cumbersome to administer. The 
subcommittee will now reconsider the plan and submit it once again 
to UCGE. UCGE desires closure on this issue and is expected to 
forward an approved plan to UCAP in April. 

It was also observed that most units are complying with the General 
Education requirements except in the area nearest the major. The 
problem of General Education requirements for transfer students 
within MSU and from other institutions has not been addressed, but 
it does need attention. 

7. International Studies and Graduation Requirements Subcommittee Report -
Professor Anderson 

8. 

9. 

The subcommittee has sent letters to each of the college deans asking for 
responses to the recommendations made in the report entitled "Critical 
Needs for International Education at Michigan State University in the 
Mid-1980's." Responses are expected by April 1, 1985. 

The subcommittee is also conferring with Dr. Turner of the Office of 
Admissions and Scholarships in an effort to determine what the 
implications of these recommendations are for the admission process. 
UCGE has appointed a subcommittee to study the recommendations which will 
be meeting jointly with the UCAP subcommittee. The focus of attention is 
on the language requirement and the implications for General Education. 

General Discussion of the Manner in which UCAP Can Effectively Consider 
the "Report of the Governor's Commission on Higher Education Education" 
at its Special Meeting, February 28. 

After discussion of several approaches, the members decided that each of 
the subcommittees of UCAP should be prepared to highlight implications of 
the Report for its area of concern. It was also decided that the members 
should read the recent reports which provide a context for the Robinson 
Report. Assistant Provost Simon will distribute the Academic Programs 
paper, the MSU Statement on Goals, the MSU Mission Statement, and 
"Integrity in the College Curriculum: A Report to the Academic 
Community." Other reports to be read include "A Nation at Risk," "To 
Reclaim A Legacy," and the Academic Officers' statement on admission 
standards. A review of Faculty Rights and Responsibilities is also 
advised. Student members of UCAP are urged to provide their perspectives 
on all of these recommendations. 

Report of Activities of the University Committee on General Education -
Professor Josephs, UCAP Liaison 

Professor Josephs commented that Professor Sommers reported at the UCGE 
meeting that the University does not presently offer a course on Japan. 
He recommended that there be a significant international dimension added 
to the General Education offerings and that each student be expected to 
take a minimum of three such courses with at least one of the three 
non-Western in its orientation. He also suggested that international 
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emphasis needs to be examined in relation to the University's overseas 
programs. 

10. Retirement Age for Chairpersons: Michigan Department of Civil Rights 
Settlement Agreement - Assistant Provost Simon 

In a recent age discrimination complaint, an agreement between the 
University and the aggrieved faculty member stipulated that the 
University must refer the policy requiring department chairpersons to be 
chosen from among candidates who are less than 65 years of age to UCAP 
for review. After some discussion of the issue, it was moved that: 

The requirement limiting the selection of department chairpersons 
from among candidates who are less than 65 years of age be rescinded 
and that no other age limit be stipulated. 

The motion was seconded and discussed further, surfacing some sentiment 
to extend the motion to include directors of schools as well. After more 
discussion, a motion to table was made to allow the Chairperson to 
appoint Professor Josephs, as a committee of one, to investigate the 
implications of the new policy. This was agreed to by the parties, and 
the motion to table was unanimously approved. 

The meeting adjourned at 12:00. 

~ Prepared by: 

( 

Bruce Cheney 
Acting Secretary 

pro11ucap 
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Present: George Mead, Bruce Cheney, Ann Olmstead, Emily Rothman, Margaret 
Bubolz, Ronald Dorr, Thomas McCoy, Geraldine Ta1arczyck, Elaine 
Donelson, Mary Jim Josephs, Christine Johnson, James Shaffer Jasper 
Lillie, Manga1a Sadasivan 

Others: Lou Anna Kimsey Simon, Assistant Provost for General Academic 
Administration; Millicent Reynolds, Associate Editor, MSU News 
Bulletin 

Absent: William Donohue, Richard Wa1shaw, Richard Bourgon, Arvind Atreya 

The meeting was convened at 10:20 a.m. by Chairperson Donelson. Discussion 
was devoted to educational issues raised in a variety of recent documents and 
reports, including the Robinson Report; the Bennett Paper, 'To Reclaim a 
Legacy': Text of Report on Humanities in Education; the paper, Integrity in 
the College Curriculum; and the report, A Nation At Risk. 

Issues discussed included the following: (Categories are not mutually 
exclusive) 

What Makes a Quality Education? 

Creation of an atmosphere conducive to learning, including good physical 
facilities, excellence in teaching, responsiveness by instructors to 
students' desires to learn, and encouragement of challenges and 
questioning by students. 

Interest in students as people, rather than numbers. 

Better preparation on how to teach by instructors as well as teaching 
assistants. Feedback and monitoring are needed. 

Rewards for excellence in teaching as well as for research. 

Use of SIRS as an Evaluation Tool 

Use of SIRS forms is required, but adherence to requirement varies. 
Viewed by some as an Entertainment rather than a Learning Index. Use of 
SIRS may discourage innovation and risk taking in teaching. Higher 
levels of learning may come some time after a course and are not 
reflected in SIRS. 

Meaning of a College Education 

Consensus lacking on the meaning of a college education. 
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Learning can be conceptualized on a series of levels: infbrmation, knowledge, 
insight, wisdom. Education should lead to the higher levels, but often 
remains at the lower levels. 

Need for higher standards, more consistency of standards, but also 
flexibility. 

Perhaps a higher education is not for everyone; this raises the issue of 
elitism which can be incompatible with the principle of open access to 
education. 

Another view of college education is attainment of a job, professional status, 
income, and other perquisites traditionally achieved through a college 
education. The high financial cost of college raises the question: What's 
the outcome or payoff? 

There is need for some coherence and sense of unity in the educational 
experience, and to see it as a process rather than a series of discrete 
courses. The University seems to be operating under a special interests 
model, rather than a unified model. 

Implications of Robinson Report for Recruitment, Admissions, and Retention 

Professor Cheney distributed a summary of these implications. 

Next Steps 

There is need for a public forum on real issues related to education, 
e.g.: 

Is teaching important? 
What should be the standards (for teaching and learning)? 
What is the role of this University? 

It was suggested that Professor Dorr be commissioned to prepare a 
position paper as a basis for discussion. (Professor Dorr and Assistant 
Provost Simon will discuss this.) 

Existing and emerging tensions in education need to be identified. These 
could be a topic for a Faculty Seminar series. 

The meeting adjourned at 12:10 p.m. 

Prepared by: 

Margaret Bubolz 
Secretary 

pro11ucap 
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March 7, 1985 

Present: James Shaffer, Howard Anderson, William Donahue, Bruce Cheney, 
Margaret Bubolz, Ronald Dorr, Thomas McCoy. Geraldine Talarczyck. 
Jasper Lillie, Elaine Donelson. Mary Jim Josephs, Christine Johnson. 
Mangala Sadasivan 

Absent: George Mead. Arvind Atreya. Ann Olmstead. Richard Walshaw. Emily 
Rothman, Richard Bourgon. Ronald Bush 

Others: Lou Anna Kimsey Simon. Robert Banks. Millicent Reynolds 

1. Meeting was convened at 10:30 a.m. Agenda was approved. 

2. Minutes of February 21 were corrected to show that Jasper Lillie was 
present. Minutes were approved. 

3. Chairperson Donelson announced that it would not be possible for UCAP to 
meet on April 4 because of the Board of Trustees meeting. UCAP will meet 
on March 28 instead. No meeting will be held on March 14. 

4. Professor McCoy agreed to serve as UCAP liaison to the University 
Committee on Academic Governance. 

5. Reconsideration of Proposed Changes in Policy of Integrity of Scholarship 
and Grades 

A memorandum to Academic Council from UCAP and UGC regarding this issue 
was distributed along with a memorandum to Academic Council from Carolyn 
Stieber. Ombudsman, with a suggested amendment to the proposed changes. 

Dr. Simon reviewed the current policy and the proposed changes. Two of 
the major issues involved are: 

a. Definition of "penalty grade" - This is defined in the glossary to 
the Academic Freedom Report as a grade given for academic 
dishonesty. It is not defined in the grading policy. 

b. Whether all penalty grades or only a failing grade given for 
academic dishonesty, should be reported to the student's academic 
dean. 

Professor Donelson also commented on written communication she had 
received from Professor Stieber and Professor Banks. Chairperson of the 
University Committee on Student Affairs. 

Considerable discussion of the latter issue took place. 

A motion was made to recommend the following changes in the policy: 
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Motion: If any instance of academic dishonesty is discovered by an 
instructor, it is his or her responsibility to take appropriate 
action. Depending on his or her judgment of the particular 
case, he or she may give a grade, including a failing grade, to 
the student on the assignment or for the course, as a penalty 
for academic dishonesty. 

Only in instances where a failing grade in a course is given 
for academic dishonesty, the instructor must notify the 
student's academic dean in writing of the circumstances. 

The student who receives a grade based on a charge of academic 
dishonesty may appeal a judgment made by a department, school, 
or a college. Refer to Academic Freedom for Students at 
Michigan State University, Graduate Student Rights and 
Responsibilities document, or Medical Student Rights and 
Responsibilities document. 

When action other than, or in addition to, a grade given as a 
penalty for academic dishonesty is believed warranted, the case 
will be directed through the department or school to the 
student's academic dean who may refer the matter for judicial 
review. Refer to Academic Freedom for Students at 
Michigan State University, Graduate Student Rights and 
Responsibilities document, or Medical Student Rights and 
Responsibilities document. 

Motion was seconded and passed. 

6. Subcommittee Reports 

a. Faculty Awards - Several letters have been received from Cooperative 
Extension staff who perceive that under the proposed change in 
selection of Distinguished Faculty Award recipients, they would no 
longer be eligible. This is an erroneous assumption. They will be 
eligible. 

Extension field staff feel that in the proposed system they might 
not have a chance to be selected. 

These comments from Extension staff are part of the larger issue 
regarding groups who do not feel they fit neatly into the proposed 
four groupings for selection of awards. 

Assistant Provost Banks commented that the personnel sub-committee 
of UCFA had reviewed the recommendations of UCAP, and with the 
exception of the central selection of Distinguished Faculty Award 
recipients, no strong objections had been raised. Concern had been 
raised about the possibility of non-college faculty fitting into the 
groupings, and about the possibility that the change would tend to 
reward the conventional teacher-scholar, and not those engaged in 
public service. 
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UCAP will request that UCFA provide UCAP with a statement of UCFA 
positions on the proposed changes. 

Professor Josephs reported that the University Committee on General 
Education had also discussed the proposed changes. namely the 
Teacher-Scholar Award. The feeling had been expressed that opening 
up the award to teachers of professional-graduate students might 
diminish the number given to general education faculty. UCGE will 
be sent a copy of the proposed changes. 

b. Recruitment. Admissions and Retention - No report. 

c. General Education Substitutions - Professor Josephs reported that 
UCGE has approved in principle a proposal for elaboration of the 
current policy to make it implementable. The proposal includes a 
statement regarding the conditions under which substitutions could 
be made in courses closest to the student's major. 

d. International Studies and Graduation Requirements - Professor 
Anderson reported that this subcommittee was meeting today with 
subcommittees of UCGE. Some responses to Professor Anderson's 
letter have been received from the deans. 

University Committee on General Education - Professor Josephs reported 
that the committee has invited the Provost and the deans of the core 
colleges to meet with them. 

Retirement Age for Chairpersons: Michigan Department of Civil Rights 
Settlement Agreement 

This matter was carried over from the February 21 meeting. 

Several issues were raised regarding this issue: 

What is the role of the department chairperson and is there good 
reason for requiring retirement at a specified age (65)? 

What is the rationale for the requirement of retirement at age 65 of 
deans and directors? 

Is there any evidence regarding the competence of people age 65 to 
70? 

Assistant Provost Banks commented that there is a tradition. 
especially in the federal government. for a differentiation in 
retirement age between those who have policy making authority and 
those who do not. 

The title of director is used for a variety of positions in the 
University; the meaning (and policy-making responsibility) is not 
unambiguous. 

The issue of a mandatory retirement age also raises the matter of 
reviews of deans. directors and chairpersons. 
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The Bylaws for Academic Governance were reviewed at this point. The 
Bylaws indicate that this matter is within the purview of UCFA. 

Motion: It was moved that UCAP communicate to the Steering Committee 
that UCAP has several academic policy issues to consider, and 
that this issue be referred to UCFA. Motion seconded. 

The point was made that the Steering Committee should be asked 
why the matter was referred to UCAP. 

Motion passed. 

Meeting adjourned at 12:05 p.m. 

Margaret Bubolz 
Secretary 

lOm18h 
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March 28, 1985 

Present: George Mead, Bruce Cheney, Ann Olmstead, Emily Rothman, Margaret 
Bubolz, Ronald Dorr, Thomas McCoy, Geraldine Talarczyck, Elaine 
Donelson, James Shaffer, Jasper Lillie, Mangala Sadasivan, William 
Donohue, Richard Walshaw, Arvind Atreya 

Others: Lou Anna Kimsey Simon, Assistant Provost for General Academic 
Administration; Millicent Reynolds, Associate Editor, MSU News 
Bulletin 

Absent: Richard Bourgon, Mary Jim Josephs, Christine Johnson, Ronald Bush 

1. The meeting was convened at 10:16 a.m. by Chairperson Donelson. The 
agenda was approved. 

2. The minutes of the February 28 meeting were corrected to show that 
Professor James Shaffer was present. The minutes were approved as 
corrected. 

3. 

5. 

The minutes of the meeting of March 7 were approved. 
, 

Chairperson Donelson reminded the group that the next meeting was 
April 18. Ms. Emily Rothman resigned because of a class conflict. 
Chairperson Donelson will write her to commend her for the fine 
contributions she made to UCAP deliberations. 

Chairperson Donelson reported on the meeting of the Executive Committee 
of Academic Council. She asked that the issue on removal of 
administrative responsibilities at a stipulated age be transferred to the 
University Committee on Faculty Affairs. Professor Kreinin will send a 
letter to Professor John Henderson, Chairperson of the University 
Committee on Faculty Affairs to this effect. Professor Donelson has not 
heard from UCFA regarding Faculty Awards. 

The Student Council has been working on a revision of the SIRS form. It 
was suggested that Dr. Bill McKeachie of the University of Michigan, a 
specialist in teaching and evaluation, be invited to make an input on 
this matter. 

Centers on Tourism and on Food have been approved. 

A video cassette film on academic computing on campus is available. It 
will be shown at a future meeting of UCAP. 

Proposed Changes in the Policy of Integrity of Scholarship and Grades 

Assistant Provost Simon reported that the draft has been presented to the 
Steering Committee. An editorial change was made in the second paragraph 
in the policy change recommended by UCAP. This paragraph now reads: 
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Only in instances where a failing grade in a course is given for 
academic dishonesty must the instructor notify the student's 
academic dean in writing of the circumstances. 

The recommended policy will now go to Academic Council. 

6. Reports of Subcommittees 

7. 

a. Faculty Awards - No report; waiting to hear from UCFA. 

b. Recruitment, Admissions and Retention - Continuing to work on issues 
related to the non-traditional student. 

c. General Education Substitutions - No report. 

d. International Studies and Graduation Requirements 

Professor Anderson reported that this subcommittee has met with the 
Task Force on International Education to discuss the Task Force's 
recommendations regarding foreign language requirements and the 
recommendation that students have three general education courses 
with international content and focus. There is considerable 
disagreement with the latter recommendation, and attempts will not 
be made to "push" on this at the present time. 

The subcommittee is exploring the foreign language requirement and 
alternative ways of meeting the proposed requirement. 

Professor Anderson reported on his visit to the University of 
Minnesota where a foreign language admission requirement has been 
instituted for the College of Liberal Arts. There is a strong move 
nationally for colleges of Arts and Sciences to have a foreign 
language requirement. 

Considerable discussion took place in UCAP regarding this matter. 
Questions were raised regarding: 

Costs of implementation 
Admission requirement for students in the Colleges of Arts and 

Letters, Natural Science, and Social Science or for all 
students 

Graduation requirement for students in the Colleges of Arts 
and Letters, Natural Science, and Social Science 

Participation of core colleges in the discussions 
Difficulty for smaller high schools to provide foreign 

languages 
Implementation dates and phases of implementation 
Goals of the proposed requirement: Fluency? Superficial 

understanding? Familiarity with a language? 
Contribution of education in a foreign language to a college 

education and to the college environment. 

Discussion will continue on this matter. 

University Committee on General Education - No report. 



( 8. Report of Governor's Commission on Higher Education 

Professor Donohue suggested that UCAP concentrate discussion on the 
recommendations in the report that have severe policy implications for 
MSU, and that we take a proactive stance on issues rather than simply be 
reactive. The recommendation on undergraduate program review (p. 38) is 
an example of such an issue. 

We need to consider ways in which UCAP can set up a structure for how the 
University community can address the document and the recommendations 
which have critical implications for the University. Professor Donohue 
volunteered to head up a committee to deal with this. Professors 
Olmstead and Lillie agreed to serve with him. Assistant Provost Simon 
encouraged the committee to be aware of the responses already underway. 
Professors Dorr and Donohue will take the leadership in continuing 
discussion in UCAP of the Robinson Report. 

The meeting adjourned at 11:50 a.m. 

Prepared by: 

Margaret Bubolz 
Secretary 

( Pro11UCAP 
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Approved 
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Present: Lester Manderscheid (for Jim Shaffer), David Novicki (for Mary Jim 
Josephs), Bruce Cheney, Ann Olmstead, Nargaret Bubolz, Ronald Dorr, 
Thomas McCoy, Geraldine Talarczyck, Elaine Donelson, Jasper Lillie, 
Mangala Sadasivan, William Donohue, Arvind Atreya 

Others: Lou Anna Kimsey Simon, Assistant Provost for General Academic 
Administration; Millicent Reynolds, Associate Editor, MSU News 
Bulletin; Charles Cress, Chairperson, uec; Bethany Comfort, Vice 
Chairperson, Student Council. 

Absent: George Mead, Richard Walshaw, Richard Bourgon, Christine Johnson, 
Ronald Bush 

1. The meeting was convened at 10:25 a.m. by Chairperson Donelson. The 
agenda was approved. 

2. The minutes of the March 28 meeting were approved. 

3. Chairperson Donelson distributed a Working Draft on University Awards; it 
is a slightly revised version of the draft prepared by the UCAP 
Subcommittee on Faculty Awards. She reported that UCFA did not support 
UCAP's recommendation that the Distinguished Faculty Awards be shifted to 
a University-level selection process from a college or unit level 
process. 

The recommendations and their rationale were discussed. The decision was 
made to incorporate recommendation No.3, that no new category for 
Distinguished Faculty be established, into recommendation No.1. 

Motion: It was moved that Recommendation No. 1 be: 

We recommend that no changes be made in the present categories of 
awards: Distinguished Faculty Awards, Teacher-Scholar Awards, and 
Excellence-in-Teaching Citations. 

Motion passed. 

The rationale for changing the recommendation that the maximum years for 
eligibility for the Teacher-Scholar Award from 5 to 6 years was reviewed. 
Since we are recommending that associate professors be eligible for this 
award, extending the time to 6 years will make the selection process more 
fair across categories (6 years is about the probationary period for 
assistant professors). 

Whether or not the award should be limited to tenure system faculty was 
discussed. 
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Motion: It was moved that Recommendation No. 2.a. be: 

Candidates for the Teacher-Scholar Award should be instructors, assistant 
professors, or associate professors. They should have served as an MSU 
faculty member at least three terms but no more than six academic years 
in a tenure system appointment. 

Motion passed. 

Motion: It was moved that Recommendation No. 2.b. be: 

Candidates who teach only graduate and graduate-professional 
students will be eligible for Teacher-Scholar Awards. 

Motion passed. 

Lester Manderscheid commented that the College of Agriculture and Natural 
Resources Advisory Council has voiced opposition to the All-University 
selection process for Distinguished Faculty Awards. Strong feelings have 
been expressed that Cooperative Extension Service faculty might not fare 
well in the recommended process. Professor Donelson also indicated that 
faculty from general education departments have also voiced concern. 

It was suggested that UCAP make a recommendation to Academic Council that 
the selection process for Distinguished Faculty Awards be shifted to a 
University-level process from a college or unit level process. If this 
recommendation is accepted, we can present a recommendation regarding the 
process to be followed. If the recommendation is not accepted, then a 
recommendation on the process will not be necessary. 

Motion: It was moved that Recommendation 4.a. be: 

The Distinguished Faculty Awards be shifted to a University-level 
process from a college or unit level process. 

Motion passed. 

Professor Donelson will send the recommendations and a revised report to 
the Steering Committee for consideration on April 22. The report will 
then go to the Academic Council. 

4. Reports of Subcommittees 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Faculty Awards - No report 

Recruitment, Admissions and Retention - No report 

General Education Substitutions - No report 

International Studies and Graduation Requirements 

Professor Anderson distributed a memorandum to UCAP regarding 
recommendations on foreign language requirements and a summary of 
foreign language requirements at CIC institutions. The memorandum. 
dated April 15. 1985. made three recommendations. Professor 
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Anderson suggested that recommendation No. 2 be combined with No. 1 
and that No. 3 be incorporated into the rationale. It was also 
suggested that UCAP establish a subcommittee to continue study of 
the appropriateness of establishing a foreign language requirement 
for admission to MSU. 

Motion: The motion was made that UCAP endorse, in principle, the 
recommendation(s) presented in the April 15 memorandum. 

The recommendations (to be combined into one recommendation) are: 

We recommend that UCAP urge the Academic Council to request 
that the colleges of Arts and Letters, Social Science, Natural 
Science, and James Madison College, with The Honors College, 
through the joint ad hoc faculty committee they have recently 
established, begin their study of undergraduate education in 
their colleges by consideration of foreign language 
requirements for their graduates. We recommend further that 
the colleges be asked to inform UCAP so that UCAP can inform 
the Academic Council of their findings and plans at its meeting 
in January or February 1986. Their recommendations, when 
developed, would of course, be forwarded through appropriate 
college and University committees. 

We recommend that UCAP urge the Academic Council to request 
that the Office of the Provost work with this committee and the 
deans of these colleges to provide information and 
recommendations on means of implementing possible requirements. 

Motion passed. 

5. Liaison with University Committee on General Education - No report 

6. Liaison with University Committee on Academic Governance - No report 

7. Multititled Courses: Proposed Definition, Policy, and Procedures 

Professor Cress, Chairperson of the University Committee on Curriculum, 
briefly reviewed the background for the proposed definitions, policy, and 
procedures. UCAP was invited to be a sponsor, along with UCG and UCC, of 
the proposal to be sent to Academic Council. Support was expressed for 
the position presented, but since UCAP has not had time to study the 
matter thoroughly or to engage in active deliberations on the details of 
each recommendation, it was felt that it would not be appropriate to be a 
sponsor. 

Motion: It was moved that UCAP not be a sponsor of the proposal. 
However, UCAP was in support of the overall direction outlined 
in the document. 

Motion passed. 
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SIRS Policy Change Proposed by Student Council 

Bethany Comfort, Vice Chairperson of Student Council, presented the 
proposal from Student Council on changes in the policy and a list of 
recommendations on use and distribution of SIRS forms. Student Council 
would like to get the proposal to Academic Council this term as an 
information item. 

Professor Manderscheid, Professor McCoy, and Professor Atreya agreed to 
serve on a subcommittee to consider this matter. Professor McCoy will 
chair the subcommittee. 

The meeting adjourned at 12:05 p.m. 

Prepared by: 

Margaret Bubolz 
Secretary 
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Minutes of the Meeting 
May 16, 1985 

( 

( 

Present: James Schaffer, Howard Anderson, Bruce Cheney Arvind Artreya, 
Margaret Bubolz, Ann Olmstead, Thomas McCoy, Richard Walshaw, 
Mangala Sadasivan, Mary Jim Josephs, Elaine Donelson 

Others: Lou Anna Kimsey Simon, Assistant Provost for General Academic 
Administration; Millicent Reynolds, Associate Editor, MSU News 
Bulletin. 

Absent: George Mead, William Donohue, Ronald Dorr, Geraldine Talarczyk, 
Richard Bourgon, Christine Johnson, Ronald Bush, Jasper Lillie 

1. 

2. 

The meeting was convened at 10:20 a.m. by Chairperson Donelson. 

The minutes of the May 2, 1985, meeting were corrected as follows: Page 
2, item b., second sentence in the first paragraph should read: A number 
of members had commented that UCAP's resolution did not go far enough. 

In the first sentence of the second paragraph in this section, the word 
"entry" should be inserted between "language" and "requirement." 

The motion (in the same section) should read: "It was moved that a 
subcommittee consisting of Howard Anderson, Ronald Dorr, and George Mead 
be appointed to report back by the end of Fall term 1985 on the' 
desirability and feasibility of foreign language entry requirement." 

Page 2, item S.c. The following sentence should be added to the end of 
the paragraph: "Students are also concerned that final grades may be 
affected by their comments on SIRS forms." 

Minutes were approved as corrected. 

3. Chairperson Donelson reported that the agenda for the May 21 meeting of 
Academic Council includes discussion of the foreign language requirement 
and University awards. 

A nominating committee consisting of Professor Elaine Donelson, Professor 
Margaret Bubolz, and Professor Ron Dorr was appointed. A slate of 
officers will be presented at the May 30 meeting. New UCAP members will 
be invited to the May 30 meeting. 

4. Reports of Subcommittees 

a. 

b. 

Recruitment, Admissions and Retention - A report will be presented 
at the May 30 meeting. 

General Education Substitutions - UCGE appears to be nearing 
agreement on a revision of the policy on substitutions. 
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c. SIRS 

Professor McCoy reported that issues related to SIRS are still under 
study. The UCAP subcommittee on·this subject will be reconstituted 
and will continue to study the matter next year. It was recommended 
that Professor Les Manderscheid be a member of the subcommittee. 

Memos from UCGE and UCSA regarding SIRS revisions were distributed. 

d. Foreign Language as Admissions and Graduation Requirements 

Professor Anderson reported that the joint college committee on 
undergraduate education has met twice. He expressed the wish that 
the issue of foreign language requirements be a priority item for 
discussion by the joint Committee. 

5. University Committee on General Education - No report. 

6. University Committee on Academic Governance 

Professor McCoy presented a proposed addition to the Bylaws for Academic 
Governance developed by UCAG and the University Graduate Council. The 
addition appears to fill a procedural gap in the bylaws and is consistent 
with Article 7 in the Graduate Students Rights and Responsibilities 
document. The proposed addition is as follows: 

4.10.11 The Graduate Council may initiate and shall review proposed 
amendments to Graduate Student Rights and Responsibilities and 
policies related to the academic rights and responsibilities of 
graduate students. 

Motion: Professor McCoy moved that UCAP approve the proposed addition to 
the bylaws. Motion seconded and passed. 

Assistant Provost Simon reminded members to read the memorandum on comments on 
the Governor's Commission on Higher Education report and make suggestions 
regarding items to be discussed next year in UCAP. 

The remainder of the meeting was devoted to viewing a videotape on Academic 
Computing. 

Prepared by: 

Margaret Bubolz 
Secretary 

prollucap 
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