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Chairman Powers called the meeting to order and recognized Dean Clayton (Salkehatchie).
Dean Clayton welcomed the assembled group to the meeting, to usc~salkehatchie,
and to Allendale, and promised to make his remarks "a· little more brief"' than
at the September meeting of the Senate. He commented on the party held for
visiting senators the previous evening at the home of Marion Preacher. After
congratulating the committee that planned events surrounding the Senate meeting, Dean Clayton told the assembly that a buffet lunch and reception were
planned for later in the day, and he said coffee and other drinks wou·ld be
available throughout the day. The Dean then mentioned the play presented at
the Civic Arts Center the night before and the "standing room only" audience
in attendance.

He reminded everyone about recent changes and improvements in

facilities at Salkehatchie, and he invited them to take a look and express
their thoughts on the renovative work. He stated that about 75 school teachers,.
principals, and superintendents were also on Campus for a consortium meeting,

and he mentioned that representatives from IBM would be in the Atrium for the
remainder of the morning, exhibiting and demonstrating educational software and
hardware. He encouraged senators to view the IBM display and speak with the
Company's representatives. He reiterated that he was pleased to have the Faculty Senate at Salkehatchie, and he asked the.visitors to inform him of any
additional needs.
The Chair recognized Secretary Greg Labyak, who announced that anyone needing
to make a call could do so in the Business Office, where incoming calls. and
messages would be received.
Chairman Powers asked if there was anyone who did not receive a copy ,of the
written reports of Vice President. Duffy or Associate Vice President Gardner.
Additional copies were distributed (Attachments 1 and 2).
Dean Tuttle (Beaufort) reported that his Campus was "continuing its march onward and upward". The major project, at present, is the Beaufort "Elementary
School. USC Beaufort is preparing to raise funds for an auditorium, with construction to begin this summer. Dean Tuttle also mentioned that Gordon Haist,
a member of the Beaufort faculty, is spending the year in Scotland.
Dean Arnold (Lancaster) thanked Dean Clayton,for the nice welcome and congratulated him on improvements to the facilities at Salkehatchie. He commented
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on stresses to which he has recently been subjected, but concluded that "we
continue to have a full and challenging year, and the outlook is very hopeful".
Dean Anderson (Sumter) added his thanks to Dean Clayton and the faculty and
staff of USC Salkehatchie, and said he looked forward to having the Senate on
the Sumter Campus for the February meeting. He stated that the faculty at Sumter recently instituted an exit exam, copies of which could be distributed a
little later. He expressed the pride of the Sumter faculty in the exam, saying
"we think it's going to really be a big help to us". Dean Anderson said that
much has been happening at USC Sumter, and that the old saying about "trying
to catch yourself coming or going" applies. Recent and current activities on
the Campus include the Carolina Heritage Lecture Series, a Visitors Forum, and
other speaking engagements, as well as roofing and other renovative and construction work.

Dean Davis (Union) commented favorably on changes to the Salkehatchie Campus
since his last visit to Allendale. He reported that, at Union, some of the
improvements alluded to at previous meetings are being realized. As examples,
he cited renovation projects and the improved quality of the student activities program. More money will be available for productive scholarship and
faculty development, and Dean Davis mentioned that two of Union's senators
were attending a faculty development workshop at Coastal Carolina. He said
that USC Union will soon have a new telephone system in place which will,
hopefully, meet the communication needs of the Campus. Community support for
the Union Campus has recently increased, and the Dean expressed optimism about
continued increases .in the future.

The enrollment has stabilized, but the

current freshman class is the largest ever, and an individual has been hired
to handle student admissions and retention. Dean Davis is hopeful that retention efforts will effect continued increases in enrollment during the
coming years.

Dean May (Lifelong Learning) reported that he was making preparations for
the spring semester. He mentioned that Lifelong Learning will attempt to
expand into northeast Columbia. Off-campus credit courses will hopefully
be offered in Columbia Mall on an eight-week evening basis.
The Chair asked a member of each delegation to tell him which senators were
absent and who their replacements were (see page 24). He then inquired
whether anyone wished to voice concerns not scheduled to be addressed by a
committee. He recognized Dean Anderson, who expressed concern about the
2.5% budget cut facing the University Campuses, and the prospect of an additional reduction of 2.2% next year. Chairman Powers said that issue
could be further addressed during the administrative reports later in the
day.
The Secretary told members of the assembly how to proceed to committee meeting
rooms and to the local restaurant where lunch would be served. He said that
transportation could be provided for those who needed it, and announced that
the minutes of the last meeting would be arriving shortly.
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The exit exam referred to earlier by Dean Anderson was distributed to all
members of the group for their consideration and enjoyment. There being no
further business, the session was adjourned.

GENERAL SESSION
I.

Call to Order

Chairman Powers began the afternoon session with a few announcements.

First,

he reminded everyone to speak up and identify himself or herself when addressing
the group. Secondly, he asked that one representative from each campus present
the Secretary with a list of senators present and absent and those who are alternates. Finally, he asked all in attendance to refrain from smoking during
the session, stating that breaks would provide opportunities for smoking.
II. Correction/Approval of Minutes
The Chair recognized the Secretary, who explained that the minutes of the September 19 meeting were not distributed earlier because of an unavoidable delay
in the preparation of the transcript. He moved that the correction and approval of those minutes be postponed until the next meeting of the Senate. The
motion was seconded and approved.

III. Reports from University Officers
A. Dr. John J. Duffy, System Vice President for University Campuses and
Continuing Education
Dr. Duffy addressed topics covered in his written report. He alluded to
the $4,000,000 budget cut faced by USC this year. In response to adverse
publicity the University has recently received, he said the campuses will
be receiving a fact sheet explaining how grants to USC have increased
sixfold because of the School's "high profile" approach. The Vice President's written remarks also dealt with the work of units in the Division
which, although not relating specifically to the University Campuses,
are nonetheless important to us. One such unit, Telecommunications Instruction, was recently visited by Jim Rogers, the Executive Secretary
of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. Dr. Duffy expressed
his pride in that operation, agreeing that no one was in their league
in terms of television. He also cited the work of Dean May and Lifelong
Learning, which has sponsored various activities, including conferences
on the adult learner and the interdisciplinary bachelor of arts program.
Referring to next year's budget, the Vice President said it looks like
we are starting out 2.2% behind the current budget. While recognizing
that it is probably "a bad place to start", he reminded the group that
"we've been there many times before".
There were no further questions regarding Dr. Duffy's report, but the
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Chair inquired about the present status of the "2001 Plan", referring
to President Holderman's remarks about the Plan at the September meeting
of the Senate. Dr. Duffy replied that the Plan was expected to go to
the Board of Trustees in December with no surprises, to his knowledge.
He and Professor Gardner reviewed it with Ken Schwab. He stated further
that short documents like the "2001 Plan" are often too general, and
an effort is being made to produce something more specific. Chairman
Powers also made reference to the President's statement that Dr. Duffy
would draft a letter to Rob Roberson and Luke Gunter addressing the
problem we face in offering courses not taught on the Columbia Campus a problem arising from our computer ties to the Columbia schedule. The
Vice President responded that he had just received an anticipated letter
from Professor Castleberry outlining the problem, and that he will probably see Mr. Gunter about what can be done.
B.

Professor John N. Gardner, Associate Vice President for University
Campuses and Continuing Education

The Associate Vice President invited questions concerning his written

report. Chairman Powers asked whom should be contacted about attending
the National Conference on the Freshman Year Experience. Professor
Gardner replied that interested individuals should complete the registration form and mail it to him. Deborah Cureton (Lancaster) inquired
whether faculty workshops should be requested from his office, and he
responded that he and David Hunter are working with persons on the University Campuses to arrange for convenient times and locations for presenting the workshops. The Academic Deans are to see if there is sufficient interest in such activities, and he noted that they were not
viewed as a "command performance".

Professor Gardner proceeded to discuss the work of task forces, which
have been considering the report of a consulting firm that studied postsecondary education in South Carolina at the request of the State's
Commission on Higher Education. USC was represented on four of the
task forces. Dr. Duffy was a member of the group investigating interinstitutional cooperation; Professor Gardner served on the task force
dealing with standards (including admissions, developmental education,

and assessment); Provost Borkowski represented the University on the
task force considering the power of the CHE; and another group, looking
at long-range planning, also included someone from the USC System. The
reports of the task forces were presented at the November 6 meeting of
the Commission, and that body will be deliberating on them. The CHE
will seek position papers from its own staff, in order to see how they
agree or disagree with the task forces.

At its meeting on December 4,

the Commission plans to announce what it will do with the reports.
The Associate Vice President voiced concern that the University, which
accounts for approximately half the students in the State, has only one
representative on the long-range planning task force. Of greater concern is the CHE request that the General Assembly remove the process
by which educational institutions may appeal the recommended elimination
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of an academic program by the Commission. (The CHE annually reviews
all such programs in South Carolina.) The Commission also plans changes
in the process by which its members are appointed.
Professor Gardner reported on the progress of the task force on which
he has been serving. That group rejected the idea that technical institutions should be the sole providers of developmental education in South
Carolina, and it took the position that faculties, and not colleges,
should decide whether to grant degree credit for developmental courses.
On the assessment issue, members of the task force strongly objected to
the mandatory testing of all matriculating freshmen and rising juniors
in the State recommended by staff officers of the Commission. They were
unable to reach a consensus on an alternative plan, and therefore concluded that the matter needed further study. Several Commissioners and
a CHE staff member have expressed reservations about the report of this
task force. The Commission wishes to set admissions standards for all
colleges in South Carolina, and Professor Gardner and others have argued
that faculty should set the standards. He indicated that the feelings
of the Commissioners on that issue would be communicated to him prior to
their December meeting.
An update on the task force considering inter-institutional cooperation
was also given by the Associate Vi.ce President. That body examined the
possibility of a common calendar for the .State's institutions of higher
education, a matter which is to receive further study. A report on the
subject is to be prepared by the State Technical Board during the next
few years. The task force specified a number of ways in which institutions could cooperate more with each other, and the Associate Vice President does not view any of them as "particularly threatening to us". He
said that interested faculty could obtain a copy of the complete report
through the Office of the System Vice President. Copies of a portion
of the report were distributed to members of the Senate.
Another area considered by the task force on inter-institutional cooperation was the question of transferability of courses offered by technical college campuses that are not currently approved for college
parallel offerings. Of the sixteen technical education campuses in
the State, seven offer general education courses that, if taken in a
college parallel program, are transferable to all public four-year and
senior institutions in South Carolina. The people at Tee would like
to see more transferable courses taught on the other nine campuses.
Professor Gardner stated that other institutions represented on the

task forces are very reluctant to challenge the CHE, but he and Dr.
Duffy were not so reticent. They felt that certain changes were inevitable, and that they should "try and contain, manage, challenge, and
get as much out of this process as we possibly could salvage for our
own interests and for those of the University". The sentiment of the
task force dealing with transferability was that colleges and universities should not charge students twice for what was regarded as the
same instruction. The two representatives of the Tee System (USC had
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only one repre~entative on the task force) argued that such double
charging was occurring, and that they were similar i:o campuses of
the University in terms of accreditation and the credentialing of
faculty, They want to offer about forty courses on all sixteen Tee
campuses that would transfer to public institutions statewide. The
task force agreed upon a mini-core of basic courses that would be
transferable.

Institutions are to pursue the "development, in con-

cert with representatives of the universities and their system campuses, senior colleges, and technical colleges, of a limited minicore of college parallel general education courses in the areas of
English, history, mathematics, and social and behavioral sciences,
approved to be offered in other than AA/AS degree programs in all
technical colleges, and whose transferability would be recognized",
The task force agreed to the allowance of four or five courses at
each of the sixteen technical campuses (the specific courses would
vary from one campus to another) which would be transferable, In
exchange, Tee promised to discontinue the practice of offering all
forty courses at each of its sixteen campuses, In addition, the
task force adopted a mechanism for requests to offer additional
courses through the State Technical Board Commission, and it encouraged cooperative agreements between units of the Tee System and
nearby senior institutions.

Dr. Duffy commented on the matter of students paying twice for the
same course, saying that students entering USC who do not perform
satisfactorily on English proficiency tests will be required to
take English even if they have already taken it elsewhere,
Rod Sproatt (Beaufort) asked about the position of the USC administration on the task force reports. Professor Gardner responded
that he and Vice President Duffy met with the President, Vice Presidents Vlahoplus and Borkowski, and Mr. Schwab regarding the University's position on the reports, and those individuals felt this
was "the best we could get out of this process at this time". He
felt it safe to say that this was the central administration's
position. He said they were aware of the sensitivity of the issue
to people on the Beaufort and Sumter Campuses. He and Dr. Duffy
·have spoken with the Deans and some members of the faculty, and
they plan to meet with President Holderman to tell him again of
concerns on the University Campuses,
Representative Sproatt stated that at USC Beaufort, there was "real
concern about the administration's committment" in light of its approval of the mini-core proposal. If technical schools and USC
campuses are offering the same courses, taxpayers might reason that

it is undesirable to .maintain both institutions. Professor Sproatt
expressed the feeling that if the University gives in on issues like
this, we cannot defend our position that the two systems are different, He and others at Beaufort fear that in time their Campus
will become a community college or part of the Tee System, While
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Dr. Holderman has said no campuses will be closed, there is conc1rn
that they could be merged. Representative Sproatt pointed out that
Beaufort Tee had support at the state level, including members of
the CHE, and he likened those who sided with USC Beaufort to a lone
voice "crying in the wind". He asked if there was anything he could
take back to the Beaufort faculty to reassure them that the University
Campus there would not eventually be taken over by the Tee System.
He expressed special concern about further curricular encroachment on
'the part of Tee campuses, which would make it difficult for University Campuses to attract and retain students.
Professor Gardner remarked that he and Dr. Duffy were optimistic regarding the situation, and that they do not wish to assign technical
schools the credibility given them by Representative Sproatt. They
believe "overwhelmingly" in the quality of University Campuses. The
Associate Vice President mentioned that Mr. Sheheen had brought up
the concept of community colleges "time and time again", but that the
idea was never approved by the people or leaders of South Carolina, and
he does not forsee any changes in that situation. Professor Gardner
thinks the technical centers are nervous about the University, citing
the strong reaction of Tee to the presence of two USC Lancaster instructors in Chesterfield and Marlboro Counties as an example. He said
that sort of thing reaffirms his belief in the quality of education
provided by University Campuses and, therefore, the view that "people.
are going to come to you no matter what the differential in tuition".
USC has been operating since 1805, and he does not feel that it will
be put out of business by an institution that began,in 1960. At the
same time, he and Dr. Duffy understand the concerns being expressed,
and they will do their utmost to communicate those feelings to the
President. Professor Gardner added that he has heard the faculty on
this issue, and he will "translate those sentiments in a polite and
professional way".
The Associate Vice President asked Dr.Duffy if he wished to add anything. The Vice President said that Dr. Holderman's committment not
to close campuses includes a committment not to merge them.
Professor Sproatt observed that The University Campuses Faculty Manual
states that faculty have policy-making authority over curricula and
other things. He inquired whether it could be argued that, as faculty,
we can determine course transferability. Professor Gardner responded
that faculty do have that power, but that he and Dr. Duffy, as well
as people at the local campuses, are ultimately answerable to the President and the Board of Trustees. He reiterated that there were people
on the task forces who wanted to bring about changes that were not
totally in our interests, and an attempt was made to "get as much out
of this, in this arena, as we could". He feels the alternative to the
mini-core would have been to accept all thirty-nine or forty courses
taught at all sixteen Tee campuses, and he views the mini-core as a
"creative compromise".
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Representative Sproatt voiced the additional concern of the faculty
at USC Beaufort, that the Tee administration has been aggressive, and
has made much progress. He compared the situation to an eroding
beach, and stated that there had not been much public posturing on
our behalf until Dr, Holderman's statement (in June, 1986) regarding
the difference between technical schools and the USC System. Professor Sproatt also asked if Tee receives more money per FTE due to
tne technical nature of its courses. Dr. Duffy replied that, while
the Tee System receives some county and federal funds, their FTE funding
is only 90% of that given to the University. Representative Sproatt
remarked that tuition costs were lower at technical schools, ahd that,
coupled with the addition of more transferable courses, would result in
a loss of students on University Campuses regardless of quality, He
feels many parents will be swayed by the cost factor, and he added that
he did not think Tee campuses should teach academic courses at all.
The Associate Vice President commented on the difference between the
publicly assertive style of Tee leaders and the approach of the USC
administration. He said the current strategy is to stay out of the
press, which is not a very effective forum for the University, and he
mentioned that "often things are done in other ways in South Carolina
that ultimately are far more persuasive". He recalled that the people
of Beaufort took steps against the other institution there without necessitating the involvement of the press; Again he stated that he does
not wish to give,the Tee leadership the idea that they are being taken
too seriously, because that might encourage them. Professor Gardner
did not deny that some students might take transferable courses at Tee
because of its lower tuition, but he said that USC Beaufort was doing
things - like offering upper division courses - which Tee "would never
duplicate or replicate", He feels that in the long term, gains in
upper level offerings with the implementation of the learning center
concept, will offset losses. He also observed that, with the Education
Improvement Act, more students will be graduating from high school in
a college preparatory track and desiring to attend a University. He
believes in the long-range competitiveness of the University Campuses,
and he thinks the competition does also,
Professor Gardner recognized Dean Anderson to comment on the stand
that USC administrators have taken, The Dean said he had been hearing
the faculty express "a lot of fears and anxieties", and that such
feelings were justified. This matter was discussed at length at the
Dean's meeting earlier in the day, and the Deans and Dr. Duffy agreed
they would seek the President's support in fighting duplication. The
Associate Vice President added that, at the same time, in a separate
room, he was telling faculty that their sentiments would be transmitted
"almost verbatim"

to Dr. Holderman.

Don Curlovic (Sumter) thanked Professor Sproatt for communicating the
feelings of the faculty, saying that they appreciate having an articulate spokesman, Professor Gardner noted Representative Sproatt's
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consistency.

'!

Allan Charles (Union) submitted that duplication was not an issue, because someone else is attempting to duplicate what the University Campuses are doing, "as if the robber were trying to help himself to your
money and it is an issue to whom the money belonged". He also argued
that the upper division enrollment on most University Campuses would
be insufficient to compensate for the loss of significant numbers of
freshmen. The freshman enrollment, he said, is larger than the number
of sophomores, which is much larger than enrollment above the sophomore
level. Therefore, we had better think about our freshmen. Representative Charles spoke to the requirement that faculty on University
Campuses must have eighteen hours of graduate credit in their respective disciplines, as has been the case at technical institutions. He
stated that faculty hired by the Tee System with eighteen graduate
hours would not be comparable to University Campus faculty, most of
whom have much more graduate work than that. Professor Charles pointed
out that technical centers do not pay a lot for part-time faculty, their
faculties consist primarily of administrators and part-timers, and
they do not recognize tenure or promotion and therefore do not have a
"faculty" in the sense that.we understand that term. Comparing those
who teach at Tee and at University Campuses, he said, was like comparing apples and oranges. He voiced his agreement with the· idea of
a unified calendar for state institutions of higher education, and
stated that he felt a semester system was preferable to a quarter system.
Referring to the "Task Force Position Statement and Recommendation Concerning Transfer and Articulation" (Attachment 3), Representative Charles
observed that the task force has declared that general education courses
beyond those contained in the mini-core, which are designed for college
transfer, can be justified to and approved by the State Technical Board
and the CHE. He expressed the opinion that this was like "putting the
fox in charge of the chicken coop", because neither the Technical Commissioner of Higher Education nor the CHE has been friendly to the interests of USC. He concluded that the mini-core is meaningless, because the Tee System "can inaugurate the use of anything" without checking with University officials, as long as they have the approval of the
Commission on Higher Education.
Dr. Duffy responded that the eighteen-hour rule for University Campuses
had nothing to do with Tee - it is a requirement of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. He said when this deal was made, he
felt it was.the best we could do, and that he has nothing to apologize
for. He also stated that "we only gave them (Tee) what they already
had", and he again voiced his willingness to convey to the President the
attitudes, opinions, and impressions of the faculty. The Vice President
said he agreed with the faculty, but he was concerned about the "disastrous" tone he observed. He took issue with the idea that "if we don't
win this one •••• we're all dead", calling it a self-fulfilling prophecy.
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has been "fighting this battle" for more than twenty years, and
he promised to continue the struggle and he expects others to do so
after him, Dr. Duffy cautioned against conceding the issue of quality;
such a concession would lead to the conclusion that University Campuses
may as well merge with units of the Tee System. Once that conclusion
is reached, "the ball game's over for you". As an example of the selffulfilling prophecy, he mentioned that the Salkehatchie Campus almost
closed because of an administrator who told everyone that it would. He
told the group to be careful about this sort of thing.

He

Professor Gardner said he thought everyone should also be careful not
to assume that the administration is not taking a strong enough position
on this matter. There are various ways to fight one's battles in the
State, and he feels that, in the long run, the University leadership has
been much more effective than leaders of the Tee System. Just because
the USC stand is not publicized in the press, that does not mean University leaders have not been fighting for the interests of University Campuses. Representative Charles said he wished the record to show that he
never advocated going to the press. He does feel, however, that the
battle should be fought in committee and in the CHE. The Vice President
remarked that he could make speeches around the State, but that is not
the way he thinks we should approach the issue, He sometimes gets the
same strong reaction from the Deans to the publicity received by the Tee
System, but he does not feel it poses a serious threat,
Jerry Dockery (Lifelong Learning) commented that the battle is fought
"in the trenches". He added that some effective support was lost recently due to the death of a legislator, and more leadership is needed.
Dr, Duffy said Tee has also been "taking its licks" from government representatives and the Commission on Higher Education, For instance, there
has been concern about the prospect of teaching agriculture or textile
economics in units of the Tee System. For the last twenty-five years,
Tee has argued that people have to be trained "broadly and liberally"
for today's workforce, He stated his feeling that the University was
fortunate to have received what it did out of the task force. He
could have filibustered about the issue, but past experience has taught
that such an approach_can be damaging to USC.
Representative Sproatt asked whether the transferable courses would
stop with the mini-core. The Vice President responded that he feels we
should continue the fight on that matter. He said while he and Professor
Gardner are conveying opinions to President Holderman, the Deans should
be talking with leaders at local technical centers and on local com:
missions, and offering to teach courses to Tee students who need them
and qualify for them, He noted that such a stance would be politically
popular, and said "if you want to go public with something, go public
with that."
Senator Curlovic commented again on the questions raised by Professor
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Sproatt, saying that they helped everyone to understand the situation,
and he felt that was their intended purpose,
The Associate Vice President remarked that neither he nor Dr, Duffy
wanted to be in the position of defending Tee, He told the group that
neither of them relished conflict, but "we're not reluctant to engage
in it in the appropriate forums, and we will continue to do so". If
a filibuster is needed, "that's what we'll do". He added that the University Campus Deans and faculty are able to speak on the issues.
The Chair brought to the attention of the Senate the persistent use of
the term "two-year colleges" in the task force reports, He was unable
to find a distinction between University Campuses and technical education centers, and he wondered how the former were classified. Vice
President Duffy answered that University Campuses are part of USC, so
the designation "two-year colleges" refers only to Tee campuses. The
problem with that is the understanding that one person can speak for the
entire University, which means that some campuses do not get input. The
Associate Vice President said the Commission sometimes treats the University Campuses as part of the USC System, and at other times it does
not. When it comes to budgetary matters and desegregation program eligibility, we have been treated as two-year institutions. University
Campuses are referred to as two-year centers in the master plan, and the
CHE has never acknowledged our right to offer more than the first two
years of college coursework, He added that there has been a polite conflict between USC officials and the Commissioner on this point.

Chairman Powers pointed out that there is a need to remind others within
the USC System sbout the status of University Campuses, He announced
the receipt of another letter from the President's Office addressed to
the Chair of the Two-Year Campus Faculty Senate,
The Chair also inquired about the meaning of the term "learning center".
He wondered whether it would necessitate a name change for University
Campuses, Dr. Duffy replied "you already are one if you stop to think
about it", He said at least four of the five University Campuses offer
graduate courses, usually according to demand and faculty availability,
Adjunct faculty are hired for graduate courses, and an attempt has been

made to get some University Campus faculty to teach them. A recent
breakthrough in this area occurred when the English Department approved
a Salkehatchie faculty member to teach a graduate class. The approval
was granted despite an initial objection concerning library resources.
Chairman Powers asked the Vice President to speak to the public relations
aspect of the learning center concept. In response, Dr, Duffy said he
thinks it is "designed to connote the concept of flexibility, accessibility, ••• the potential of working with other campuses in the System".
He feels that it could render University Campuses more competitive in
some communities.

Some Tee centers do not have cooperative relation-

ships with other campuses in South Carolina that offer degrees, The
Vice President mentioned that the learning center idea is in the 2001
Plan, which has not yet been adopted by the Board of Trustees. He
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said that "we can't do anything ••. formally in terms of fleshing this out
until we get the. blessing at that level", and added that this is not an
attempt to create something using essentially part-timers or people out
of Columbia. The Chair stated that he thinks part of the problem is the
perce tion that the designation of University Campuses as learning centers would increasingly blur the distinction between us and Tee campuses,
thereby facilitating the problem to which the mini-core also contributes.
There is concern that this might be viewed as

11

part of some larger plan".

Dr. Duffy•assured the group that if there is a larger plan, it is our
plan. Dean Daivs commented that when President Holderman first spoke
about learning centers, at the Union Campus about a year ago, he defined
them as "using System resources to meet System demand more or less on
an ad hoc basis". Representative Charles wondered whether the term
"learning center 11 is being used as a generic one or as a formal desig-

nation, with capital letters. The Vice President responded that the
latter use was never considered. Billy Cordray (Beaufort) remarked that
Beaufort Tee is constructing a new building called the Learning Resource
Center. He feels that move, along with the designation of University
Campuses as learning centers, could cause confusion.

The Chair asked the Senators if there were any additional questions or
comments for Professor Gardner. There being none, he called for a tenminute recess.

IV.

Reports from Standing Committees
A. Rights and Responsibilities - Professor John Logue (Sumter)
The Chair granted Senator Logue's request that the Rights and Responsibilities report be postponed, pending the completion of minutes of the
Committee's meeting earlier in the day.
B. Welfare - Professor Don Curlovic (Sumter)
Senator Curlovic reported for the Welfare Committee as follows:
The Committee received the report from Associate Vice President
John Gardner (Attachment 4) on the Deans' response to the Committee's questions concerning the 1986-87 faculty salaries. The
following items were discussed:
1) Disclosure of salaries - the members of the Committee feel
that a more detailed list of faculty salaries and salary increases is needed in order for an individual to determine
whether or not she/he is being treated fairly. It was agreed that the Chair of the Committee would get a legal
opinion on how much can be disclosed about a faculty member's salary.
2) Redress for an unjust salary - the members of the Committee
feel that there needs to be a simple process (i.e., something
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like arbitration) whereby a faculty member who thinks
that her/his salary or salary increase is unjust, can

seek to have the wrong corrected.
3) Merit pay and low-encl adjustment - the members of the
Committee £eel that the concepts of merit pay and lowencl adjustment need to be clarified to the faculty.
These concepts are the basis for salary increases, and
yet faculty do not know what specific things they must
do in order to receive merit pay, and when merit pay

is awarded it is not clear what specific things a faculty member has done to earn the merit pay.
Professor Curlovic also announced that he had two motions to present to

the body.

The first reads as follows:

h'HEREL\S the University has a vested interest in the con-

tinuing education of its faculty, and
WHEREAS the University has the capacity to provide such
education within the University;

THE FACULTY SEilATE HEREBY REQUESTS THAT the Vice President for University Campuses and Continuing Education
obtain a mechnnism for providing tuition at no cost for

faculty enrolle::.d in credit coursework within the University System,,
The Chairman reminded the senators that motions coming from committee
require no second, and he opened the floor for discussion of the motion.
It was mentioned that, at one time, faculty could take credit

courses for about $10. Dr. Duffy "enthusiastically" accepted the
motion, adding that Vice President Vlahoplus has already been approached about this problem as it relates to staff. Professor Gardner
asked how he and Dr. Duffy could deal with the argument that faculty
have graduate degrees, and there o.re four times as many other University employees without graduate or even undergraduate degrees who are
not included.

Senator Curlovic replied with the suggestion that other

USC employees could be included. Representative Charles stated that
this body is not a forum for everyone in the University family. We
speak for ourselves, and if others ·want what we do, they can make
their request by other mechanisms. Professor Sproatt suggested the
matter be viewed in the context of faculty development programs.
Wayne Thurman (Lancaster) agreed with the faculty development approach,
and he noted that additional faculty coursework would help attain the
goals of the 2001 Plan. Professor Charles expressed the opinion that
the elimination of tuition fees ·would be of value to 'persons who have
obtained a terminal degree. He has taken courses since receiving his
Ph.D., and he said he would be encouraged to take more courses if he
were not required to pay the normal tuition fee.
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Chairman Powers asked for further discussion and then called the
question, The motion carried by voice vote.
Professor Curlovic was again recognized, and he presented the second
motion from the Welfare Committee, which reads:
WHEREAS the USC Campuses are currently experiencing an
attack on their undergraduate courses by the Tee System,
and
WHEREAS such encroachment is certain to diminish FTE, and
WHEREAS we live and die by FTE count;
BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Faculty Senate of the University
Campuses encourages the Deans of the University Campuses
to immediately curtail hiring any adjunct or part-time
faculty who also teach or serve in the Tee System, and
prohibit USC employees from teaching for the Tee System.
The Chair called for discussion, and Rick Boulware (Beaufort) questioned the rationale for the motion. Jerry Dockery made reference
to Dr. Duffy's earlier remark that if we ever concede the issue of
quality to the Tee System, we have lost the fight. He feels that
this motion is necessary if we want to argue that University Campuses
are qualitatively superior to technical schools,
Professor Sproatt offered a friendly ammendment which would change
the word "prohibit" to "discourage", The motion was seconded, and
the Chair asked for discussion on the ammendment, Senator Curlovic
said he did not think it was necessary, since the original motion
already states that the Senate "encourages" the Campus Deans to take
certain action, Representative Charles said that he felt the word
"prohibit" was a little more stringent than we want. He feels the
word "discourage" is preferable if we do not want to press our case
too strongly and increase conflict.
There being no further discussion, the question on the ammendment
was called, and the group accepted it by voice vote.
Chairman Powers then reopened the floor for discussion on the original motion from the Welfare Committee. He recognized Wade Chittam
(Lancaster), who expressed concern that the motion would prohibit
the employment of two faculty members at USC Lancaster who currently
teach nursing. Dean Arnold said the Lancaster Campus has a cooperative nursing program with York Tee, and that some of his faculty
members hold joint teaching positions. They are on the Tee payroll,
but they have tenure and faculty rank at USC Lancaster. The Lancaster Campus also hires adjunct faculty to teach in clinical aspects
of the program, The Dean's perception is that the presence of those
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individuals might be viewed negatively. Senator Dockery responded
that the Committee felt the motion would not impinge on such cooperative efforts. Charles Walker (Union) thought he understood Dr.
Duffy to say he would be happy for USC instructors to teach college
parallel English at Tee. The Vice President agreed that he said we
would teach courses for Tee, and that could imply that we would
teach on their campuses. Dean Anderson stated that in that case
USC would be offering courses, but they would not necessarily be
Tee courses. Dr. Duffy confirmed that statement. Dean Anderson
also commented on USC Sumter's joint program in nursing with Sumter
Tee. He sees no problem with the motion because courses offered
by USC Sumter in that program are taught at the University Campus
by its faculty. Dean May expressed concern that denying a teaching
position to someone with the proper credentials could be illegal.
Representative Charles reminded the group that the motion is not
binding on the Deans, but is rather a "sense of the Senate type of
motion".

There was no further discussion.
motion carried.

The question was called and the

Professor Gardner was recognized for a point of information. He
expressed his desire for a legal opinion from USC lawyers on the
motion just passed, "to make sure that we don't potentially get
in a spot where we don't want to be" with regard to anti-discrimination laws.

Chairman Powers recognized Professor Logue for the Rights and Responsibilities Committee report. Senator Logue noted that the
tardiness of the report was due to the "dedication and efficiency"
of the Committee's Secretary, who typed it during the lunch break.
He reported as follows:
The Rights and Responsibilities Committee met at 5:00 P.M.,
Thursday, November 6, 1986, in the Science/Administration
Building to review minutes from Senate• meetings since April
1983 and to note actions that would require changes to The
University Campuses Faculty Manual.

These changes will be

forwarded to Professor Greg Labyak (Secretary).
The grievance procedure was discussed at length, in view of
a pending grievance. The Chair will request a legal recording from USC Legal Services for a grievance hearing
tentatively scheduled for Wednesday, November 19 at 10:00 A.M.
in Columbia.
Professor Logue also presented the following motion from his Committee:
The Committee moves that the University Campuses Faculty
Senate recommend that Dr. Duffy's Office seek a change from
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the current listing of the SAT reporting code for
University Campuses (//5818: Columbia & Two-Year
Campuses) to a separate listing for each University
Campus in the SAT Registration Bulletin. The rationale for this motion is that there are no "two-year"
campuses, each technical college has its own individual code, and there may be delays caused by SAT
scores being reported to Columbia first.
The Chair opened the floor for discussion on the motion, and he invited Senator Boulware to elaborate on the problem giving rise to it.
Representative Boulware explained that when applying for the Scholastic
Aptitude Test, prospective college students select schools to which
they want their SAT scores reported, and the selection is by code
number. University Campuses are included in the code for "Columbia
and Two-Year Campuses".

Since we are no longer "two-year" campuses

and each technical center has its own code number, every University
Campus should possess a separate number as well. Dr. Duffy conveyed
the rationale for listing Columbia and other USC campuses together.
It was thought that separate listings would be disadvantageous for
the student, who could pay a single fee and have his/her scores sent
to six different locations. Sal Macias (Sumter) asked if every University Campus could be listed separately using the same code number
for each. The Vice President replied that he would investigate that
possibility if the group wished. He just wanted the Senate to know
that the current method of listing University Campuses was deliberately pursued. It would save students money, and it was thought
to be more convenient to have scores recorded and then sent to the
University Campuses. Representative Sproatt inquired whether the
scores, when reported to Columbia, are sent out to individual campuses. Senator Boulware said he thought it would not make sense for
students who .planned to attend one of the University Campuses to
send their transcript to Columbia.
Chairman Powers asked for further discussion, and Representative
Macias wondered whether the body was voting to have separate listings
and different codes or separate listings with the same code. The
Chair responded that he was not aware of any proposed ammendment,

and the Senate was voting on the motion.as presented.
The Chair called for a vote on the motion, which carried.
C.

Intra-University Services and Communication - Professor Shari
Lohela (Lancaster)

Senator Lohela made the following report to the Senate:
The University Services and Communications Committee con-

tinued its examination of the issue of course transferability among the USC campuses and the system concept, and
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heard comments by Associate Vice President Gardner on
this issue. The Committee concluded that this topic
would need considerable study and consideration. In a
related matter, the Committee discussed the proposed
mini-core curriculum, again hearing comments by Professor Gardner.
Professor Lohela informed the Senate that she had two resolutions
from her Committee. She read the first resolution as follows:
The University Campuses Faculty Senate asserts that nowhere in South Carolina can one find a greater committment to the University of South Carolina than among the
University Campuses and within the areas they serve.
As determined advocates of the system concept, we urge
the University Administration, especially the Office of
Vice President Duffy, to reaffirm its dedication to the
System by working with us to eliminate the two major
current threats to system integrity. We perceive these
threats to be:
1) internal fragmentation due to lack of a workable mechanism to achieve and maintain curricular articulation
among the nine campuses; and

2) proposed encroachment by Tee schools into the legitimate curricular domains of campuses of the University
of South Carolina.
The Chairman asked for discussion. Hearing none, the question was
called and the motion carried by voice vote.
Chairman Powers again recognized Senator Lohela, who yielded the
floor to Representative Macias for the presentation of the second
resolution from the IUSC Committee. He read the following:
In that we do not accept the contention that a proposed
mini-core curriculum offered by the Tee campuses is of
equivalent quality to that available from the University
Campuses of the University of South Carolina, and that
efforts to achieve course equivalency by the Tee campuses
constitutes unnecessary course duplication, the University

Campuses Faculty Senate urges Vice President Duffy to mobilize the full resources of the Administration of the University of South Carolina to lobby all appropriate agencies
of State Government to oppose any proposed mini-core of
transferable courses. We support recommendation number
six of the AVA report to the Commission of Higher Education in South Carolina entitled Higher Education in South
Carolina: An Agenda for the Future, which states in the
case of technical and academic colleges located near one
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another, the technical college should only provide
those academic courses required of all technical
college s.tudents or those courses designed as nontransfer courses to support a specific technological
emphasis".

There was no discussion of the resolution.
called and the body approved it as read.
V.

The question was

Executive Committee - Professor Greg Labyak (Salkehatchie)

The Secretary reported that the Executive Committee had met twice since
the last meeting of the Senate. One topic of discussion was the CHE
task forces. He said that one issue of concern to the Committee is the
part-time faculty situation. Professor Gardner assured the group that
the Deans are sensitized to that matter; they have addressed the use of
high school teachers at University Campuses, and they have been informed
of concerns regarding the input of full-time faculty into the hiring of
part-timers. The Associate Vice President also told the Committee that
at present, only one part-time faculty member on the University Campuses
is teaching a full-time load. In response to an earlier question on
summer school pay, Professor Gardner said an individual may earn a maximum of 30% of his/her salary during the summer, and the maximum for a
single summer session is 15%. He also informed the Committee that the
grievance procedure included in The University Campuses Faculty Manual
permits certain types of grievances not allowed by State law. The Senate
will need to deal with this issue in the future. The Secretary reported
that Lyn Hensel, of the USC legal staff, had responded to a request from
the Committee for information on the impact of the Tort Claims Act on
our grievance procedure. She did not have much to report, and she hopes
to have more information soon. The Committee discussed the agenda for
Senate meetings. Chairman Powers wants members of the Committee to consider how it is working, and to suggest changes when appropriate. There
was concern about whether the Senate should have input into the nomination of a faculty member to serve on the Research Advisory Committee.
Apparently, Senate input is not needed, and an inquiry is being made
concerning the possibility of including a report from that Committee in
the Faculty Senate proceedings.

At today's meeting of the Executive

Committee, there was a very lengthy discussion of the mini-core issue
and the relationship between University Campuses and technical schools.
VI.

Reports of Special Committees
A. University Library Committee - Professor Sherre Dryden (Salkehatchie)
Professor Dryden had no report, as the Library Committee had not
met since the last meeting of the Senate.
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B.

University Committee on Curricula and Courses - Professor
Robert Castleberry (Sumter)

Professor Castleberry submitted the following report:
There are no special issues I feel necessary to bring to
your attention at this time. I remind you that the Columbia
Senate Minutes detail all curricula and course changes when
they are made official.
The Committee on which I serve as your representative considers changes to the Columbia catalog, to which we are intimately tied. It does not consider changes to the catalogs of other System campuses.
My presence on that Committee is to insure that the University Campuses have a voice in any changes that would impact on our course offerings. In an attempt to find out
exactly what we are doing, I wrote a letter to each of the
University Campuses asking for information on our course
offerings since 1980. In spite of the fact that the letters were ambiguously worded (or inappropriately worded,
to some extent) and on occasion mailed incorrectly, I am
getting some response. Thank you.
I am now working on a list of courses offered at each cam-

pus in a fall or spring term since 1980. I see this list
as 1) providing me with information on the courses I especially need to "protect" from inappropriate change; and
2) providing interested faculty with information about what
is being done on other campuses (this should allow faculty
to compare notes on courses, course content, etc.)
I hope to have the list available for the next meeting of
the body. I have a tentative list with me now, but it
needs editing. It is amazing how many changes have been
institutionalized over the last several years. I am trying to eliminate from this list those courses which no
longer exist or were "typos" on the original course sched-

ule, and edit the list to use current department and number identifiers.
Professor Castleberry added that he is concerned about the lack of
an effective mechanism for dealing with problems he forsees. When
he receives the Committee's agenda for an upcoming meeting, he looks

for potential problems. The list he described will facilitate that
process. He has contacted deans or academic officers on the various
University Campuses to ask for their input. Unfortunately, he often
gets some materials only after arriving at the meeting.
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C.

University Faculty Welfare Committee - Professor Jerry Currence (Lancaster)

Professor Currence reported as follows:
The Faculty Welfare Committee has met twice since the last
Senate meeting. The first of these meetings was devoted
to establishing the criteria for the teleconference with
Clemson University.

Discussions centered around the fol-

lowing:
1) main points arising from the teleconference
2) faculty benefits survey
3) State employee benefits
4) faculty-related benefits
5) separation from State personnel system
The second meeting was held during the teleconference. Several items concerning faculty benefits were discussed, such
as child care service, salary, and retirement.
D.

Academic Planning Committee - Professor Bob Group (Salkehatchie)

Professor Group filed the following report:
The University's Academic Planning Committee met on October
21, 1986, to discuss the year's agenda. Upcoming items of
consideration will be 1) the coordination of curricula and
admission requirements, and 2) a review of portions of the
2001 Plan. The next meeting is scheduled for November 18.
E.

Faculty/Board of Trustees Liaison Committee - Professor Billy
Cordray (Beaufort)

Professor Cordray reported that the Committee has not met since the
last Senate meeting.

The full Board, however, did meet on October

3 and approved the following baccalaureate degree programs as requested by the Committee at its September meeting: a Bachelor in
Sport Administration in Columbia, a Bachelor of Arts in Sociology
at Aiken, a Bachelor of Science in Chemistry at Aiken, and a Bachelor of Science in Computer Science in Columbia. In other actions,
the Board of Trustees unanimously approved the consortium with Greenville Tee, it granted an extension of service to Professor Sam Greenly
at Beaufort, and it re-elected Othniel A. Wienges as Chair, Michael
J. Mungo as Vice Chair, and Vice President Chris Vlahoplus as Secretary. Professor Cordray said he would provide copies of the consortium agreement to members of the Intra-University Services and
Communication Committee at the February meeting of the Senate.
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F.

Research and Productive Scholarship Committee - Professor
B. H. Carraway (Lancaster)

Professor Carraway had no report.
G.

System Committee - Professor Tom Powers (Sumter)

Chairman Powers provided the Senate with the following report:
The System Committee met on September 24, 1986, on the
Campus of USC Columbia.
President Holderman reminded Deans and Chancellors to
submit suggested commencement dates. He also requested
that selections for speakers be made with an eye to the
University's ecumenical theme for the year, noting as
examples that the Archbishop of the Greek Orthodox Church
in America, Rev. Billy Graham, and the Archbishop of Canterbury were scheduled to speak at the Columbia Campus
this year.
The Committee received reports on the activities of the
CHE task forces.
President Holderman announced that Dr. Jacob Jennings would
be visiting each campus to review community relations activities and to offer any needed assistance.
The President announced that USC would host the Caribbean
Conference on March 2-6 on the Columbia Campus. Heads of
state of many Caribbean nations will be involved, and the
Prime Minister of Jamaica is expected to play a major role.
All campuses should be involved in this.
The System Committee met again on Friday, October 24, 1986
at USC Columbia.
President Holderman distributed a list of commencement dates,

and noted that these dates were now firm. Commencement dates
for the University Campuses are as follows:
7:30 P.M., Tuesday,
8:00 P.M., Thursday,
7:30 P.M., Monday,
7:00 P.M., Thursday,
7:30 P.M., Wednesday,

USC Beaufort
USC Lancaster
use Salkehatchie
use Sumter
USC Union

May 12
May 14

May 18
May 21
May 13

The President briefed the Committee on the Freedom of Information Act and the controversy surrounding the employment of
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Jehan Sadat. Paul Ward noted that the Freedom of Information Act did not provide that all salaries of all public
employees be made public, that there were many exemptions
in the Act, and that the Act, as written, did not require
that Ms. Sadat's salary be published. The President noted
further that there were solid reasons to have serious concern about Mr. Sadat's security, and releasing details
might compromise that. Mr. Ward noted that the suit demanding the information asked not ,that the total sum paid
be revealed, but insisted on specific, itemized information
about precise details.
The Committee discussed the wisdom of continuing to bring
to USC prominent persons at high cost. The consensus was
that the enhancement of visibility and prestige resulting
from association with such persons far outweighed the
cost, and that such practices should be continued. The
President was encouraged not to abandon this method of
raising the position of USC in the eyes of the nation and
the world.
In connection with this matter, President Holderman noted
informally that the University had, during his nine-year
term as president, spent between one and two million dollars
bringing major public figures to USC. During that same
time, USC had enjoyed a 47% increase in grant money received, had seen its level of private support rise from
one to two million dollars to $16.5 million, had seen its
endowment grow from $4 million to $25 million, and had,
for the first time ever, received'money (in this case, $16.3
million) through a Federal appropriation. At least some
of this, he argued, is attributable to the enhancement of
the University's visibility and prestige during the same
period. He noted further how important all this has been,
given that the State's funding of the University has declined from 19% of the annual budget to·l3%, and that the
State now provides only 48% of USC's funding.
John Gregory briefed the Committee on developments in the
Legislature.
John Gardner, John Duffy, and Ken Schwab informed the Committee of the results of the CHE task forces' review of the
AVA recommendations.
The President spoke briefly to the Committee about the
growing role of the University in research, and distributed a booklet publicizing research opportunities and
developments at USC.
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VII.

Unfinished Business

The Chair placed on the floor a substantive motion from the Rights and
Responsibilities Committee which had been introduced at the last meeting
of the Senate. The motion reads:
That the fourth sentence of Article III, Section 2, Page 58
of The University Campuses Faculty Manual be changed to con v
form to the intent and practice of the organization. ·It
should read, "Only voting members of the Senate and members
of the Executive Committee shall be eligible for these offices."
There was no further discussion, and the.question was called.

The mo-

tion carried~

VIII.

New Business

Professor Cordray reported that he had been asked to serve on a committee of the College of Business in Columbia, to study the MBA-ETV
program. He has been told that enrollment on campuses other than
Columbia has diminished to a critical level, and there is uncertainty
about the financial feasibility of continuing to operate the program.
He asked for input from business professors. Professor Cordray
thought the MBA program could perhaps be brought to us a little more
cheaply or taken to new locations with the ITFS facilities. He believes the MBA program gives the University Campuses "an additional
identity" that will help separate them from technical schools. He
said it was honestly admitted that the broadcasts are expensive and
enrollments are down. Dean Anderson wondered whether the Graduate
Regional Studies coordinators on the University Campuses had been
notified, and Professor Cordray replied that he was not sure. He
stated that the group was scheduled to meet the following Tuesday
at 10:00 A.M. in Columbia.
Chairman Powers inquired about further new business. Dr. Duffy
mentioned an article from the Charlotte Observer, written by Vice
President Ardis Savory.which he wished to distribute (Attachment 6).

IX.

Announcements

The Secretary provided directions to the site of the reception which
was to follow the meeting. The Chair reminded the assembly that the
next meeting would be February 13 at USC Sumter,
X.

Adjournment

The Chair invited a motion to adjourn,
meeting was adjourned.
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The motion was made and the
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BEAUFORT
present
Rick Boulware
Somers Miller
Rod Sproatt
absent
David Mccollum

R&R
Welfare
Executive

ruse

LANCASTER
present
Wade Chittam
Executive
Deborah Cureton
ruse
Jerry Currence
R&R
Shari Lohela
ruse (Chair)
Mark McLean
Welfare
Jimmie Nunnery
R&R
absent
Darlene McManus
Welfare
Wayne Thurman substituted for Senator McManus
LIFELONG LEARNING
present
Linda Allman
R&R
Steve Dalton
ruse
absent
Linda Holderfield
Executive
John Stine
Welfare
Jerry Dockery substituted for Senator Stine
SALKEHATCHIE
present
Bill !lowers
Greg Labyak
Marion Preacher
Ali Pyarali

Welfare
Executive
R&R

ruse

SUMTER
present
Don Curlovic
Bob Cos tel10

Welfare (Chair)

ruse

Jean Hatcher

R&R
R&R (Chair)

John Logue
Sal Macias

ruse

Tom Powers

Executive (Chair)
Welfare

John Varner
Carolyn West
Laura Zaidman

ruse
R&R

UNION
present
Charles Walker
R&R
absent
Mary Barton
Welfare
Julie Fielder
ruse
Tandy Willis
Executive
Allan Charles substituted for Representative Willis
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REPORTS OF UNIVERSITY OFFICERS
System Vice President John Duffy
to University Campuses Faculty Senate
November 7, 1986
As you have probably read in the paper the State Budget and
Control Board has asked state agencies to reduce their budgets
by 2.6%. This results because of an approximate $100,000,000
short-fall in state revenues.
$62,000·,ooo of this has to come
from agencies.
I'm enclosing a list which shows what these
reductions mean. As you can see the!list figures our reductions
from 1.5% to 4.5%. The actual reduction will be 2.6% which will
be a few thousand dollars more than the column headed 2.5%. As
you can see the total budget reduction will cost the University
over $4,000,000.
Recently there has been a great deal of publicity about salaries
paid by the University to distinguished visiting professors,
particularly in the area of international programming.
I think
that there is another side of this story which should be brought
to the attention of the faculty.
The attraction of people of this
quality to the University has greatly enhanced the reputation of
the University.
It had had a definite impact on our ability to
raise grant money.
In fact in some instances, individuals who
have received funds have returned the money to the University by
way of scholarships and/or donations.
I realize that some faculty
are concerned about these expenditures but I think that one should
bear in mind that if the University is to become a first rate
institution as President Holderman and the faculty of USC have
projected it to be then one must expect that there would be some
extraordinary expense involved.
I don't think that anyone will
deny that USC's national and international standing has been
greatly enhanced since Dr. Holderman became President almost a
decade ago.
I would point to the fact that the visit of the Pope
next fall will be unprecedented in the history of the University
or the state of South Carolina and, in fact, in the entire southeastern region of the United States.
I would like to call to your attention to the work of several
units within the Division that are not directly related to the
University Campuses.
First I would like to congratulate the
Division of Telecommunications Instruction on the development of
the American South Comes of Age course which is now available
throughout the state and nation.
I certainly expect great things
of the new course which we have been working on with the College
of Education called Effective Teaching which is being developed by
Professor Lorin Anderson.
It will replace the Teacher As Manager,
a very successful program.

Report to Senate
by John Duffy
Page 2
The Division of Lifelong Learning has greatly expanded its conferences and many of you have been invited to attend them.
I give
special mention to the Adult Learning Conference which was.held
here last May for the first time and which drew 176 people from
the United States and from England. We also recently sponsored
the National Interdisciplinary Baccalaureate Education Conference
which drew some 66 educators from throughout the United States.
The Division continues to work with vocational and professional
groups such as the cosmetologists, who held a conference in July
for 125 people, the State Department of Vocational Education
Conference which drew some 1,100 people in July, and the kindergarten workshop which drew some 500 people in September.
In
addition to working with the State Department of Education, we
also have worked with the Department of Health and Environmental
Control and had a very successful conference on improving water
quality which 225 people attended in October.
The budget outlook for next year is still unclear. Because of
the elections and the resulting reorganization of the state
legislature, there has been little evident activity in this area.
However, I am sure that much has gone on behind the scenes and
that th~ staff has put together all the information which the
legislature will need when it reconvenes in January.
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ATTACHMENT 2

REPORTS OF UNIVERSITY OFFICERS
Assoc iate Vice Presid ent John Gardn er
to Unive rsity Campu ses Facul ty Senate
Novem ber 7, 1986
By the standa rds of my previo us repor t at our last Senate meetin
g,
this one will be brief. It had been five month s betwee n the
April
Senate meetin g and our Septem ber meetin g. That couple d with
Vice
Presid ent Duffy 's planne d absenc e had neces sitate d a long repor
t
on my part.
1.

Status of CHE Task Force s.
I prefe r to addres s this
verba lly.
I will be glad to share with any intere sted
membe rs of the facult y a compl ete copy of the final
repor t of the CHE Task Force on Stand ards for which I
was the Unive rsity repres entati ve.

2.

Facul ty Exchan ge Progra m. Althou gh the applic ation
deadli ne was Octob er 31, it is still not too late to
get your applic ations in. As of this writin g, this
Office has receiv ed not a single applic ation from a
Unive rsity Campu ses facult y membe r. Howev er, Coast al
Carol ina Colleg e has alread y submi tted 12 applic ations .

3.

Salary Study . This Office will releas e on Novem ber 7
the result s of the part of the annua l study in which we
survey the Deans for their respon ses to questi ons
prepar ed by the Unive rsity Campu ses Facul ty Senate
Welfa re Comm ittee. The balanc e of the study, those
statis tical compi lation s under the super vision of
Dr. Milton Baker , Speci al Assis tant to the Office of
the System Vice Presid ent, is curren tly underw ay. We
are doing our very best to have a; compl ete repor t ready
for the Senate by its Febru ary meetin g.

4.

Family Fund. The 1986-8 7 campa ign is drawin g to a
conclu sion.
I still do not have defin itive figure s with
the excep tion of USC-L ancast er and USC-U nion which have
surpas sed their goals. We congr atulat e them.

S.

Nation al Confe rence On The Freshm an Year Exper ience.
I
am direct ing a person al letter to every membe r of the
Unive rsity Campu ses Facul ty inviti ng them to attend the
Febru ary 1987 Nation al Confe rence on the Freshm an Year
Exper ience. We'll have a total of over 150 sessio ns by
educa tors from all over the United States and a numbe r
of foreig n count ries as well. Last year, there were more
facult y attend ing from the Four-Y ear Campu ses of the
Unive rsity System than our own Campu ses. I sincer ely
hope that will not be the case this year.
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6.

Facu,l ty Development Workshops. David Hunter and I are
working with both your Academic Deans and your Student
Affairs Deans to make available several faculty development workshops on the Campuses during this corning year.
One of them will be presented by Dr. Harriet Mccombs who
is a psychologist with previous teaching and research
experience at the University of Nebraska and Yale University. Her research has focused on the particular challenges of assirnulating the black student culture to the
white culture of a predominantly white university and the
challenges and problems related thereto. She is a most
dynamic speaker and her workshop can yield valuable
insights for our faculty who are trying to help significant numbers of minority students adjust to our predominantly white campuses. The second workshop will
feature Professors Carolyn Matalene and Lee Jane Hevener
of the USC-Columbia Departments of English and Government
respectively who will talk on a theory of teaching they
have developed to make students more responsible for
their own learning. These two educators are highly
enthusiastic, dynamic, and entertaining, and should
prove to be another stimulating experience.
I hope that
you will take advantage of these two opportunities.

7.

Southern Association Of Colleges And Schools Annual
Meeting.
Recently, our campuses have received communications from the Southern Association's office in
Atlanta that they have questions they wish to address
to our administration about a number of developments on
our Campuses since the last self-study, particularly
the offering of upper-division course work. The Deans
of the University and the Office of the System Vice
President will meet w~th SACS officials on December 7 in
Atlanta to address their questions. We will have a more
complete report for.you on this subject thereafter.

ATTACHMENT 3
BACKGROUND AND STUDY PROCESS
In their repor t to the Comm ission on Highe r Educa tion
entitl ed
Highe r Educa tion in South Carol ina: An A2enda for the
Futur e, the
consu lting firm of Augen blick, Van de Water , and Assoc
iates ident ified
as one of their major theme s the impro vemen t of quali
ty in the State 's
highe r educa tion system . Two speci fic recom menda tions
withi n this theme
conce rned the trans fer of credi t betwe en instit ution s
and inter instit ution al
coope ration . As they appea red in the study the recom
menda tions read as
follow s:
Recom menda tion 3 (Tran sfer of Credi t) - p.87. The
Comm ission on Highe r Educa tion should develo p snd
implem ent crite ria for asses sing stude nts' readin ess
for upper devis ion study . Stude nts should meet such
crite ria in order to: ••• (2) trans fer lower divisi on
cours e credi ts betwe en instit ution s; ••••
Recom menda tion 6 (Inst itutio nal Coope ration ) - p.92.
The
Commission on Highe r Educa tion should work toward impro
ving
inter instit ution al coope ration throug h the encou ragem
ent of
such effor ts as a common post-s econd ary acade mic calen
dar
and establ ishme nt of inter instit ution al advis ory group
s to
promo te resea rch, facul ty and stude nt excha nges, compl
ement ary
gradu ate progra m offer ings, and intern ation al study oppor
tunities. In the case of techn ical and academ ic colleg es
locate d
near one anoth er, the techn ical colleg e shoul d only provid
e
those academ ic cours es requi red of all techn ical·t olleg
e
stude nts or those cours es design ed as non-t ransf er cours
es to
suppo rt a speci fic techn ologi cal empha sis.
The charg e to this Task Force was to study the consu ltants
'
recom menda tions, and recommend wheth er they should be
implem ented and,
if appro priate , how such imple menta tion might best be
accom plishe d.
In condu cting its studv of the recom menda tions the Task
Force
focus ed on three separ ate but interr elate d issue s: trans
fer polic ies, a
common academ ic calen dar, and inter instit ution al coope
ration . The Task
Force worke d as a comm ittee-o f-the- whole throug hout its
study , seekin g
conse nsus in its posit ions and unani mity in its recom
menda tions.
Betwe en July and Septem ber the Task. Force met seven times
. The appro ved
minut es of these meeti ngs are availa b.le in the Comm issions
offic es.
For inform ation purpo ses, backg round paper s were prepa
red by
Comm ission staff on the issue s of trans fer and articu
lation , academ ic
calen dars, and inter instit ution al coope ration . Each
paper follow ed a
simil ar forma t which includ ed the AVA recom menda tion
to be studie d,
refere nce to the Maste r Plan, resea rch and ident ificat
ion of proble ms
and issue s, review of other state s' activ ity, the South
Carol ina
prosp ective , and scate- wide polic y consi derat ions. These
paper s are
avail able in the Comm ission 's offic es.
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TASK FORCE POSITION STATEMENT AND RECOM!-IENDATION
CONCERNING
TRANSFER AND ARTICULATION

;
I

Discu ssion

Many of the issua s invol ved in stude nt trans fer and
cours e
artic ulati on have both histo rical prece dents and
conte mpor ary
conc erns. Some are long- stand ing, recur ring probl
ems of conf lict
and conte ntion becve en and among insti tutio ns, syste
ms, and state
agen cies.
On the one hand the Task Force review ed
the devel opme nt of past
initi ative s and probl ems which have influ enced trans
fer. These
inclu ded:

l.

Recommendations and actio ns stemming from the 1979
Maste r
Plan for Ri~he r Educ ation . in South Caro lina.

2.

Effo rts by the Commission and the insti tutio ns to
forge a
"Stat ewid e Artic ulati on Agreement" and list of unive
rsally
accep ted cours es for trans fer betwe en spec ific techn
ical
colle ges and publi c senio r colle ges.

3.

Geog raphi c, polit ical, and acade mic decis ions which
have guide d
the devel opme nt of two separ ate two-y ear.c olleg e
syste ms, and
the appro val of certa in techn ical colle ges to offer
colle ge
para llel progr ams.

4.

Agree ments betwe en indiv idual insti tutio ns for trans
fer of
spec ific cours es;

On the other hand the Task Force discu ssed
prese nt day issue s which
have chang ed the very envir onme nt and under lying
princ iples which
influ ence trans fer. These inclu de:

l.

Emplo yer demands for techn ician s train ed with soph
istica ted
techn ology and educa ted in more theor y-bas ed colle
ge
level math
and scien ce.

2.

Employment and cours e demands which requi re c~iti
cal think ing,
inter perso nal, and basic comm unica tion skill s as
neces sary
prepa ratio n for work.

3.

New accre ditat ion crite ria adopt ed by the South
ern Asso ciatio n

of Colle ges and Scho ols in 1984 which requi re gene
ral educa tion
cours es in all degre e progr ams and speci fy the profe
ssion al
crede ntial s of facul tv to teach these cours es.

4.

Demands for acco untab ility, stude nt asses smen t, and
quali ty
impro veme nt eman ating from the AVA repor t and the
gener al
publi c.

~,
2

Ad dit ion all y, the Ta sk
Fo rce gra pp led wi th tre
ac ro ss in sti tu tio ns , and
nd s ac ros s tim e,
ac ro ss iss ue s wh ich ha
ve and do inf lue nc e
tra ns fe r. Th ese inc lud
e:
1.

2.

3.

The inh ere nt co nf lic ts
of economy and ma rke tin
g
ed uc ati on co urs es be tw
een co lle ge s, pa rti cu lar of ge ne ral
ly tec hn ica l
co lle ge s an d USC tw o-y
ear cam pu ses in clo se
pro xim ity .
Th ! pa st ef fo rts of the
Co mm iss ion to stu dy the
of com mu nit y co lle ge s
est ab lis hm en t
wi thi n the St ate an d,
to me rge or
en co ura ge co op era tio n
be tw een in sti tu tio ns ,
The see mi ng ly un ne ce ssa
rv du pli ca tio n of co ur
se s, and the
in ab ili ty an d see mi ng
un wi lli ng ne ss of co lle
ge s to en co ura ge
cr os s-r eg ist ra tio n or
to co nt ra ct fo r co urs es
wi th ne igh bo rin g
in sti tu tio ns .

Fi na lly , the Ta sk Fo
pro ble ms at the in sti tu rce rec og niz ed a wi de va rie ty of sp ec ifi c
tio na l and stu de nt lev
el
tra ns fe r, Th ese ar e do
cum ent ed in the Mi nu tes wh ich inf lue nc e
of the Committee Me eti
and in the "B ack gro un d
ng s
Pa pe r,"
Ta sk Fo rce Po sit ion and
Re com me nd ati on
So uth Ca ro lin a's commi
tment to eq ua l op po rtu
cit ize ns is on e of the
nit y for al l its
fun da me nta l go als fo r
po st sec on da ry ed uc ati
the St ate . Fo r many stu
on in
de nts , the ve ry me ani ng
ed uc ati on and eq ua l op
of ac ce ss to hig he r
po rtu nit y de pe nd s up on
th eir ab ili ty to en ro ll
in iti al ly in on e in sti
tu tio n and the n tra ns fe
r
the cr ed its ear ne d the
to an oth er co lle ge or
re
un iv ers ity , Co ns eq ue
ntl y, it is im pe rat ive
sta tew ide and in sti tu tio
th at
na l po lic ies remove an
y ar tif ic ia l ba rri ers
wh ich wo uld den y or im
ped
ac ce ss to oth er in sti tu e tra ns fe r stu de nts eq ua l op po rtu nit y and
tio ns ; wh eth er th at ac
ce ss is to tw o-y ea r,
fo ur -y ea r, pu bli c, or
pr iva te co lle ge s,
The ac ce pta nc e of tra ns
fe r cr ed its ha s hi sto ric
pr ero ga tiv e of the rec
all y be en a
eiv ing in sti tu tio n. Th
e Ta sk Fo rce on Tr an sfe
In te rin sti tu tio na l Co
r and
op
Ho we ver , tax pa ye rs and era tio ri rec og niz es and ac ce pts th is tra di tio
n.
stu de nts sh ou ld no t be
req uir ed to su pp ort the
co st of co ur se s be ing
un ne ce ssa ril y rep ea ted
, and stu de nts sho uld
req uir ed to tak e co urs
no t be
es th at du pli ca te the
co nte nt of tho se
sa tis fa ct or ily co mp let
ed at the sen din g in sti
tu tio ns , Ad dit ion all y,
tax pa ye rs sh ou ld no t be
req uir ed to su pp ort un
co ur se s; es pe cia lly if
wa rra nte d du pli ca tio n
of
tho se co urs es are ou tsi
de the ro le and mi ssi on
on e co lle ge , or of fer ed
of
in co mp eti tio n fo r stu
de nts or St ate do lla rs.
The Ta sk Fo rce rec og niz
es tha t co urs e du pli ca
tio n is a po int of
ac co un tab ili ty and ne ed
s to be be tte r co ord ina
At the sam e tim e, the
ted by the in sti tu tio ns
Ta sk Fo rce re ali ze s th
.
at the eli mi na tio n of
du pl ica tio n is no t lik
to ta l
ely as lon g as the cu rre
nt sit ua tio n of pu bli c
in sti tu tio ns , and more
es pe cia lly of tw o-y ea r
co lle ge s, in clo se
pro xim ity ex ist s,
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In concluding its work on the issues of transfer and articulation,
it is the position of this Task Force that:
l.

The South Carolina Commission on Higher Education continue to
implement and, to the degree possible, expand its current
,articulation agreement between the technical colleges with
AA/AS programs and the public senior colleges. There should
be regular meetings of institutional transfer representatives
and of representatives of specific academic disciplines to
accomplish this purpose.

2.

All institutions be encouraged to negotiate additional
interinstitutional agreements that expand opportunities for
transfer of credits beyond the agreement referred to above.

3.

An informal or formal process be encouraged to maintain

communications and negotiate transfer issues at the State level
when they involve the system of technical colleges and
university campuses.· Local problems may be alleviated if
state policy makers recognize natural tensions resulting from
competition for students and unavoidable course duplications.
4.

All institutions b• encouraged to explore reciprocal contracts
and joint faculty appointments with neighboring institutions to
enhance student access to various courses.. Such opportunities
could include, among others, cooperation in the delivery of
special needs courses between public and private sector colleges,

or shared responsibility in the delivery of general education
and developmental education between technical colleges and
other colleges.
In conducting its study on transfer, particularly in reference to
the technical colleges, the Task Force consistently returned to the 1984
Commission on Colleges Criteria for Accreditation. Specifically, these
·· Criteria state that all undergraduate degree programs must contain a
basic core of general education courses and ~hat .the faculty teaching
these courses must have completed at least 18 graduate semester hours in
their teaching field and hol,d a master's degree. These standards now
apply to all associate degrees, and are identical to those applied to
baccalaureate degree programs.·
In light of these Criteria, the Task Force examined the existing
"Statewide Articulation Policy." At present this "Policy" addresses
only the transfer of specific general education courses from technical
colleges with approved AA/AS degrees to all public senior colleges. The
Task Force feels that limiting the transfer of general education courses
designed for college transfer only to those colleges with approved AA/AS
degrees, seems arbitrary, given the fact that the program requirements
and faculty credentials for those courses must now be the same for all
undergraduate degree programs. That is, to deny the transfer ,of credit
for a general education course designed for college transfer only on the
bases of whether the student is or is not enrolled in an AA/AS degree
implies a distinction in the qualitv of identical courses which no longer
exists.

To address these concerns the !ask Force iecommends the development
of a "mini-core" of general education courses designed and approved for
college transfer, which could be used by all technical college, whether
or not they offer the full "college parallel program. These courses
would be selected from the list of courses presently approved for transfer
from AA/AS degree programs .to all public senior colleges. These courses
would respond to the general education component of associate degrees as
required by t~e Commission on Colleges and provided for in technical
colleges' associate degree program models. The development of the
"mini-core" would effectively limit the number of general education
courses designed for college transfer offered at those technical colleges
vithout AA/AS degrees. The "mini-core" would recognize that all associate
degree programs are required to contain college parallel general education
courses but that not all technical colleges have approved college parallel
associate degree programs, and it would acknowledge that students in
technical associate .degrees do transfer to four year programs and that
their general education courses should not be arbitrarily denied transfer
credit.
The Task Force recommendation further specifies that any general
education courses designed for college transfer which need to be offered
in a non AA/AS degree beyond those contained in the "mini-core" should
be justified to and approved by the SB!CE and CHE. The requirement will
insure that such courses do not proliferate and will provide for quality
assurance in·terms of program need, faculty credentials, student demand,
and resource support.

ln concluding its work on the issues of transfer.and articulation,
it is th~ recommendation of this !ask Force that:
l.

The State Board for Technical and Comprehensive Education
modify its current policy that allows any technical college to
offer any course in its "Catalog of Approved Courses." The
offering of "college .parallel" general education courses in
the nine institutions not authorized to award the AA/AS
degrees should be limited to those necesssary to support
approved non-transfer associate degree programs in the
following manner: .
a.

b.

Development in consort with· representatives of the
universities and their system campuses, senior colleges,
and technical colleges of a limited "mini-core" of college
parallel general education courses in the areas of English,
mathematics and social and behavioral sciences approved to
be offered in other than AA/AS degree programs in all
technical colleges, and whose transferability would be
recognized.
Individual justification to and approval by the SB!CE and
CHE for offerings of other general education courses designed
for college transfer (beyond those co,uprising the
"mini-core") in the technical colleges without the AA/A.S
degrees.
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c.

2.

Development of cou rse con trac t•,
cro ss reg istr atio n
pro ced ures or oth er coo per ativ e del
ive ry met hod s "1t h
nea rby sen ior ins titu tion s or USC
tvo -ye ar campuses for
hig h cos t, low enr ollm ent . or occ
asio nal ly offe red
gen eral edu cati on cou rses des igne d
for col leg e tran sfe r
in tech nic al col leg es "1th cut the
AA/AS deg ree.
The sen ior col leg es and uni ver siti
es, upon imp lem enta tion cf
the Tas k For ce rec0111111endaticn abo
ve, rev iev and emend th~ ir
cur ren t pol icie s en acc epta nce cf
cre dit from tech nic al
col leg es wit hou t the AA/AS deg ree
to acc ept cre dit fer cou rses
incl ude d in the "mi ni-c ore " cf tran
sfe r des igne d cou rses and
eth er app rove d cou rses refe rred to
in par agr aph s "la " and "lb "
of the reco mm end atio n.

TASK FORCE POSITION STATEMENT AND RECOMMENDATION
CONCERNING
A COMMON ACADEMIC CALENDAR
Discu ssion

a

Cons idera tion of
polic y to imple ment a common acade mic calen dar
shoul d addre ss the need for close r coop eratio n and
coord inati on among the
State 's insti tutio ns of highe r educ ation in resol
ving long- stand ing
conce rns and remov ing any barri ers to the achie veme
nt of the follo wing
objec tives :
impro ved quali ty of educ ation
enhan ced stude nt acces s to acade mic progr ams and
instr uctio n throu gh cross regis trati on or trans fer
effec tive and effic ient uses of resou rces
incre ased respo nsive ness to the needs of citiz ens,
busin ess, and indus try
These broad cons idera tions shoul d not, howe ver,
overs hadow the more
spec ific conce rns of the costs in time and resou
rces and the impac t on
facul ty prod uctiv ity and educ ation al progr ams when
any insti tutio n.
chang es its calen dar. The essen tial cons idera tions
are wheth er the
probl ems warra nt the chang e and wheth er the perce
ived bene fits warra nt
the pote ntial costs .
The Task Force discu ssed a varie ty of argum ents
(pros and con)
at the insti tutio nal and syste ms level s conce rning
the costs , bene fits,
and resu lts assoc iated with spec ific calen dar syste
ms. These are
document!!d in the Minu tes of the Task Force and
in the "Back groun d
Pape r," The Task Force furth er recog nizes that
addit ional infor matio n
needs to be gathe red and analy sis perfo rmed befor
e a decis ion can be
made conce rning a polic y to estab lish a common
acade mic calen dar.
Task Force Posit ion and Recom mend ation
In concl uding its work on the issue of a common
calen dar it is the posit ion of this Task Forc'e that: posts econd ary
1.

The avail able data 'to suppo rt or rejec t the estab
lishm ent of a
common acade mic calen dar for all publi c colle ges
and univ ersit ies
are incon clusi v!!.

2.

The AVA Recom mend ation has pote ntial merit for encou
ragin g
coop eratio n betwe en insti tutio ns and elimi natin g
barri ers to
stude nt cross regis trati on and trans fer. It also
has real
costs assoc iated with ~t which pote ntial ly could
be subs tanti al.
1
The costs versu s the bene fits and the probl ems of
two calen dar
syste ms versu s the resu lts of conv ertin g to a
connnon acade mic

calen dar have not yet been fully analy zed.
3.

The resol ution of the common acade mic calen dar issue
'is not
criti cal to the Comm ission 's effor ts to devel op
a legis lativ e
agend a for highe r educ ation in respo nse to the AVA
study for
the 1987 Gene ral Assem bly, Howe ver, this issue
shoul d not
be put aside and forgo tten given the poten tial posit
ive
t. . • . r:., .. _ .r:r._ .. _ _.. , •. ., ____ ~---__ , ___, __
_ .. , __
,.

4. - Whe ther the tech nica l coll eges shou
ld.ch ange from the quar ter
syste m to the sem este r syste m need s furt
her deta iled stud y by
the Stat e Boar d for Tech nica l and Com preh
ensiv e Educ ation as to
conv ersio n cost s, the impa ct on inst ruct
iona l prog rams , and
allo cati on of reso urce s.
In conc ludin g its work on the issu e of a
common post seco ndar y
cale ndar it is the reco mme ndat ion of this
Task Forc e that :
1.

The Com miss ion on High er Educ ation refe r
the.AVA sugg estio n
that a common acad emic cale ndar be enco urag
ed to the Stat e
Boar d for Tech nica l and Com preh ensiv e Educ
ation for a deta iled
stud y and anal ysis to inclu de proj ecte d
conv ersio n cost s;
imp licat ions for inst ruct iona l, pers onne
l, adm inist rativ e and
stud ent serv ice prog rams ; the cost s, ben
efits , and resu lts of
simi lar conv ersio ns in othe r stat es; and
othe r matt ers rele vant
to this char ge. The Stat e Boar d shou ld
repo rt back to the
Com miss ion by Janu ary 1990 the resu lts of
its stud y and
anal ysis with appr opri ate reco mme ndat ions.
Inte rim prog ress
repo rts will be subm itted by the SBTCE to
the Com miss ion's
Academic Affa irs staf f in Janu ary 1988 and
Janu ary 1989.

TASK FORCE POSITION STATEXENT AND RECO
MME}.'DATION
CONCERNING
INTERINSTITh'TIONAL COOPERATION
Disc ussi on
The Task Forc e unan imo usly agre ed vith
the AVA reco mme ndat ion and
the Sout h Caro lina Mas ter Plan for Ri~h
er Edu catio n that inte rine titu tion al
coop erat ion shou ld be enco urag ed to prov
ide more effe ctiv e and effi cien t
prog rams and serv ices than any one inst
itut ion or agen cy may be able to
offe r alon e. The Task Forc e also felt
that the wel fare of the Sta te's
high er educ atio n syst em requ ired the
coo pera tive asso ciat ion of dive rse
inst itut ion s, and that the Commission
shou ld take a lead ersh ip role in
fost erin g, supp ortin g and secu ring that
coo pera tion .
The prim ary issu es iden tifie d and disc
usse d by the Task Forc e were
as follo ws:

•
•

the purp ose and use of curr ent C0111mis
sion adv isor y com mitt ees,
area s of stat e and inst itut ion al need
s whic h migh t be bett er
addr esse d thro ugh coo pera tion ,

•

limi ted pub lic poli cy that advo cate s coo
pera tion ,

•

the ava ilab ility of pub lic fund s to supp
ort coo pera tion ,

•

inst itut ion al conc erns abou t autonomy
and incr ease d bure acra tic
demands whic h mig ht be impo sed,

•

pub lic and priv ate sect or tens ion and
inte rsec tor tens ion betw een
pub lic inst itut ion s,

•

the reas ons, need s, ben efit s and outc ome
s of volu ntar y coop erat ion,
and

•

hist oric al and curr ent effo rts by inst
itut ion s to coop erat e and the
exte nt of thei r achi evem ents .

!

Oth er issu es and conc erns are prov ided
in the "Mi nute s" of the Task
Forc e mee ting s and the "Bac kgro und Pape
r" prep ared for the Task Forc e.
Task Forc e Pos ition and Recommendation
Stat e coo rdin atin g agen cies for high er
educ atio n typi call y mai ntai n
non -pol icy advi sory com mitt ees to assi
st the agen cy in iden tify ing stat e
need s and to enco urag e inst itut ion s thro
ugh thei r part icip atio n in the
com mitt ees to coop erat e in the shar ing
of reso urce s and the deve lopm ent
of serv ices to addr ess thos e need s.
Sta u coo rdin atin g agen cies for
high er educ atio n also typi call y spon sor,
init iate , recommend and som etim es
adm inis ter cons ortiu ms outs ide the norm
al ope ratio ns of the agen cy to
prom ote the coop erat ion of inst itut ion
s in geog raph ic prox imit y or on
gen eral issu es. The Task Forc e beli eves
that both type s of coop erat ion adv isor y com mitt ees and cons ortiu ms can be ben efic ial and shou ld be
more acti vely plan ned for and used by
the Commission on High er Edu caci on.
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In conclud ing its study on interin stituti onal cooper ation it is the
!ask Force's positio n that:
l.

The spirit of coo·per ation, of sharing resourc es and expert ise, is
weak in South Carolin a. Institu tions seldom volunt arily cooper ate

unless it is to their immedi ate benefi t, unless they are require d
to do so, or unless there are financ ial resourc es tied to the
cooper ation.

2.

Althoug h the Commis sion has taken a leaders hip role in encoura ging
cooper ation, it has not effecti vely monitor ed what cooper ation
it has recomm ended.

3.

Effecti ve and sustain ed cooper ation cannot be mandate d by any
externa l agency. Howeve r, as a state coordin ating agency the
Commission should encoura ge, initiat e and require cooper ation when
it is approp riate for the State's system of higher educati on.

4.

If interin stituti onal cooper ation is to occur, it probab ly
will be best nurture d at the departm ent or discipl ine level.

In conclud ing its study on interin stituti onal cooper ation it is the
·rask Force 1 s recomm endation .that:
1.

The Commission endorse the AVA recomm endation that the Commis sion
work toward. improv ing interin stituti onal cooper ation.

2.

The Commission should more activel y encoura ge interin stituti onal
coopera tion among the State's college s and univer sities as well as
require when approp riate interin stituti onal plannin g is such areas
as review, develop ment, and study of academi c program s. Additio nal
areas of interin stituti onal cooper ation include :
a)

institu tional follow- up studies of the academ ic, intelle ctual,
and social develop ment of transfe r student s;

b)

counse ling, studen t advisem ent, and student activit ies;
!

c)

faculty develop ment and exchang e program s;

d)

researc h centers , and sponsor ed researc h and grant
program s; and

e)
3.

joint continu ing educati on program s and centers
to meet the needs and demand s for community program s.

The Commission seek to foster cooper ation through its own plannin
g

and operati ons and by its own involve ment in and sponso ring of
coopera tive activit ies through such mechanisms as
a)

joint plannin g and develop ment of academi c program s and
researc h initiat ives;
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b)

statewi de policy studies of issues , problem s and trends of
importa nce to the State's higher educati on system such as
popula tion and demogr aphics, studen t retenti on and transfe r,
instruc tional technol ogy, or researc h;

c)

partici pation in and co-spon soring of profess ional associa tion
confere nces and seminar s;

d)

discip line based meeting s, possib ly in conjun ction with the
Commi ssion's program review process or when the discipl ine
suppor ts progre ssive degree levels sugges ting an intergr aded
career ladder; and

e)

additio nal "ad hoc" advisor y commit tees to assist the
Commis sion in its plannin g and operati ons, as deemed
approp riate by the Commis sion.

11
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UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COLUMBIA,.S. C. 29200

OFFICE OF THE SYSTEM VICE PRESIOENT
for University Campuses and
Continuing Education

November 6, 1986
1803) 777-7695

Professor Don Curlovic, Chairman
University Campuses Faculty Senate
Welfare Committee
USC-Sumter
Miller Road
Sumter, SC 29150
Dear Don:
Please consider this a response to your letter to me of September
12, 1986 in which you requested a written response to the attached
list of questions regarding the 1986-87 faculty salary increases.
What I have done, as you know, is to transmit your questions
directly to the six Deans.
I report below their responses.
As for your recommendation that these questions be considered
during the 1986-87 year as salary determinations are being made, I
will see to it that a copy of these questions is again forwarded
to each Dean during the period, usually in June, when we begin
taking concrete steps to construct the salaries for the following
fiscal year.
Regarding your request that median and mean increase and frequency
data be forwarded to you shortly after salary decisions are made,
this is quite impossible.
I regret this but as you know it is due
to circumstances completely out of our control.
It takes a number
of months for this information to be loaded in the University database and for the various offices involved in the compilation of
this information for you to complete these tasks on our behalf.
Dr. Baker is currently working with both Personnel and Institutional Research and other offices as necessary to compile the
information you have requested.
Please advise me if there is ,anything else that you need or desire.
We' 11 do the best we can to i:frovide assistance. We are ever mindful in this Office of your needs and the entire faculty's interests
in the overall matter of salary enhancement and we will continue to
do everything possible in this regard to bring about the kinds of
changes we all want and believe you deserve.
Now, for the responses, by campus to each of your specific
questions.
The University of South Carolina: USC Aiken; USC Salkehatchie, Allendale; USC Beaufor1; USC Columbia; Coastal
Carolina College, Conway; USC Lancaster; USC Spar1anburg: use Sumler; USC Union; and 1he Military Campus.

Professor Don Curlovic
November 6, 1986
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A.

Were pay increases allocated as follows:
Lancaster:
(USC-L provided a generic summary response to
all four parts of question A.) In keeping with longstanding instructions from Dr. Holderman, salary
increases for non-classified employees, i.e. faculty,
are based on merit. In short, in contrast with the
procedure generally followed for classified employees,
University Campus administrators do not recommend
increases on the basis of a blanket or base salary.
Salary Increases were based on criteria listed in the
University Campuses Facultv Manual. The average percentage increase at USC-Lancaster was approximately
6.5%, including two bottom-end adjustments. Promotional
increases were awarded independently of merit and
bottom-end increases.
1.

Did you use a certain figure as a base salary
increase? If so, what was that base and how was it
determined?

Beaufort:

No.

Lancaster:

(see above)

Lifelong Learning: Yes. 4%, informed by the Vice President's
Office of the average salary increase
Salkehatchie: Yes--Although all unclassified salary increases
were merit, a base of 3% was considered satisfactory for
all faculty. The 3% merit level was selected as a base
because the State raise was 3% for classified employees.
Sumter: Twelve hundred dollars ($1200) was used as a base
salary increase. That figure represents slightly over
4.8% of the average nine month faculty salary of $24,911.
In other words $1200 was a round number representing
between 4 and 5% of an average faculty salary.
•Union:
2.

No.

How did you allocate additional merit pay over and
above the base increase?

Beaufort:
Lancaster:

N/A
(see above)

Lifelong Learning: Based on a combination of faculty evaluations and student evaluations.
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Salk ehatc hie: The base incre ase and amou nts abov
e the base
were cons idere d meri t. Meri t incre ases for 1986
-87 were
basi cally deter mine d in the same mann er as for
1985 -86
and for 1984 -85. The follo wing proce dure was repo
in my Nove mber 14, 1984 memo randu m Vice Pres iden rted
t Gard ner
for the Univ ersit y Camp uses Facu lty Sena te as respo
(See the follo wing quot e .from Dean Clay ton's Nove nse 2.
mber 14,
1984 memo randu m to Prof esso r Gard ner.)
Resp onse 2:
based on:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

It is gene rally unde rstoo d that meri t is

Teac hing effec tiven ess
Camp us activ ities
Comm unity Serv ice
Perso nal and Prof essio nal Grow th
Rese arch and/ or Scho larsh ips
Insti tutio nal Supp ort

The above perfo rman ce facto rs have histo rical ly
repre sente d the basis for the awar ding of meri t incre
ases at
USC -Salk ehatc hie. Eval uatio ns of these facto rs
are
unde rtake n in a form al and presc ribed .man ner.
Addi tionally, the proce dure was discu ssed at leng th in
1983 by
the acade mic coor dina tors, the Asso ciate Dean ,
and the
Dean and the proce dure was found to be acce ptab
le to the
facu lty. Attac hed attac hmen t 1, are copie s of
corre spond ence datin g back to Janu ary, 1983 which outli
ne the
proc edur e, prov ides defin ition s of term s, outli
nes time table s, etc. Also attac hed are copie s of more
recen t
corre spon denc e whic h notes mod ifica tions to the
proc edur e.
The resu lts of the abov e proce dure annu ally are
relie d upon to arriv e at indiv idua l meri t incre heav ily
ases . As
you will note from revie wing Attac hmen t 1, the
facu lty
evalu ation proc ess is quite invol ved inclu ding ,
self,
peer , stude nt and adm inist rativ e revie w. The stude
nt
part of the evalu ation invo lves a comp uter anal
ysis of
each prof esso r's perfo rman ce in each the class es
he/sh e
teach es. Attac hed is an exam ple, attac hmen t 2.
Agai n, the resu lts of the facu lty evalu ation proc
ess are
weigh ed heav ily in deter mini ng meri t salar y incre
ases .
Addi tiona l facto rs cons idere d in deter mini ng meri
t
incre ases are as follo ws:
1.
2.
3.

Leng th of Serv ice
Cour se Load
Tota l numb er of stude nts taug ht
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The results of the above data is applied through discussion with the ultimate decision being made by the Dean
and Associate Dean for Academic Affairs.
Finally, merit increases for faculty for the current
year were also based on efforts to eliminate as much as
possible, inequities that had developed over the years
in faculty salaries. Thus, consideration was given to
an individual's rank, years of service, and earned
degree in relation to the system average for someone
with similar credentials. In cases where an individual
faculty member was well below average and that person's
performance was satisfactory or above average, merit
increases may have been larger than those whose salary
was closer to the system average.
Sumter: Additional merit pay was allocated in $300 increments
according to a scale based on each faculty member's overall rating on the Personnel Evaluation form as follows:
Overall Evaluation
Satisfactory
Between Satisfactory and Above Average
Above Average
Between Above Average and Outstanding
Outstanding
Union:
3.

Raise
$1200
1200 + 300
1200 + 600
1200 + 900
1200 + 1200

Not applicable

How were bottom-end adjustments made?

Beaufort:

None made.

Lancaster:

(see above)

Lifelong Learning:

Not applicable.

Salkehatchie: As in past years an analysis of faculty
salaries was completed. Included in the analysis for
1986-87 were the following:
1.
2.
3.

Salary by rank
Salary be~degree
Salary by years at USC-Salkehatchie

Bottom-end adjustments were made. Both recently
appointed and returning individuals received higher
increases to correct inequities.

Professor Don Curlovic
November 6, 1986
Page 5
Sumter: Bottom-end adjustments were made by comparing
salaries with others having similar experiences and
credentials.
Union: Egui ty adjus.tments were made in situations when
individuals with comparable credentials, experience, and
responsibilities were making significantly dissimilar
salaries.
4.

Were promotional increases awarded independently of 1-3
above?

Beaufort:
Lancaster:

yes.
(see above)

Lifelong Learning:

Not applicable.

Salkehatchie: No faculty member was promoted this year. Promotional increases would have been awarded independently
of merit increases had a faculty member received a promotion.
Sumter: Promotional increases were awarded independently of
1-3 above.
Union:
B.

There were no 1986-87 Union Campus promotions.

Did you allocate an amount equal to or greater than the
state mandated raise (i.e., for classified employees) for
each faculty member receiving at least a "satisfactory"
evaluation?
(It is understood that the state does not
actually mandate that individual members receive a
specified amount.)
If not, why not?
Beaufort:

Yes.

Lancaster: No rating system apart from the criteria listed
in the Manual, was used for salary considerations at
USC-Lancaster.
Lifelong Learning:

Yes.
)

Salkehatchie: Yes, for all faculty expected to return for the
1987-88 academic year.
One person's salary remained the
same for 1986-87 due to University policy which states:
"Personnel on terminal appointments shall receive no
salary increase for 1986-87," per Dr. Holderman's July 17,
1986 memorandum.

45
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Sumter: Yes, an amount greater than the state mandated raise
was allocated (i.e. for classified employees) to each
faculty member receiving at least a "satisfactory" evaluation.
Union:
C.

Yes.

Were individual faculty members informed in writinq of the
reasons for their salary increase?
Beaufort:
Lancaster:

No.
Yes.

Lifelong Learning:

No.

Salkehatchie: Yes. Attachment A includes copies of letters
sent. You will note, Dean's November 14, 1984 memorandum was referenced as the basis for determining merit
increases.
Sumter: Individual faculty members were informed by means
of a letter, a copy of which is attached. Union: Yes.
D.

Have all facultv been informed of the criteria upon which
merit raises are based?
Beaufort:

Yes.

Lancaster:

Yes.

Lifelong Learning: All faculty members are aware of the
raise criteria as stated in A-2.
Salkehatchie: Yes. See.response to C above. The
November 14, 1984 correspondence addresses this criteria
as well as Attachment A.
Sumter: All faculty at USC-Sumter have been informed that
all raises are based on the overall evaluation indicated
on the Personnel Evaluation Form.
Union:

E.

Yes.

If new faculty are being paid a starting salary greater than
returning faculty with the same credentials, why?
Beaufort:

N/A

Lancaster: Care was taken to review salaries of returning
faculty; those figures were compared to salaries of new
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faculty in the same discipline with the aim of preventing discrepancies.
Lifelong Learning:
Salkehatchie:
1986-87.

Not applicable.

No new full-time faculty were added for

Sumter: USC-Sumter has no two faculty with exactly the
same credentials.
Union:

F.

Not applicable.

Are salaries being examined for discreoancies based on home
campus and/or gender, and is an effort being made to
alleviate such discrepancies where they exist?
Beaufort:

Yes.

Lancaster:

Yes.

Lifelong Learning: These issues were satisfactorily
addressed during the 84-85 academic year.
Salkehatchie: Yes, salaries were examined for "discrepancies
based on home campus and/or gender." No gender discrepancies were identified. By "home campus" the Dean
assumed reference is made to USC-Columbia. A comparison
of USC-Salkehatchie vs. USC-Columbia salaries was not
made (other than the University Campuses Faculty
Senate's studies).
Sumter: A continuing effort is being made to avoid discrepancies based on gender. As to discrepancies based on
home campus, if the.Dean understands that opposing such
discrepancies means all campuses should allocate raises
according to the lowest common denominator among the
campuses, that has not been our goal. Rather, the goal
has been to provide the highest possible increases for
our own faculty, based on the fairest possible allocation of available money.
Union:
G.

Yes.

In determining salary increases, did you use faculty salaries
of other institutions (e.g., other University Campuses, 4-vear
System Camouses, etc.) as a model? If so, what institutions
served as a model?
Beaufort:

No.

Professor Don Curlovic
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Lancaster: System salary figures, especially those at
Four-Year Campuses and other University Campuses were
considered. Average faculty salaries for selected peer
institutions were also compared.
Lifelong Learning:

No.

Salkehatchie: Yes. Past salary studies completed by the
University Campuses Faculty Senate were considered.
This was one reason for adding 3% from our operating
budget to enable a 6% package.
Sumter: We are conscious of the fact that faculty salaries
on the University Campuses are lower than those on the
Four-Year campuses. We have not followed a specific
model in determining salary increases.
Union:

No.

Other Comments:
Beaufort: Faculty were evaluated on teaching, productive
scholarship and university service by the Academic Dean
and the University Dean. Faculty raises were a
composite of these two ratings.
Lancaster:

none.

Lifelong Learning: The Lifelong Learning faculty average
raise was 4.44%.
Salkehatchie:
(USC-Salkehatchie did provide median, mean
and frequency data and the Office of the System Vice
President will release this data at such time as
comparable data is available for all six campuses so
that the Salkehatchie figures can be viewed in that
larger context).
Sumter:

none.

Union: The 1986-67 Union Campus salary package included an
average 4% merit increase and a 2% "equity adjustment
component" (used to~ncrease significantly out of line
low end salaries).
Faculty performance was evaluated in the following areas:
(1) TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS, (2) CAMPUS/UNIVERSITY SERVICE,
(3) PRODUCTIVE SCHOLARSHIP.
Individual Union Campus
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faculty salary recommendations resulted from the Campus
Deans' review of the faculty Annual Professional Activities reports, Teaching Evaluations, Peer Review reports,
and Tenure and Promotion files.
This concludes our response to your questions of September 12. I
sincerely hope this information is helpful to you and the Committee
and that it is accepted in the collegial spirit in which it is
hereby transmitted.
Sincerely,

Vice President
mkh
cc:

Jack Anderson
Pete Arnold
Milt Baker
Carl Clayton
Ken Davis
John Duffy
John May
Tom Powers
Ron Tuttle

Attachments

/

•'

September 8, 1986

Dear
for you for the 1986-87 academic
I have recommended a salary of$
October l, 1986.
effective
be
will
change
year. This salary
')!'our salary increa·se was based upon the 1985-86 Faculty Personnel Evaluation that you and your Division Chairman reviewed together and low-end adjustments . Faculty given an overall appraisal of "Satisfac tory" were given a $1,200 raise. Additiona l merit raises in ~300 increment s were awarded on a four-step scale.
Current Salary
Base Increase
Additiona l Merit
Low-End Adjustmen t

1986-87 Salary Recol!llllended

$

. $

I'm pleased that we are able to provide a better than average salary increase
for our faculty this year. Best wishes for a great year in 1986-67!

Sincerely ,

J. C. Anderson, Jr.
Dean of the Universit y
lal
pc:

Dean Tom Lisk
Dr.
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UNIVER SITY OF SOUTH CAROL INA
COLUMBI A, S. C. 29208

OFFICE OF THE SYSTEM VICE PRESIDENT
for University Carnouses and
Cont1numq Education

18031 777,759,

Ta:

Ms. Carolin ?. 0P.nham

From:

l-!ilton Baker, Special Assista nt
to Vice Preside nt

1

D:irP.ct 0r ,:,f I.R,·

7/d &

Subj:

Faculty Salarie s for Selecte d Institu tions

Data:

Octobe r 31, 1986

Thank you for the average salarie s by rank for institu tions within systems
simila r to the Univer sity Campus es.
The data that you provide annuall y are greatly apprec iated by the Welfare
Commit tee of the Univer sity Campus Faculty Senate.

cc:

Dr. John Duffy, System Vice Preside nt
Prof. John Garnde r, Associa te Vice Preside nt

Mr. Ken Schwab . Executi ve Assista nt to the Preside nt

MSB:

ed

The Uruver'il!y ol ~ou11'1 c:arol1n~ USC A.1kftn, USC Sati..er<1a1cn1e. Allendale.
USC Beaufon: USC Columo,a. Coas1a1

Carohna College. Conwav. USC Lancaster; USC Spartanburg, USC Sumu,r.
USC Union: and the M,hrarv Campus

5

AVt.XAbt.

t rlLUL I I :'.INLHN 1U

SELECTED

""
INSTITUTIONS

lr!UUJHi1UJI

rua

--------------

,,

1985-Bb

SYSTEM

CA~PUS

u. s.c.

Beaufort

PROF.

Sal kenatch i •

- I

Su ■ tl?r

- I
- I

,. ,
.&..1,-

l - I

19.9

31.0

26.3

22.7

21.1

33.8
.,28.5

28.9
25.0

- l

30.6

21.9

-: I

- l

29.8

24.1

- l

• I

30.2

25.4

• I

aol•ont
Chillicothe
Lancaster

lanesv111 e
IAverag•

23.9
30.•l

Aleundria
Eimice

Penn Stat~

Ne• Yor•

2b,9
2b.9
20.8

21. 9
23.0

21.S
23.4

-

I
I
I
I .

24.6

21.0

IS.!

"!I:'.,,

"""'"'

22.9

20.8

!Average

29.1

24.8

21.9

19.7

lA.verage

38. l

30.b

24. o

20.b

33.~

23.2

22.5

18.5

NIA

NIA

3~.6
33.3

23.9

NIA
21.2

17. I

29.4

22. 7

- l

l·Averag e

33.3

27,8

22.2

. 18.0

Centers I1;,

33. 1

27.~

23.0

19.7

h•~stown CC

Fulton-~ontqoaerv CC
Mrth Country CC

Sulli,an Co.

lh scons1n

INSTR.

Lancaster

!Average

La. State U.

25.0

ASST.
PROF,

• I
- I

Union

Ohio Uruv.

ASSOC.
PROF,

cc

I - I Dollars not.sho•n for cells of N,, or less.
lieighted
Source: 'Annual Reoort on the Econo11c Status of the Profession,'
AAUP Acadeoe, March-April 1986.
Precared by S,st,, Office of Institut1onal Research.
CD:.ls 10·29·66
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I11ternatio11al Focus Doesn't Bli11d Li~C 'i'o ~.L. r~eeds
agencies, particularly the Agency for ln•
of the university.
Olsen also attacks the university lead- ternatlonal Development (AID). feel that
ershlp for "chasing foreiCn rainbows," a USC 11 not ready to tackle major projects.
COLUMBIA - The Observer recenlly
peculiar stance for wmeo0t1 who pro- He Is seriously misinformed.
published a column by James Olsen headAID bas funded. and continues to fuod,
fesses to be an International development
lined, "USC Should Help At Home Before
consultaoL Indeed., we are quite proud of USC projects. Last year the agency pro_Taking Ou The World." It was written
the distinction the university has achieved _vided $880,000 as part of a multi-year,
from an extremely narrow perspective
lo the International community with out- multl-mllllon dollar project by USC'a Col•
·t.nd filled v.1tb Innustanding programs In international stud• lege of Busloess AdminlstraUon to help
endo and ml.Sstatements.
les, lntematioaal bush1e55 (our Master of the leacHng university In the Dominican
Republic develop a quality graduate mani. Olsen, for example,
International Business Studies Pro~ram Is
agement program. AID also ls funding •
1eaves the Impression
ranked second nationally) and foreign Ian•
S2 m.Jlllo.n project under which USC will
that the university Is
guages, Just to name three. USC's foreign
provide research and technical support to
Ignoring South Caroli•
languai:e _d:partment, which emphasizes the Domln.lcao Republic for the control of
na 's most pressing
oral prof1C1ency traJnlng, I~ the largest
malaria
and other vector-borne diseases.
centrally administered foreign language
problems.
Nothlng
Overall, funded research and sponsore
• The College or Business Ad,mlnistra- department ._among state universitles In
could be further from
tlon assists lhe state's business and hfdus• the natlon, teaching some 3,000 students programs at use during 1985-86 totaled a
the truth. While we
record $30.S million, up '47% In the past
trial community In numerous ways. These ln 13 langUAges each semester.
make no apologles for
two years. The number of projects ln
being very mucb coninclude helping small busine&fieS through
This International thrust, which offers
progress grew from 375 In 11177 to more
cerned about the prob•
Savory
the Small Business Dtvelopment Center, vinuaJly unllmited foreign exchange o~
Jems facing the oation and the world, USC headqu:&rt.ered. at t.be Columbia. campw portunlties for use students and faculty than 740 In 1985. Over the previous nine
Is mindful of Ju prlinll"); mission to ad• with _eight other locltlow; th~ughout the member&, directly complements the vears, the unlversltv hllli received 181.6
100 In 1~01ored programs and redress the needs of South Carolinians. In- n&~, and aJcHng the .&Ute• ia:conomJc state'• recruitment of foreign Investment
deecl, most or what Is happtnJng on our development through several ri:searcb ln· and the efforts or our home-based indus- search, more an triple the $60.-4 million
nine campuses under President James B. irtitutei that fOCUI much of tb_elr effort on tries to expand their markets abroad. A for 1969-77, Just recently, Plngress alloHoldennao's leadership In the areas of vital areu ruch u lnJormation manage- ,lgnlflcant ,egment of the S.C. economy Is cated $16.3 mlllion toward USC's new
Instruction, research and public Rrvice Is ment and teclnlology, employee motiva• tied to foreign tnvemnent and foreign engineering complex, while confinnlng
directly related to Improving the quality tlon and s.atl.dactlon, Improving the Inter- markeu,Tbe u.nlve:n:ltv ls an active part• Dr. Holdennan'1 appointment to the Naof life for S.C. residents. For example:
national competltlveneu of S.C.-bued ner with· other state., agencies and the tlonal Science Board, the nr,t head of a
Southeastern uni verslty to be so desig•
lndustrlea, and manai:ement 1k.lll1.
private lleCtor In broadening the mte's
nated hi many ye.ara.
-A 1hn.llar lift of projec:ta and rueuch in
ti DAl
ml bue.
• The College of Education hu the•
·This growth In research fundldg, which
··•·
most .extensive graduate education out.- ·benefltlng"-South·Carollnlan1·eould be•··· tern& O .ecooo C.
011rallels
tremendous
erowth
In
private
Olsen also alle2es thal federal fundln2
reach program ln the Southeast. prov\dlne. drawn from almom ev~rv academic unit
By ARDIS M. SAVO;tY
:i..cJ.iT•Tl••Obw,....,
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graduate cour,ea statewide at atl nine
campuses and through contractual arrangements with public school districts.
The college's other programs Include several cooperative projects with school dislricts to upgrade the quality of math and
science.teaching, aJ w~ll a.s a rural educalion program that focuses 00 the special
coacerns of ,mall, runl school districts.
• The College of Medicine has re•·
search and cllnlcal projects that address
four of the leading CAuses of death In
south Carolina: cardlovascular disease,
maternal-inlant Ulness, substance abuse
and c.aneer.

.J).__,_

ti'

~

support for ac,e.dcmlc scholarships and
endowed facul~· chalrii at Use, indicate•
how iiucces.stu\ly'the faculty, the adminlstr11Uon and various constituent groups
have worked together lo undergird USC'a
ecademlc ofler1ngs. Several of the univer•
sJty's undergraduate and graduate programs have achieved high national rank•
ings, tbe academlc_caliber of the Sludent.l
ha..s Improved 'and USC counts an tocreas•
Ing number of nationally and lnternation•
ally known scholars among Its faculty.
__USC .recently jolned ClemfOn Univer•
sity and the Medical University or South
CArollna in calling for hlgher levels of
relleAfch funding from the state and prl•
vate .sectors through the proposed Research Investment .Act. The most lmportant result of thls effort would be a high
level ol-·sustaJned ecooomlc growth that
would make South Carolina competitive
in the national and International market•
places .a.od improve the quality of life tor
South.Carolinians.
Olsen'.,.opinlon. not\\1thstand.lng, USC
Is servin1, South Carolioians effectively In
innumerable way, and Is constantly seek•
Ing the means to St!'.\'.~ la main constltu•
ency even better.
···
Ardis M. Savory is System Vice Pre.si-

dent for.- Sponsored- Progra~ and Research at-the University of Sout'1 Carolina.
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