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SUBJECT: New Program Institutional Review Process 
 
 Over this past year, AAC has undertaken a number of steps to reduce uncertainty 
surrounding the process for advancing new certificates, minors and degree programs to the 
Board.  Most recently the notification process which provides institutional intent to offer new 
programs at least one meeting prior to discussion/review at AAC now provides a more timely 
approach for campus level review when potential duplication may emerge. Rightfully so, 
institutions are reaching out to colleagues at other Regental institutions to assess concerns/issues 
with the creation of new degree tracks.  However, as was noted recently there have been 
instances were these discussions have occurred among institutional personnel that have not 
included the Vice President for Academic Affairs or the President resulting in additional delays 
when advancing items for to the Board of Regents for their consideration.  Program guidelines 
were refined to address this particular issue; yet as the system moves into an environment where 
considerable program expansion is likely over the next few years, there is a need to establish 
parameters for the way in which institutions frame their objections to program requests from 
other Regental institutions.   
 

The SDSU request to offer Psychology online serves as an illustration for developing a 
framework that could be used for institutional review.  In their inquiries to colleagues at other 
Regental institutions, objections associated with academic quality emerged (see Attachment I) 
and the potential impacts on enrollment.  In other instances, concerns have been raised about: 1) 
duplication resulting in an overabundance of graduates for meeting workforce needs; 2) the 
willingness to support in conjunction with shared or collaborative programs; 3) competition with 
the goal of expanding enrollments at university centers; and 4) restrictions stemming from 
university mission.  
 
 AAC members should be prepared to discuss how the program review process should be 
structured in such a way that institutional efforts to advance new program requests can address 
these concerns.  Additionally, representatives are encouraged to consider to what extent concerns 
raised by other Regental institutions warrant justification for delaying review and approval by 
the Board. 
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Institutional Responses to SDSU Query to Offer Psychology Online 

 
“I am writing to you because we at SDSU are developing a proposal to offer our Psychology 
major online, beginning Fall 2016.  As part of our curriculum approval process, I need to gather 
feedback regarding our proposal on behalf of Black Hills State University and other concerned 
Regental institutions.  Would you be willing to support us in this request to the BOR?  Please let 
me know what questions you might have about our request and thank you for your help.” 
 
  
Black Hills State University 
 

From: Hess, Jim [mailto:Jim.Hess@bhsu.edu]  
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:10 AM 
To: Woldt, Bradley 
Cc: Simpson, Patricia; Custer, Rod 
Subject: RE: SDSU Online Psychology Major Proposal 
 
Dear Dr. Woldt, 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to express my thoughts about SDSU’s intent to offer your 
Psychology Major online, beginning in Fall 2016.  I suspect you are not really going to 
like my thoughts on this matter.  I believe such a move will have a negative impact on the 
quality of a degree in psychology.  If it was only going to impact SDSU’s program, I 
probably wouldn’t be as concerned.  Unfortunately, students throughout the South 
Dakota Regental System would be able to take your online courses and transfer them to 
BHSU.  I believe to often the rush to online courses is about chasing tuition dollars and 
not maintaining quality of programming. 
 
I agree that there are specific courses in a psychology major that can be taught while 
maintaining quality.  Survey courses like General Psychology and Child Growth and 
Development can work very well.  Even heavy content courses such as History and 
Systems of Psychology can work in an online format.  But there are many courses where 
an online format just cannot be equivalent.  For example, our responsibility is to develop 
the student and well as have them learn the curriculum of psychology.  The APA 
standards for undergraduate Psychology Programs are very clear about this issue as I am 
sure you are aware.  Already students are being allowed to take the general studies speech 
course in an online format.  Yes they get through the course and some even get an “A” 
but they do not develop the comfort and confidence in public speaking and when they 
graduate, they do not represent themselves well.  How can courses like Clinical 
Psychology be taught online and teach the art of interviewing and clinical 
assessment.  Yes students can memorize the techniques but sadly still not develop the 
skills necessary to be effective.  I could go through course by course but you understand 
my point. 
 
We had an undergraduate student from Eastern South Dakota enroll in our Psychology 
Program here at BHSU five years ago.  She was shy, quiet, non-assertive and yet 
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committed to learning.  She could have taken an online Psychology program and 
graduated with a 4.0 though she still would have not developed the confidence to use her 
degree effectively.  Instead, she sat through classes, worked closely with the faculty, was 
inspired to develop an undergraduate research project, went to South Korea with her 
research team and grew into an amazing young woman with a undergraduate degree in 
Psychology from BHSU.  She applied to graduate school at the University of Minnesota 
in School Psychology and was one of the few students selected.  She completed her first 
year in May.  As an online student she would never have developed the confidence to 
even apply to the University of Minnesota, let alone move to Minneapolis.  I am sure, 
SDSU has many stories just like hers about students who grew while taking psychology 
face to face. 
 
One other thought.  How does a faculty member write a letter of recommendation for an 
online student they have never met.  I assume it would be based on grades and not much 
else.  You and I both know that letters to graduate schools and potential employers must 
address much more than grades. 
 
I could go on and on, but you understand my concerns.  Frankly, it saddens me to see 
SDSU’s psychology program chase after the student numbers and the resulting dollars by 
offering your entire program online.  Too often I have seen students in psychology 
transfer courses into BHSU only to discover they had great grades online but learned very 
little and then are weaker students as a result.  Would you send one of your family 
members to a therapist whose entire undergraduate and then graduate degree was earned 
online.  I know I would not!  I think this is true for other areas of psychology as well as 
Clinical psych.  I would much rather see the Psychology programs in the South Dakota 
University system maintain quality with a balance of face to face and online classes than 
sacrifice them to growth in graduating larger numbers of students, many having not had 
the opportunity to personally develop. 
 
I am sure that my thoughts are not what you wanted to hear and that you and your faculty 
believe you can offer the program with quality but I respectfully disagree.  Thank you for 
the opportunity to express my concerns. 
 
Dr. James Hess 
Professor of Psychology, 
Chair School of Behavioral Sciences 
Black Hills State University 
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University of South Dakota 
 

From: Quevillon, Randy [mailto:Randy.Quevillon@usd.edu]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 05, 2015 4:26 PM 
To: Woldt, Bradley 
Cc: Moen, Matthew; Dudley, John E; Keller, Christina 
Subject: RE: SDSU Online Psychology Major Proposal 
 
Brad, 
 
Thanks for the reminder.  I’ve been thinking about your prior message quite a bit and 
exploring it with colleagues from COGDOP (Council of Graduate Departments of 
Psychology, a group of chairs/heads from departments with grad programs).  I must say 
that my concerns have not been allayed.  Many of my COGDOP colleagues say their grad 
programs do not consider applicants from online majors because they consider the 
courses inferior or they have concerns about students doing enough of their own 
work.  For me, it is a battle to ensure quality and, because we can’t tell the online from on 
campus courses from transcripts, I’m afraid it might hurt the chances of SDSU students 
applying to our grad programs.  We (PSYC at USD) have no exclusion rule against 
online majors, but many of the members of our selection committees share my 
concerns.  I guess this is my long way of saying that I cannot support your plan at this 
time.  I’d be happy to talk this over with you if you wish.   
 
Randy 
 
Randal P. Quevillon, Ph.D. 
Professor and Chair 
Department of Psychology 
The University of South Dakota 
414 East Clark St. 
Vermillion, SD 57069 
 
Phone:  (605) 677-5351 
Fax:  (605) 677-3195 
 
Email: Randy.Quevillon@usd.edu   

 
 
 

mailto:Randy.Quevillon@usd.edu
mailto:Randy.Quevillon@usd.edu

	SUBJECT: New Program Institutional Review Process
	From: Hess, Jim [mailto:Jim.Hess@bhsu.edu]  Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 11:10 AM To: Woldt, Bradley Cc: Simpson, Patricia; Custer, Rod Subject: RE: SDSU Online Psychology Major Proposal
	From: Quevillon, Randy [mailto:Randy.Quevillon@usd.edu]  Sent: Wednesday, August 05, 2015 4:26 PM To: Woldt, Bradley Cc: Moen, Matthew; Dudley, John E; Keller, Christina Subject: RE: SDSU Online Psychology Major Proposal

