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AGENDA 

FACULTY SENATE 
The Wichita State University 

ROOM "126 CH 

MEETING NOTICE: MONDAY, OCTOBER 5, 1992 

ORDER OF BUSINESS: 

I. CALLING OF THE MEETING TO ORDER 

II. OLD BUSINESS 

1. GENERAL EDUCATION 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Kathryn Griffith, President 
Keith Williamson, Vice President 
Joyce Cavarozzi, Secretary 
James Clark, President Elect 
Albert Gosman, Elected by Senate 
John Dreifort, Elected by Senate 
Elmer Hoyer, Apptd. by Pres. 
A. J. Mandt, Past President 

3165 
3185 
3541 
3220 
3402 
3150 
3415 
3125 

3:30 P-M-

Box 17 
Box 31 
Box 53 
Box 78 
Box 35 
Box 45 
Box 44 
Box 74 
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To: 
From: 
Re: 

Members of Senate 
Dwight Murphey 
General Education proposal 

October 5, 1992 

Comments: We are awfully close to agreeing on a new core 
curriculum that will be a major improvement over our current 
core. The proposed core can simultaneously offer "distribution" 
over several academic areas, "student choice" from among a 
variety of alternatives, a solid academic experience (within the 
limits of a mere thirty hours), and the decentralization of most 
decision-making to the departments. 

But before we can be satisfied that the new core will have these 
attributes, there needs to be some assurance that the number of 
courses will be limited, such as to the maximum of 50 that has 
been suggested. Why? Because if the number is limited, the 
courses that the departments choose will almost certainly be the 
type of "solid" courses that a great majority of the faculty will 
see as having merit. This is a key both to the value of the core 
and to our ability collectively to agree on one. 

There also needs to be a mechanism for allocating the limited 
number of courses among the departments. And still further, our 
faith that the n e w core will be solid will be enhanced if the 
faculty at large is given a way to veto courses that don't mea
sure up. (Notice that a "veto" would sti 11 1 eave the initiating 
of courses to the departments.) I suggest that this power be 
placed with the Faculty Senate, which will assure a broad-based, 
representative decision in each case. Although this will be an 
important function for the Senate, I would be surprised if most 
years it would involve more than a cursory examination of the 
core-course list. 

Proposed amendment to General Education Core Revision Proposal: 

1. That the word "about" prior to the reference to 50 
courses be deleted. (This appears in the third paragraph in 
the "Definition and Application" section of the proposal 
near the bottom of the second page.) 

2. That following the sentence "It is the responsibility of 
each department or discipline to select courses for the Core 
Introductory List" the following be added: "The allocation 
of the number of core courses each department may offer 
shall be made by the General Education Committee. The 
F~culty Senate shall annually, at such time as it selects, 
review the courses and may veto the future core status of 
any course." (This appears in the fourth paragraph in the 
"Definition and Application" section of the proposal near 
the bottom of the second page.) 
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October 1 , 1992 

TO: Faculty Senators 

FROM: Jay Mandt, LAS Senator 

SUBJECT: Comparing General F.ducation Plans 

On September 28th, Senator Farnsworth challenged the proposals of the 
ad hoc committee on general education for departing too far from those of 
the Task Force he chaired. 'As he noted, the General Faculty accepted the 
Task Force recormendations "in principle." I think the differences between 
the Task Force and the comnittee are largely superficial. Where they differ, 
I think there are good arguments for preferring the corrmittee's position. 

In reminding us that the General Faculty accepted the Task Force 
recorrmandations "in principle," Farnsworth neglected to remind us that we 
charged the ad hoc comnittee to revise those recorrmendations as dictated by 
considerations of "feasibility" after discussions with faculty campus-wide. 
I think that is exactly what the corrmittee has done. The cormri.ttee was not 
charged to rethink the whole subject of general education or to redo all the 
research accomplished by the Task Force. They were charged, instead, to do 
what the Task Force had, in the faculty's judgrrent, failed to do: translate 
abstract curricular ideals into practice. 

Basic Concepts. Despite rhetoric about the nerits of a "corrm::m 
experience," the Task Force offered nothing of the sort in terms of either 
traditional or non- t r aditional disciplines. With respect to the 
disciplines, the Task Force proposed one introductory course in each 
division, and second courses, with prerequisites, in three out of four 
divisions. Because of the prerequisite requirenent, these three courses were 
likely to be in three of the disciplines a student had taken an introductory 
course in previously. The Task Force did propose a cormon upper division 
experience in interdisciplinary "Integrated Courses." These courses were to 
be oriented towards problem-solving applications of knowledge. They would 
use, not teach, the disciplines of knowledge. Since these courses were 
required to be taken late in a student's career, they could not provide a 
comrron basic education. They were "capstone" courses, not "foundational" 
courses. In sum: the Task Force proposed seven disciplinary courses in 
(probably) four disciplines. The Task Force did not propose to eliminate any 
disciplines from the existing curriculum. 

The committee, much rrore simply, proposes seven introductory 
disciplinary courses in seven disciplines. It narrows the list of permitted 
disciplines by rerroving so-called "professional" fields (e.g., social work, 
radio/TV, etc.). I t assures exposure to at least two disciplines in 
humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences, and one in fine arts. The 
Task Force provided for exposure to only one discipline in each division. 

To the extent that we are worried about students lacking any experience 
with whole regions of the curriculum, t he cormri.ttee's compromise is superior 

• to the Task Force compromise. To the extent we worry more about "depth" of 
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knowledge outside the major, the Task Force proposal has the edge. However, 
since all or nearly all colleges require multiple courses in areas outside 
the major as a background for their najors (e.g., science and nath courses 
for engineering and health professions, etc.), it seems to rre that what is 
nost lacking in our students' studies is exposure to wide areas of 
knowledge, particularly for students in the professional colleges. LAS 
students do plenty of work in general education disciplines as a natter of 
course. On this basis, the conmittee proposal is strongly preferable. It 
also is superior to the current curriculum which does not require students 
to focus on broad, introductory courses, does not require them to take 
courses in the disciplines {popular G courses are generally "about" not "in" 
the disciplines), and includes disciplines simply because they are taught by 
LAS or Fine Arts departnents. 

Distribution reguirerrents. The current curriculum, the Task Force 
curriculum, and the committee curriculum are all examples of the 
"distribution requirerrent" node! of general education. Many of us might 
prefer a prescriptive curriculum that requires study in a number of 
supposedly basic disciplines. No conmittee at WSU has ever proposed such a 
plan. 

There are two reasons for that. First, many departrrents that might be 
picked out to be required simply lack the means of serving the entire 
student body in reasonably-sized course sections. Second, and nore 
fundarrentally, there is no consensus about which disciplines are basic. The 
impractical is, happily, also unjustifiable. In the absence of a general 
cultural consensus, and without far nore than 30 hours of a student's 
education to work with, leaving the students to choose between the 
recognized areas of knowledge makes as Il'RlCh sense as for us to arbitrarily 
decide that physics is nore basic than chemistry (or vice versa), or 
religion nore basic than philosophy (or vice versa). 

Students should not graduate from college without knowing about all of 
these subjects. But to act on that principle would require a five year 
curriculum or else a restriction of professional degree programs to the 
senior year and graduate studies. Thel',;and only then, can undergraduates be 
educated before they pursue nastery of their chosen professional fields. 
When we're ready to discuss a 60-hour basic general education program, then 
we can discuss requiring students to include virtually all of the subjects 
an educated person should know in that program. 

Interdisciplinary courses. Senator Farnsworth reminded us that the nost 
distinctive features in his Task Force's proposal were "Integrated Courses." 
The Task Force proposed that each division (not each departrrent) offer a 
single integrated course, taught by faculty from various departrrents on the 
basis of a cormon syllabus. The content of these courses was to be partly 
dictated by the "goals and objectives" staterrent, which prescribed that 
advanced courses in general education Il'RlSt be concerned with 
interdisciplinary problem-solving and "applications" of knowledge. The Task 
Force dismissed objections to this based on the claim that this is not what 
advanced knowledge in some areas (e.g. humanities) is about. Regardless of 
that, we were provided only a vague notion of what they had in mind. 

The committee's proposed "Issues and Perspectives" courses is an effort 
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to make something concrete out of the Task Force suggestion. Missing is the 
dubious notion of compelling IIOst faculty to teach outside their expertise 
or interest. Missing too is the notion that each division should identify 
sorre ~ problem or set of problems around which to design a course (how 
could a single problem have been selected other than arbitrarily?). The 
conmittee's outline of the variety of aims an Issues and Perspectives course 
might have is at least as informative as the Task Force's comparable 
explanations. 

The effort to introduce an interdisciplinary component into our general 
education curriculum rerrains the distinctive feature of the corrmittee's 
proposal, as it was the highlight of the Task Force proposal. Again, I think 
the corrmittee's version is, in fact, rrore feasible. Above all, it is 
responsive to objections raised in many departments, on intellectual, not 
political grounds, that the Task Force proposal attempted to squeeze many 
disciplines into a curricular straightjacket alien to them. Creating the I&P 
category will allow interdisciplinary courses, now all too few on our 
campus, to develop, by assuring them a niche in the curriculum. This is~ 
once again, an important net plus in favor of the conmittee's proposal. 

Covering the territory. I think that the strongest feature of the 
committee's proposal is that it assures increased student exposure to the 
humanities, fine arts, and natural sciences than either our current 
curriculum or the Task Force proposal. The Task Force's report eloquently 
pointed out how weak the current curriculum is in this respect. The typical 
WSU graduate takes onl y three courses in the humanities and fine arts 
combined, and two courses in the natural sciences (engineering and health 
professions majors take IIOre science, but then short the social sciences). 

The problem with the Task Force plan is that it would probably have 
made this worse, not better. Under it, a student would take one introductory 
course in each division, an upper division course in three out of four 
divisions, and an Integrated Course in two or three divisions other than 
their major area. A student in engineering, business, health professions, or 
education could get by with as little as one humanities course (and then 
have to take two or three fine arts courses). A fine arts or humanities 
major could get by with as little as one course in natural science. These 
opportunities, implicit in the Task Force requirements, feed the 
wrong-headed inclinations students already have. General education 
requirements should compel better choices than this. 

The Task Force began with the ideal of three courses in each division, 
one introductory, one upper division, one integrated. They found that 36 
hours of distribution courses was too many for several colleges and scaled 
back accordingly. This 11poli tical" compromise was, of course, necessary. It 
was not the only political compr omise the Task Force made. In fact, they 
were negotiating a special exception from the Integrated Courses requirement 
with the Engineering College the day bef ore the General Faculty ~ting. I 
fail to see that the ad hoc corrmittee has made "political" compromises any 
worse than these, and I don' t begrudge either group their fall from grace. 
As Senator Dreifort noted recently on the floor of the Senate, compromise is 
inevitable'. Policy-making is the art of the possible, not an exercise in 
imnaculate conception. 
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If we assure that students focus their studies on a selection of the 
basic disciplines, that they encounter as nany disciplines in each area of • 
knowledge as possible, that they undertake at least sone upper division work 
outside their ·major, and at least sone interdisciplinary study, we have done 
about as much as we can reasonably do. Unless we are willing to restructure 
the entire undergraduate experience, there is little else we can do. There 
is no way to organize a really first rate liberal education working with a 
total of 10 courses. That is the sane as the bare minimum required in nost 
majors. It would be idle to imagine that a student can know everything else 
worth knowing in the sane anount of tine required to master a single major 
field. That is why students who seek a first rate general, or liberal, 
education attend liberal arts colleges or major in liberal arts at a 
university. For the rest, we are only introducing them to liberal learning, 
we are not educating them in it. If we do well, we may inspire them to 
continue the process on their own. To accomplish that, we should do all we 
can to assure them the best teachers in the richest variety of courses. 

Let's approve the committee's straightforward plan, and worry next 
about developing sone facinating Issues and Perspectives courses, making our 
introductory courses compelling, and assuring the highest quality of 
teaching in all of them. 

• 

• 
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FACULTY SENATE 

The Wichita State University 

Minutes of the Meeting of October 5, 1992 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Allen, R. Armstrong, Bair, Benson, Bereman, Berger, Billings, Brady, 
Burk, Campbell, Carroll, Cavarozzi, Chopra, Daugherty, Davis, Dreifort, Duell, 
Erickson, Farnsworth, Fisher, Furtwengler, Gosman, Griffith, Gythiel, Hawley, Horn, 
Hoyer, Hundley, Jeffers, Kahn, Koppenhaver, Mandt, Martin, Masud, Merriman, Moore, 
Murphey, Parkhurst, Pitetti, Romig, Shanahan, Sheffield, Teshome, Thomson, Williamson, 
Yeager 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Alexander, Bajaj, Behrman, Clark, May, Murdock, Sweney, Wherritt, 
Widener, Zytkow 
GUESTS: Brunner, Soles, Sutterlin, Volz 

Sunvnary of Action Taken: 

Approved the Ad Hoc Committee on General Education Proposal. 

I. CALL THE MEETING TO ORDER. The meeting was called to order by President Griffith 
at 3:30 p.m. 

II. The one item on the floor was the motion to affirm the General Education Ad Hoc 
Committee Proposal to the General Faculty • 

Senator Bair asked that we think about other choices for our students, 
particularly concerning wellness for life. 

Senator Merriman thanked Senator Mandt for his analysis. She discussed l&P, 
cross cultural and general studies issues. She said that I&P is a new category, but 
it is like the Task Force Proposal in spirit. She pointed out that Columbia College 
of Columbia University now includes l&P courses in much the same way the committee 
conceived them. 

Senator Murphey moved that the word "about" prior to the reference to 50 courses 
be deleted, and that fol lowing the sentence "It is the responsibility of each 
department or discipline to select courses for the Core Introductory List", the 
fol lowing be added: "The allocation of the number of core courses each department may 
offer sha·11 be made by the General Education Committee. The Faculty Senate shall 
annually, at such time it selects, review the courses and may veto the future core 
status of any course." Senator Hoyer seconded. Senator Bereman asked if Professor 
Ackerman asked chairs for the list of tentative courses. If so, that is arbitrary, 
too. Senator Mandt said that if a department says this is the ,course, that is not 
arbitrary. Senator Daugherty said that departments didn't have time to draw up a list 
of courses. Professor Ackerman said the committee has concerns and fears about the 
number of courses ballooning and getting out of hand. 

Senator Merriman said to tie ourselves to 50 is premature. She offered the 
following as a solution and as a friendly amendment: 

"Each department offering core introduct_ory courses wi 11 meet with the 
Senate General Education Committee and present its case for the desired 
number of courses to be included in the core introductory list. The 
General Education Committee will be mandated by the Senate to listen to 
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the arguments with two opposing goals: 
(a) The reduction of the number of courses on the list to approximate 
maximum of 50 to 60 course. 
(b) An accommodation to the special and diverse structure of many 
disciplines and the staffing of their classes in order to obtain what the 
faculty in these programs considers optimal educational conditions. 

After hearing the arguments and negotiating with various departments, the 
General Education Committee will determine the number of courses allotted 
on the General Education core introductory level for each of the 
disciplines. Each discipline will have its number. Further, if 
disciplines in the future develop new courses and wish to place them on 
the core introductory list, they will be obliged to substitute courses 
rather than add them. The number of courses wi 11 remain constant for 
three years, after which a review will take place to determine the merits 
of the system." 
Professor Soles said the Ad Hoc Committee recommends about 50 courses. The 

General Education Committee would control it. Senator Berger said the number of 
departments listed is 28. If there is a limit of 50, some would have one course, some 
two. Sixty might be a more reasonable number. 

Senator Gosman said he would like to support Senator Merriman's solution. 
Senator Masud said he would like to support it, also. It has flexibility and 
structure. Senator Erickson said he also supported it. 

Senator Carroll said she had a problem with the proposa 1 when there were no 
underlying goals and objectives and departments are asked to justify courses without 
them. 

Senator Billings said we needed flexibility on numbers. She said we have to 
limit the role of the General Education Committee, there is a natural limit based on 
the number of people here and what we have to do in our departments. 

Senator Romig asked if we have an implied cap of 60. Are departments going to 
have to argue for these courses listed here as illustrative? Are they to be argued 
case by case? Senator Merriman said yes. Senator Allen asked if we are doing away 
with G and Q? Senator Dreifort said he supported Senator Merriman's proposal. After 
three years, all course are reviewed. He asked how are we to assure university level 
courses have rigor so our students know something. 

Senator Horn said he sympathized with some of that, but we are sounding like the 
Board of Regents with lots of paper work. Senator Merriman said we have a serious body 
here. Given a serious core, we won't give 'pud' courses. If you want to monitor 
teachers in the class room, there will be problems. Senator Dreifort said we have to 
have assessment procedures in progress now. There are ways of collecting information. 
We can look at exams, etc. as a way of keeping track. 

Senator Hoyer moved Senator Merriman' s proposa 1 as a substitute for Senator 
Murphey's. Senator Murphey seconded. Senator Murphey withdrew his motion. Senator 
Hoyer withdrew his second. Senator Merriman moved (as an original motion) the document 
she had read before as a "solution" or friendly amendment. Senator Hoyer seconded. 

Senator Gosman asked if that would be part of the document. Senator Merriman 
said it is #3 in the document. Professor Ackerman asked if that would appropriately 
be in the introduction Professor Soles is preparing. Senator Merriman said it would 
also be in the document. Senator Horn asked if there was a fair way to distribute the 
courses between the disciplines. Senator Merriman said that was premature. Senator 
Billings said the committee has not met. She didn't agree with things in this 
proposal. We need to be completely free from arguing before the committee. She asked 
where is there room for individual courses to be offered? Senator Murphey said we 
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inherently have limitations on courses when they are prescribed. Senator Murphey moved 
the question. The motion passed. Senator Williamson asked wouldn't it require Spring 
for hearings. Professor Soles said by Fall, 1994, it would be up and running. Senator 
Mandt said we could get it in in '93. We would need proper legal notice for students, 
and a General Education Bulletin for them could be prepared. Senator Sheffield asked 
if the present curriculum is constructed in such a way that a student could complete 
the curriculum on the table without a lab course. Professor Ackerman said yes. 
Senator Berger said the size of courses needs to be limited for effective learning. 
Senator Carroll said Senator Merriman's statement says departments determine what is 
best for the nature of the core. Senator Masud said he has concerns about other 
departments not being able to offer courses in the future. Senator Williamson said 
this needs to be brought to the General Faculty as an issue from the Ad Hoc Committee. 
Senator Chopra said the Computer Science is part of natural science and mathematics in 
LAS and is being lumped elsewhere. Professor Ackerman said it was considered more in 
the professional category. Senator Gosman said this is exactly the question Senator 
Masud brought up. Is there a methodology for departments not 1 isted to propose 
courses? Senator Merriman said a clause could cover this. Senator Murphey said he 
liked limiting the departments to LAS and Fine Arts. Senator Hawley said professional 
schools should not be part of the core. Senator Masud said he had a hard time shutting 
off courses needed for modern day living. 

Two members of the Computer Science Department said they had a strong objection 
to categorizing Computer Science as a professional area. They were more of a basic 
science teaching fundamental concepts. Senator Bil lings suggested they bring their case 
to the faculty. Senator Campbell said she had a hard time with the designation of it 
as professional since it was in LAS. Senator Allen said 124 hours are needed to 
graduate and there are a limited number of courses in General Education. There is 
flexibility for the student to take other courses . 

Senator Carroll said it seemed to her the purpose of a new general education core 
was because the old program was inadequate and there were no common experiences. The 
Ad Hoc Committee didn't go into general education philosophy. There is great 
difficulty with no underlying goal. She can't imagine designing a curriculum with no 
attention to content. She moved that the Ad Hoc Task Force on General Education 
proposal be replaced by the proposal of the General Education Task Force. Senator 
Hawley seconded. Senator Mandt said the faculty voted against it last year. Senator 
Farnsworth said he read Senator Mandt's comments. Senator Farnsworth said (1) The 
faculty accepted the Task Force Report in principle. (2) State mandated assessment 
says we must look at content. (3) The new proposal doesn't stretch anything we've had 
in the past. (4) Are we going to make suggestions as to how to spend money from 
reallocation, or are we going to leave it up to the administration. Senator Merriman 
said the aim is not to be driven by more money, but more money will be required when 
the core is adopted. 

Senator Gosman moved the previous question. Senator Mandt seconded. The motion 
passed. A vote was then taken on Senator Carroll's substitute motion. The motion 
failed 7 to 30. Senator Mandt moved the previous question. Senator Hoyer seconded. 
The motion passed. The motion to approve the Ad Hoc Committee's proposal passed. 

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

Respectfully submitted, 
Joyce Cavarozzi, Faculty Senate Secretary 
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