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GENERAL FACULTY MEETING 

208 HH 

Thursday 
November 21, 1991 

AGENDA 

2:00 P-m
(Note Time!) 

1. Motion to extend the time limit for the meeting to 3 hours. 

2. Consideration of the recommendations of the Task Force on the 
Undergraduate Experience (continued) 

a. consideration of amendments offered in advance 

b . consideration of amendments from the floor, or any other motions 

c. final action on the recommendations, as the Faculty determines 

NOTES: 

The Agenda Committee met with Professor Farnsworth, Chair of the Task force, to 
make arrangements for continuing consideration of the Task Force proposals. 

To facilitate faculty consideration of any amendments that might be offered, the 
Agenda Committee requests that amendments be submitted by November 11 to the 
Senate Office, Box 111, so that they may be circulated to faculty in advance of 
the meeting. ·of course, it continues to be in order to submit motions from the 
floor. Any amendments submitted in advance and circulated to faculty members 
will be considered first. 

To permit full debate, the Agenda Committee will move to extend the time of the 
meeting to three hours. It would nonetheless be in order to adjourn the meeting 
on a successful motion from the floor. 

We have also reserved 208 HH for the following day should the faculty wish to 
continue the meeting to that time . 
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FACULTY SENATE 
The w;ch;ta State un;vers;ty 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

November 14, 1991 

Members of the University Facult~ 

Agenda Committee 

Amendments Proposed to Genera 1 Education 
Proposal 

In response to our call for the submission of 
proposed amendments to the genera 1 education proposa 1 by 
the Task Force on the Undergraduate Experience that wi 11 
be considered again at the Faculty Meeting on November 
21st, three proposals were submitted. They are attached 
for your consideration. 

Also attached is a statement from the Task Force 
urging that their proposal be voted on without 
amendment . 



MOTION FOR AMENDMENT TO PROPOSAL FOR A NEW GENERAL EDUCATION 
PROGRAM 

WHEREAS, the proposal as it now stands seeks to 
hotly contested matters of ideology into 
curriculum, thereby 

inculcate 
the core 

Running counter to the scholarly process; 

Violating the academic freedom of faculty in the 
individual pursuit of truth; and 

Introducing a propagandistic element into the courses 
that violates the University's fundamental compact 
with b~th students and the larger_public; 

IT IS MOVED to strike the following provisions: 

On page 9 of the proposal, the words "issues of gender 
and ethnicity" from the paragraph near the bottom of 
the page. 

On page 10 of the proposal, the words "one faculty 
member each in issues of gender/issues of race and 
ethnicity" from the list of proposed members of the 
general education committee. 

On page 12 of the proposal, 
der, ethnicity, racism, 
paragraph B.2. that states 
course design. 

MOTION 

the words "issues of gen
ethnocentrism, and" from 
factors that must go into 

SECONDED 
~ · Jj . ' 

\ , ' ' / 
BY: ~ CJ _c_-'td-')'=.- "( u.~,{., _ 
Everett L. Johns~, Professor 

I 

We ask for a vote on this motion by secret ballot. 
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From: Richard E. Laptad, Physical Education 

Re: Suggestion regarding General Education Program 

I would like to suggest that a service learning component be added 
to the General Education requirement. The purpose of service 
learning is to give the student the opportunity to put classroom 
learning into practice in the community, through volunteer work in 
community settings. Service learning is a tool for learning, a way 
to foster civic consciousness and social responsibility, and ·a way 
to enhance university-community relations. Service learning also 
demonstrates the wisdom of multi-disciplinary education by showing 
students the variety of factors (i.e., economic, psychological, 
historical) that contribute to social problems. 

Service learning is not, however, simply sending students into the 
community; rather, service learning is a combination of volunteer 
work and guided reflection. Educational objectives are enhanced by 
readings, journal writing, discussions with peers and professors, 
and other pedagogical techniques which increase understanding and 
recognition of the complexity of society, its problems and possible 
solutions. At a recent Assocation of American Colleges conference 
on service learning, the following were among the rationales for 

·such classes (in addition to content learning objectives): 
connecting theory and practice; integrating varieties of knowledge; 
using technical, ·interpersonal, and communication skills; learning 
how to learn; increasing understanding of diversity and ~ultural 
plural ism; considering and experiencing the responsibilities of 
democratic citizenship. A wide range of public and private 
colleges and universities presently require a service learning 
component. 

I suggest that WSU require that each student complete one service
oriented class in order to graduate. Rather than developing one 
course that all students must take, a pool of courses would be 
developed from which the student may choose. In addition to 
service learning courses in the more obvious fields of social work, 
psychology, and heal th professions, courses would be offered in 
political science, biology, philosophy, fine arts, etc. In fact, 
all departments would have the opportunity to demonstrate how their 
particular contributions to theory and knowledge are relevant and 
applicable in society. Students could choose courses according to 
their interests. 

I move that a service-learning component be added to the General 
Education requirement for graduation from Wichita State University. 
I further move that a committee be formed to develop standards and 
procedures for service-learning at WSU. 



TO: 
FROM: 
DATE: 
SUBJECT: 

WSU Faculty 
Jay Mandt, Philosophy 
November 11, 1991 
Proposed Ammendement to General Education Proposal 

The statement of "Goals and Objectives" is a crucial element in the 
proposed general education program. Let me quote from the section on implemen
tation, part B (Course Criteria), sub-section 3, p. 12: 

"3. The proposal (for a course to be included) must address the general 
education goals and objectives explicitly ... As the objectives listed for 
each goal are progressive in terms of levels of mental operations, the primary 
objectives of the course should be appropriate to the level at which it will 
be taught. Means for addressing the goals and objectives of the program must 
be integral rather than peripheral to the course design . " 

In philosophy, no one believes that there is any such thing as a 
hierarchy of "mental operations." This sort of view was fairly common in a 
number of disciplines some decades ago, but is largely repudiated today, 
according to the best information I have from various colleagues. It would be 
eccentric to base our curriculum on such a widely repudiated notion. 

Even if the notion is not as silly as I believe it to be, we should ask 
whether the Task Force has got it right. They have never sought detailed 
review from the relevant departments of the objectives that supposedly de
scribe the hierarchy of mental operations in that field. I believe that at 
least in the case of the humanities, the departments would reject the Task 
Force version out-of-hand. 

For example, it does not seem to me that either an introductory philoso
phy course or an introductory literature course could be reasonably described 
as accomplishing what the first two humanities objectives (which would apply 
to them) require. Neither discipline studies "cultures" (Objective A) or 
compares "cultural systems" (Objective B), unless "cultural systems" is meant 
to be equivalent to philosophical systems or literary genres, in which case 
the objective should be restated to say what it means. In fact, these first 
two objectives describe introductory anthropology, more than anything else, or 
possibly history, broadly conceived. They are, I submit, hopeless as descrip
tions of introductory humanities study. 

There are a number of other questions I could detail (e.g., an Integrated 
Course in Fine Arts should have as its objective "Create works in various art 
forms"--how is that to be managed?). It seems to me sufficient to note that 
the Task Force, on the basis of no research, and without any consultation on 
the issues whatsoever , defined the objectives of every discipline, and now 
proposes to base course design and program assessment on these definitions. 

MOTION: The statement of objectives for each area will b~ submitted to the 
departments in the appropriate college or division for revision according to 
the prevailing self-understanding of the disciplines in that area. Departments 
are not required to report a "hierarchy of mental operations" if one does not 
exist in their area. 
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November 14, 1991 

To: Members of the Faculty 

From: The Task Force on the Undergraduate Experience 

Subject: General Faculty Meeting on November 21 

The recent Senate Executive Committee's announcement of a general faculty meeting 
on November 21 included conditions under which that meeting would take place. 
The announcement also indicated that the chair of the task force was present during 
the meeting but it failed to point out that he did not support those procedures nor 
do the other members of the task force. 

The task force believes that the motion on the floor (our report), carried over from 
the last general faculty meeting as old business, should be voted on at the beginning 
of the meeting in the form it was submitted. What the faculty wishes to do with the 
report following that vote is for it to decide. 

• We hope you will arrive at the meeting promptly at 2:00 pm (please note the early 
starting time) and that we can have your support. 

Members of the Task Force: 
Tina Bennett-Kastor 
Donald J. Blakeslee 
Nancy Millett 
Martin Perline 
James J. Snyder 
Peter G. Sutterlin 
J. William Thomson 
William E. Unrau 
David N. Farnsworth, Chair 
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The Wichita State 
General Faculty 

Minutes ~f the Meeting of November 21, 1991 

University 
Meeting 

The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. by Vice President Clark. 
Vice President Clark informed the faculty that overhead projections would be 
used. 

He announced that Roberts Rules state that exceptions must be stated in by
laws of the organization. Since mail ballots are not currently in our by-laws, 
we can't use them at this meeting, and we can't amend by-laws at this meeting. 

Vice President Clark read the qualifications to vote. He requested that 
everyone be polite out of respect for our colleagues. 

Professor Farnsworth appealed the decision of the chair concerning 
subsidiary motions with the Task Force proposal on the floor. Professor Millet 
concurred. Professor Mandt said he would agree with Professor Farnsworth, if 
substitute motions were allowed after debate. 

The Chair ruled the Task Force report was not on the floor. Professor 
Farnsworth challenged the ruling. Professor Mandt said in the written call for 
the meeting there was an agenda with proposals for amendments, so amendments had 
priority. 

Professor Paske moved to vote to over rule. Professor Millet seconded. 
The vote was 113 to 60 to over rule. The Task Force Proposal was on the floor. 

Professor Alexander moved to extend the meeting to 5 p.m. Professor Perel 
moved to table a vote until 3:30 p.m. Professor Lee seconded. The motion passed . 

The proposa 1 and amendments were on the floor. Professor Murphey moved to 
strike 'issues of gender and ethnicity,' p. 12, B. Criteria P.2. · Professor 
Johnson seconded. After discussion a vote was taken. The amendment passed 108-
95. 

Professor Rohn moved to close debate and vote on the Task Force Proposal. 
Professor Blakeslee seconded. The motion was defeated 123 to 68. 

Professor Merriman moved 
(1) that the new General Education committee called for in the proposal be 

created immediately and charged with continuing development of the proposal; 
(2) that the Committee consult with departments, divisions, and colleges 

on the feasibility of the various elements in the proposal; 
(3) that after consultation, the committee report to the faculty for its 

approval any revisions in the proposal that it finds necessary; 
(4) that the Committee develop a detailed implementation plan and report 

it to the faculty for its approval; 
(5) that actual implementation of the proposal does not proceed until 

detailed planning and any necessary revisions in the proposal have been approved 
by the General Faculty, 

and that this motion be substituted for the motion on the floor. Professor 
Griffith seconded. Professor Bereman moved to extend debate until 4 p.m. 
Professor Widener seconded. The motion passed by 2/3 vote. After further 
discussion Professor Wineke moved the previous question. The motion passed by 
2/3. Professor ·sillings requested a secret ballot. Professor Merriman's 
substitute motion passed 140 to 61. Professor Perel moved to adjourn . 

Respectfully submitted, 
Joyce Cavarozzi, Faculty Senate Secretary 
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