
 Faculty Senate Archives 

 Faculty Senate       Academic year 1995-1996 

Volume IX 

Agenda and Minutes       
of the Meeting of December 11, 1995 

Additional information: Digitized by University Libraries Technical 
Services and archived in SOAR: Shocker Open Access Repository at: 
http://soar.wichita.edu/handle/10057/14181  

http://soar.wichita.edu/handle/10057/14181


• 

• 

• 

WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE 

AGENDA 

Room 126 CH 3:30 p.m. 

Meeting Notice: Monday, December 11, 1995 
Order of Business: 

I. Calling of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Statements and Proposals 

III. Approval of Minutes 

IV. President's Report 

V. Committee Reports 
A. Reports from committees working on the 
Bnhancinq the Learning Bnviro.nment document 
attached for your information (ivory attachments) 
(see also B-28-95 agenda) 

VI. Old Business 

VII. New Business 
A. Mill Levy Budget Summary --see ll/27/95 attachment 

Planning & Budget Committee 
B. Honors Curriculum proposal - A.J. Mandt 

(blue attachment) 

VIII. As May Arise 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Jolynne Campbell, President 3146 Box 
Joyce Cavarozzi, Past President 3541 Box 
Helen Hundley, Vice President 3150 Box 
Jean Eaglesfield, Secretary 3591 Box 
Donna Hawley, President-Elect 3610 Box 
ELECTED BY SENATE 

Keith Williamson ·3185 Box 
Sue Bair 3340 Box 

APPOINTED BY PRESIDENT 
Walter Horn 3410 Box 
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December 1, 1995 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

WICHITA STATE UNIVERSI1Y 
Emory Lindquist Honor s Program 

Senate Executive Committee 

University Tenure/Promotion Committee 

COFSP Initiatives 

The University has well established procedures for evaluating 
and rewarding faculty achievements through the tenure and promotion 
process. Under recently adopted university guidelines, colleges and 
departments are developing written guidelines and statements of 
expectations covering all areas of faculty professional activity. 
By mandate of the Senate, these guidelines are to address such 
issues as differences in assignments for individual faculty, and 
are to specify in some detail the kinds of professional work that 
will be considered during tenure/promotion reviews and the kinds of 
evidence of such work expected. All college statements and 
guidelines are to be reviewed and approved by the University 
·Tenure/Promotion Committee before they will be considered fully in 
force. No college has submitted its proposed guidelines for review 
as of this date. 

Views about the kind of weight that should be assigned to 
different sorts of scholarly work differ among faculty. Some 
colleagues agree that "scholarship in teaching" should carry a 
weight comparable to "original research." Many colleagues disagree 
and would either assign "scholarship in teaching" a lesser weight 
as scholarship or would consider it as an aspect of "teaching" 
rather than of "research." It was clearly the intent of the Senate 
in passing the new tenure/promotion policy that departments and 
colleges should be given considerable discretion in determining 
their own policies and guidelines on these questions. It would be 
reasonable to expect that when college guielines come forward, more 
weight will be given to "scholarship in teaching" than previously 
in several departments or colleges. It is unlikely that a majority 
of all faculty would endorse this shift in performance expectations 
at this time. However, active discussion of the nature of faculty 
work and how best to evaluate it is underway. 

summary: 

i number of departments and colleges are moving in the direction of 
the goals outlined by COFSP, but many faculty are not persuaded 
that this is a wise course, at least in their own field. New 

Wichita State University, Wichita, Kansas 67260-0102 Telephone: (316) 689-3375 



Tenure/Promotion guidelines will recognize that some faculty have • 
non-standard work assignments and will specify appropriate criteria 1 

for evaluating the performance of these faculty consistent with 
their assignments. A procedure now exists for periodic reviews and 
changes in tenure/promotion guidelines. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Jolynne Campbell, President Faculty Senate 
From: Anthony P. Gythiel, Chair Faculty Support Committee 
Subject: Report re Board of Regents' Principles on the 

Learnin~Environment 

Date: November 16, 1995 

Dear Colleague, 

As per your request, the Faculty Support Committee (FSC) has 
been asked to look at initiatives, or principles 6, 7, 9, and 
11 in the light of "what is being done now and what could be 
done." 

Here, then, is the consensus of the Committee: 

1) Given the nature and charge of the FSC, as clarified on page 
22 of the Wichita State University Faculty Handbook, AY 94-
95 Revision, the Committee has nothing to do with Regents' 
principle n. 6, which reads as follows: "Provide meaningful 
training programs for teaching assistants to prepare them 
to teach, including working with a faculty mentor." 

2) As to principle n. 7 ("Create and maintain an environment 
that facilitates, encourages, and rewards substantial faculty 
commitment to teaching"), the FSC certainly implements this 
principle, in the event a Sabbatical Leave application (the 
Committee's charge n. 3) deals with instruction. Also, a 
grant application that deals with teaching will be reviewed 
by the Committee; and this fits in with charge n. 5, "To 
review and act upon requests for institutional support of 
teaching." Certainly, the FSC recognizes that there can 
be very fruitful connections between one's research and one's 
teaching. Research enhances one's teaching in that, for 
any research to be completed, _it must be disseminated in 
some way. Such ways would include dissemination by way of 
Publication, Presentation, Reports, and so forth. When 
appropriate and feasible, Presentation should include 
dissemination in the classroom. 

3) With respect to principle n. 9 ("Develop strategies to enhance 
the professional development of faculty and chairs or unit 
administrators in charge of instruction"), let us begin by 
making the necessary distinction between jurisdiction and 
implementation. 

a) Jurisdiction - The professional development of faculty 
falls within the domain of the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs (see Faculty Handbook, page 4, line 
5 from the top) and the jurisdiction of the Vice 
President for Research (Faculty Handbook, chapter 
6, 6.01 Research Administration); 

1 



b) Implementation - The FSC unquestionably promotes 
the professional development of faculty by evaluating 
and recommending support for research and creative 
proposals submitted by the faculty. Being aware 

2 

of the new literature in the field, as exemplified, 
for instance, by Ernest L. Boyer in Scholarship 
Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professoriate 
(Carnegie Foundation, 1994), the FSC views scholarship 
as having four separate, yet overlapping functions. 
These are the scholarship of discovery (typically 
equated to "research"); the scholarship of integration 
(making connections across disciplines or fields); 
the scholarship of application ("applied research"); 
and the scholarship of teaching (the publication 
of, for example, a study dealing with the 
dimension(s), of teaching). Such a flexible, and 
more inclusive concept of scholarship -- one that 
recognizes the diversity of faculty talent in an 
urban university -- is, and will continue to be, 
actively supported by the FSC. 

• 

4) Even though the wording of principle n. 11 is not felicitous 
("Assure that faculty incentives and rewards are aligned 
with public policy expectations and institutional priorities 
for the volume and distribution of faculty efforts"), the 
FSC endorses the principle itself. The FSC provides direct, • 
though limited, support to meritorious research/creative 
projects, thus providing "seed money'' for a possible 
application to an outside agency. If, as frequently happens, 
such an application is successful, it can be argued that 
the FSC does indeed encourage a higher level of achievement. 
The FSC thereby implements institutional priorities and public 
policy expectations which emphasize accountability, and 
require that the faculty's potential for higher productivity 
be turned into reality. 

As for things that "could be done," the FSC is mindful of the 
fact that it only makes recommendations to the Vice President 
for Research, who makes the final decisions in terms of the 
available resources. Even though the Vice President for Research 
particularly encourages grant proposals dealing with one 
component of the university's mission (Service to the Community), 
so far, such grant applications have not been forthcoming. 
It should be noted, however, that programs providing service 
to the community are also supported through the Mill Levy. 
Requests for such funding do not pass through the FSC. 

Respectfully submitted, 

LJ)~ 
Antho~~- Gythiel 
Chair FSC • 
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DRAFT---DRAFT---DRAFT---DRAFT---DRAFT---DRAFT---DRAFT 

Annual Evaluation of Faculty Scholarship in Teaching 
Council of Faculty Senate President's Intiative #4 

Report Of The 
Academic Affairs Committee 

Wichita State University Faculty Senate 

Basic Definitions And/Or Premises 

( 1) We define "Scholarship in Teaching" as the teaching 
function. We interpret Initiative Number Four as relating 
primarily to an evaluation of teaching effectiveness. 

(2) 

We believe the teaching function should be interpreted to 
include the following: classroom performance; course 
development; facilitation of student development, including 
significant contributions on advisory and thesis committees, 
facilitating student publications, attention to curriculum 
matters, advising student organizations, etc.; innovative 
practices introduced into the learning process. 

It is also possible to interpret this phrase in a research 
sense. Publications related to the teaching function are an 
example. We suggest that this II scholarship" should be 

·appropriately considered part of the research function . 

Effective and consistent evaluation can only take place in 
an environment characterized by a clearly delineated and 
understood mission -- at the university level, college 
level, and department/program level, as appropriate. In the 
absence of a clearly articulated vision, effective 
evaluation is destined to be a futile undertaking. 

We further suggest that the mission/objectives of each level 
must be consistent with the mission/objectives of those 
units higher in the organizational structure -- e.g., -· the 
mission of a college must be consistent that that of the 
university, and the mission of a department/program must be 
consistent with that of both the college and university. 

(3) We believe faculty responsibilities at Wichita State 
University encompass the traditional classifications of 
teaching, research and service. Within limits, individual 
faculty assignments can vary across this spectrum; however, 
we do not believe that one aspect of performance can or 
should be a substitute for another element. 

(4) Faculty evaluation, to be effective, m':,lst "mean something." 
There should be a consequence as a result of the process. 
Committee deliberations suggest that this is not a 
universally held perception on campus. 

1 



Observations On Content Of Initiative Number Four 

(This section includes our observations concerning the 
specific statements in Initiative Number Four.) 

(1) Scholarship in teaching should be valued at a level equal to 
scholarship in research. 

We agree that there should be no second-class citizens, in 
terms of faculty performance expectations. Teaching, 
Research and Service are all legitimate and important 
functions of the university. In this context, we have no 
quarrel with the phrase, " . valued at a level equal 
to • . • • " 

We also recognize that, over time, the relative expectations 
of an individual faculty member, in terms of Teaching, 
Research and Service, 1nay vary. 

For example, early in one's career, the agreed-upon focus 
may be to establish oneself as a true academic in the 
discipline; the expectation may be that the faculty member 
will devote flmore time" to research than to either teaching 
or service. This expectation might be expressed as 
30/60/10. 

The next phase might be a more balanced emphasis on the 
traditional expectations, say 40/40/20 or 45/45/10. 

Finally, university/college/departmental needs may suggest 
that a faculty_ member, at some point, devote more time to 
either teaching or service. The expectation might call for 
a split of 60/30/10 or 40/20/40. 

Whatever the agreement, we believe the evaluation process 
should focus on "competency" in the activity, be that 
teaching, research or service. 

(2) Criteria for evaluating scholarship in teaching should be 
determined by faculty at the department level. 

We do believe that such criteria can be best determined by 
those who are closest to the action. 

There should, however, be one caveat: Departmental expec
tations must be consistent with the fundamental mission and 
goals of the university and college of which it is a part. 

(3) All faculty should be annually evaluated by students, peers, 
and the department chair with respect to exceeding, meeting, 
or failure to meet expectations in effective teaching. 

First, we believe this statement should be changed to read 
as follows: 
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All faculty should be annually evaluated with 
respect to exceeding, meeting, or failure to 
meet expectations in effective teaching; this 
evaluation should include input from students, 
peers, and the department chair. 

There should be an annual evaluation of each faculty 
member's total performance, and this evaluation should 
include teaching effectiveness. 

We would urge that the evaluat~on of teaching effectiveness 
include multiple kinds of information, given the multi
faceted nature of the teaching/learning process. 

Specific Questions Raised By 
Faculty Senate President 

(1) What is being done now? 

--Most departments require some sort of oral presentation by 
prospective faculty members during the hiring process. A 
principle reason for this practice is to assess the 
communication skills of the applicant. One also gets a 
feel for the candidate's teaching ability. 

From a teaching perspective., this presentation should 
ideally be in a classroom setting, and some dep~rtments on 
campus do require such a presentation. 

It is also evident from our committee deliberations that 
not all departments have an oral presentation requirement. 
We would urge these departments to initiate this practice. 

--Each untenured faculty member is formally evaluated each 
year. A significant aspect of this evaluation is the 
candidate's teaching performance. The tenured faculty of 
the department must affirmatively concur in retaining the 
faculty member each year. 

--Each tenure and/or promotion decision involves a compre
hensive evaluation of a faculty member's performance, 
including the teaching function. Information in support 
of an individual's performance in the classroom is a 
standard expectation by all in this process. 

--Departments are developing specific guidelines to be used 
in the Tenure & Promotion process at the University. We 
believe these guidelines should also suffice for purposes 
of Initiative Number Four. · 

--Most, if not all, academic units require some sort of 
Faculty Annual Report. These reports tend to call for the 
submission of information that can be used to assess the 
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faculty member's teaching effectiveness. We believe this 
supports this initiative. 

on the basis of committee deliberations, it is not clear 
that all units require/encourage the submission of infor
mation that can be used to evaluate teaching effectivness. 

--All faculty members' performance is evaluated on an annual 
basis. While it is not clear that this evaluation, each 
year, includes data from both students and peers, we are 
not convinced that the latter is necessary, on an annual 
basis. 

Committee deliberations would suggest that feedback to 
faculty, particularly tenured faculty, is spotty at best. 

Committee deliberations also suggest that "nothing tends 
to happen" as a result of the evaluation process. 

--Some departments have formal mentoring relationships 
established between senior and junior faculty; other 
departments have such arrangements on an informal basis. 

--A number of departments/colleges/schools on campus are 
accredited by various professional accrediting associa
tions. Accreditation visits include an evaluation of the 
teaching effectiveness of the appropriate faculty. In 
some cases, this includes a formal review of course 
content as well as information concerning teaching effec-
tiveness on the part of the faculty. 

--A number of departments/colleges/schools and the univer
sity have programs to recognize outstanding performance 
in the classroom. 

(2) What can be done now? 

We believe the basic 
accomplish the intent of 
is follow-up to ensure 
intended. This can 
administrative structure 

infrastructure is in place to 
this initiative. All that remains 
that the process is operating as 
best be handled through the 

of the university. 

In other words, whatever challenges we may have in this area 
is in not effectively implementing existing policies and 
procedures. A number of such lapses were identified above: 

--Some departments not making an evaluation of teaching 
potential a part of the hiring process. 

--Lack of feedback to a large proportion of the faculty as 
a result of the annual evaluationg process that exists. 

• 

• 

--A perception that the evaluations do not mean anything. • 
Nothing seems to happen, either for a very positive or a 
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very negative evaluation. 

--some departments not making full use of a mentoring pro-
gram. 

What could we do? 

We believe that all such efforts will not reach their 
potential without a clearly articulated mission and a set of 
measureable goals/objectives, at the university, college and 
departmental levers. We perceive these are, for the most 
part, lacking at the present time. 

Aggressive promotion of a mentoring program for every 
department or unit on campus. These would not necessarily 
have to be senior/junior faculty matches, but could be 
associations based upon a particular faculty member's needs. 

A more formalized and aggressively promoted professional 
development program in the teaching area. These could 
include various kinds of short-term workshops that deal with 
such topics as teaching effectiveness, innovations in 
teaching, new technology developments in teaching, etc. 

A more formalized approach to addressing individual faculty 
development needs in teaching. For example, as a result of 
an annual evaluation, or more appropriately, a series of 
such evaluations, the evaluation process might suggest that 
an individual faculty member needs help in a particular 
area. The department chair should work to see that such a 
process is initiated. 

A program, similar to the sabbatical leave, related 
specifically to teaching. Such a program could have leaves 
of various lengths (would not have to be a semester or 
year), and would focus on enhancing teaching effectiveness . 

5 



November 15, 1995 

TO: Jolynne Campbell, Faculty Senate President 

FROM: Dwight Murphey, Chair, University curriculum Committee 

SUBJECT: Preliminary report re Council of Faculty Senate Presi-
dents' Initiatives 

You recently assigned Items 6 (as to assessment of student 
achievement and learning) and 7 (as to the training of graduate 
students to teach) in the Initiatives to the University Curricu
lum Comrnittee and asked for either a preliminary or final report 
by November 27. 

This is the Committee's preliminary report. 

• 

A subcommittee of the University Curriculum Committee consisting 
of Diane Quantic (as chair), Dorothy Crum and Marlene Schommer 
has outlined what Wichita State University is currently doing in 
each of the areas. It has found that a large part of the Initia
tive's expectations are already being met. For example, the 
University-wide assessment plan was set in place approximately 
four years ago to provide ways to determine the extent of student • 
learning. As to graduate student teaching, the graduate school 
holds a two-day orientation, and certain departments that are the 
main ones to use graduate teaching assistants have active pro-
grams for their training. 

The subcommittee will seek to collect definitive, and yet con
cise, information about what is currently done, about present 
policy, and about what mechanisms may be needed to develop 
matters further. This will probably be well advanced before the 
Christmas break intervenes, but in any event should be able to be 
finished early in the spring semester. 

• 
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PROPOSAL FOR A NEW HONORS CURRICULUM 

Executive Summary 

For years, the WSU honors curriculum has failed to realize the 
university's potential in honors education. A large majority of 
students who enter the program fail to complete requirements. 

This proposal has the following objectives: 
(1) Create a distinctive, academically challenging "honors 

experience." 
(2) Take students to a higher level of knowledge and skills. 
(3) Build an integrated learning curriculum. 
(4) Provide the best possible preparation for graduate/pro

fessional study or employment in a competitive economy. 
(5) Develop a curriculum open to experimental learning, the 

use of new teaching and study techniques, etc. 
(6) Build a curriculum that will foster growth of a learning 

community of students and faculty. 

To accomplish them, the Honors Committee recommends a three 
part honors curriculum. The first two parts constitute an 
alternative general education track; the third part proposes an 
honors component in the student's major. 

Summary of Recommendations: 

1. Establish a three semester sequence of Freshman/Sophomore 
Seminars. Seminars will integrate development of writing and oral 
communications skills with the study of the course topic. Seminars 
will carry general education distribution credit in humanities/fine 
arts, social sciences, or mathematics/natural science. 
2. Establish honors sections of Issues and Perspectives courses, 
and require students to complete two of them. 
3. Require a Senior Project in the major (or alternative in 
departments where this is not feasible). 
4. students successfully completing the Freshman/Sophomore sequence 
would be awarded credit for English 101, 102, and Communications 
111. 

These recommendations would result in a 21-hour honors 
program, identical with present requirements. However, it would 
require 12 hours of upper division credit rather than 9; assure 
students 15 hours in unique honors courses; require 15 hours in 
intensive writing/oral communications courses outside the major; 
introduce a 6-hour honors component in the major for all honors 
students. 

By requiring participation in the seminar sequence, this 
proposal will make honors course enrollments predictable, and 
assure appropriate use of resources committed to the program. It 
offers a distinctive educational experience with which the 
university can recruit outstanding students. It provides 
opportunities for experimental teaching and learning, new course 
development, etc. 



Introduction 

PROPOSAL FOR A NEW HONORS CURRICULUM 

December 1, 1995 

The basic aim of an honors curriculum is to do better what we 
aspire to do for all undergraduate students. The difference between 
honors and non-honors education lies the qualities that distinguish 
honors students from their non-honors peers. As a group, honors 
students are better prepared for college in terms of both learning 
skills and general knowledge. They are strongly motivated to 
achieve academic success. They are drawn from the upper quarter of 
the student body as ranked by academic ability. 

Due to these qualities, honors students are more nearly ideal 
learners than average students. They respond well to an educational 
program in which the pace of learning is faster, the scope of study 
broader, and expectations of achievement higher than in ordinary 
classes. 

For the university as a whole, a vigorous honors program has 
several advantages. First, it showcases the best learning and 
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teaching the institution is capable of supporting. Second, by • 
enhancing the educations of many of the best students on campus, it 
sets an example of high academic aspiration and achievement that 
can help raise the level of accomplishment campus-wide. Third, it 
attracts not only honors students themselves, but other able 
students who are drawn to an academic community that values genuine 
achievement. Fourth, it serves as an ideal . laboratory for many 
curricular experiments. Fifth, it offers faculty unusually 
challenging teaching assignments, stimulating professional growth. 

In view of these considerations, it is difficult to conceive 
how a university can pursue high achievement in undergraduate 
education unless it builds and sustains a vigorous, academically 
challenging honors program. 

The Honors curriculum: Issues and History 

There is no single curricular model for honors education. 
Successful programs have in common that they find the means to 
enhance the ordinary program of studies, build a sense of common 
purpose among program participants, and offer students a 
distinctive academic experience. Ordinarily, this involves: 
provision of smaller classes taught by experienced, able faculty; 
exemption of honors students from many of the onerous academic 
requirements designed to discipline the studies of less able, • 
prepared, or committed students; a continuing program of academic 
enrichment activities; an experimental approach to learning and 
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teaching that is open to things too risky to try with average 
students. In basic terms, honors curricula attempt to take 
educational advantage of the assets honors students bring to the 
classroom. 

Precisely because honors students have greater potential for 
academic success than other students, they also tend to have a 
better appreciation for both the opportunities and the risks they 
face. They know better than others what is at stake in their 
educations, and perceive that they have both more to gain from 
success, and comparatively more to lose from failure than others. 
In addition, they tend to define academic failure differently. 
Unlike some students, they do not doubt their ability to graduate. 
Instead, they worry about qualifying for the best graduate or 
professional schools. Also, honors students rarely doubt their 
ability to comprehend material in their courses, but often worry 
about whether they have learned enough. As a result, they are 
intellectually bolder and more aggressive as learners, harder 
working than average, but at the same time fearful of earning less 
than the best grades. A well-conceived honors curriculum needs to 
take these psychological factors into account. 

There is not, then, some unique body of learning that we need 
to provide honors students. Rather, our honors curriculum needs· to 
provide a framework for learning that facilitates rather than 
hinders learning. We should not assume that the curriculum 
framework that works best for the average student will work best in 
this case as well. As planners, we need to reexamine not our goals, 
but the means by which we seek to accomplish them. 

In recent years, the Wichita State University honors 
curriculum has lost whatever focus it once had. Plainly, it no 
longer meets student needs. (For statistical data, see Tables 1 to 
5.) And even if we leave aside its recent decay, that curriculum 
never fully realized the university's potential in honors 
education. The chief difficulty is that it offered honors students 
the same curriculum as we offer other students, only in an "honors 
version." But it was never clear to anyone--least of all students-
what the difference was supposed to be. Typically, honors sections 
have used more sophisticated texts, assigned additional work, and 
moved at a faster pace than ordinary classes. Class size is 
generally less. But there has rarely been anything distinctive 
about these classes in terms of either topics studied or methods of 
learning employed. Students report that honors classes on average 
"are not that much different" than other courses, and not even 
"harder." (See Table 6 for summary of courses offered.) 

A further difficulty has been that honors requirements have 
not consistently mapped over other curriculum requirements. An 
honors student could not complete general education requirements 
within honors, nor do an honors major. To be an honors student 
meant taking on a third, or for many (e.g., pre-med students), a 
fourth set of requirements to satisfy. For many students, it has 
proved to be either impractical or not worth the trouble to 



3 

complete honors requirerments. Only about a fourth of students who 
enter the program n~w complete it. • 

Where Do We Go From Here? 

Last year, the Vice President's Task Force on Honors and the 
Senate Honors Committee both endorsed the general propositions that 
the honors curriculum should center on general education, and that 
it should promote special learning experiences, such as independent 
study. They also recommended that the honors curriculum incorporate 
a "capstone experience" in the student's major field. The question 
facing the current Honors Committee and new Director has been how 
to go about realizing these aims. 

We have developed our proposal to accomplish the following 
specific aims: 

(1) Create a distinctive, academically challenging "honors 
experience." 

(2) Take students to a higher level of knowledge and skills. 
(3) Build a curriculum that integrates what students learn. 
(4) Provide the best preparation for graduate/professional study or 

employment in a highly competitve economy. 
(5) Develop a curriculum that provides for experimental learning, 

new teaching and study techniques, etc. 
(6) Build a curriculum that can be the basis for a learning • 

community of students and faculty. 

The proposed honors curriculum is centered around a shared 
academic experience that offers an enhanced approach to general 
education. It also includes a significant component in the 
student's major. It is designed to provide a more structured 
program of studies, while allowing a considerable degree of 
individual emphasis. The defining feature is the notion of small 
group learning, which the proposed curriculum reiterates at various 
levels. The curriculum has been designed to lend itself to 
enhancement through extracurricular lectures, field trips, 
exhibits, reading groups, etc. 

We have sought to avoid making the honors curriculum a kind of 
special humanities and arts program, as often happens. We have also 
sought to avoid choosing between various curricular panaceas that 
have substantial support in the faculty. Thus, our proposal is 
neither a "great books" curriculum nor a "global" curriculum, but 
can easily accommodate the ideas of both. We believe that one of 
its strengths is that it opens up a space in the curriculum for 
experimentation and course development. 

At the same time, it intensifies the kind of learning that 
leads to success in graduate and professional schools and that best 
equips students to compete in the economic marketplace. It assures 
that each student becomes skilled at closely reading sophisticated 
texts, analyzing arguments, assessing evidence, working out • 
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solutions to complex problems, designing research strategies, 
writing both lucidly and expressively, and working with others to 
accomplish the goals of learning. In this way, although it modifies 
the University's general education program in significant ways, it 
accomplishes the aims of that program more directly than that 
program does itself. 

Program outline and Recommendations 

We recommend approval of the following requirements for honors 
students: 

(1) To satisfy university general education requirements, students 
in the Emory Lindquist Honors Program will: 

(a) complete a three semester sequence of Freshman Seminar I, 
Freshman Seminar II, and Sophomore Seminar, and complete 
four introductory courses approved by the General 
Education Committee; 

(b) complete two semesters of honors Issues and Perspectives 
seminars after attaining junior standing, and complete at 
least one approved "Further study in the Disciplines" 
course; 

(c) in accomplishing (a) and (b), satisfy all existing 
distribution requirements in humanities and fine 
arts, social sciences, and natural science and 
mathematics. 

(2) Students successfully completing requirement 1-a will receive 
cr~dit for English 101, English 102, and Communications 111. 

(3) Students will complete 6 hours of honors work in their major 
field through one of the following means or a combination of them: 

(a) complete a 3-6 hour Senior Project approved by the 
department; 

(b) complete an Independent Study approved by the department; 
(c) complete a departmental honors seminar; 
(d) complete a required course in the major as an Honors 

Option course. 

(4) students enrolling at the University with transfer credit may 
enter the honors program according to transfer rules approved by 
Honors Committee. 

(5) students who withdraw from the honors program before completing 
requirements will be credited with completion of general education 
distribution requirements satisfied while a member of the honors 
program, and will retain credits earned for Basic Skills courses. 
However, completed honors seminars will not substitute for specific 
non-honors courses without the consent of the department offering 
the course. 
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(6) The Honors Committee will determine rules defining: admissions 
standards and requirements; when a student qualifies to enroll in • 
Freshman Seminar II and Sophomore Seminar; requirements for 
transfer students; good academic standing in the program; 
probationary standing in the program; grounds for expulsion from 
the program. The Committee will also approve proposed honors 
seminars and instructors. 

(7) The General Education Committee will determine the division 
under which honors seminars will count for purposes of distribution 
credit. 

(8) The Honors Committee and General Education Committee in 
consultation with the English Department and the Elliott School of 
Communication will determine appropriate guidelines relating to 
writing and speech requirements in the freshman/ sophomore seminars. 

Freshman/Sophomore Seminars 

In each of their first three semesters of enrollment, honors 
students will be required to take a sequence of freshman/sophomore 
seminars. In many respects, these courses are the centerpiece of 
the proposed curriculum. 

Enrollment in these seminars will be controlled at 
approximately 15 students per section. Seminars will be led by an • 
established faculty member. Faculty will have wide latitude in 
determining seminar topics, but they must fall within the range of 
topics appropriate for general education and must incorporate 
appropriate writing and oral communications elements into their 
seminars. It will not be appropriate to offer a standard 
introductory course as an honors seminar. 

Freshman/Sophomore Seminars will be designed to: 
-integrate the learning of subject matter with improve

ment in learning skills; 
-move students progressively towards being active 
learners; 

-foster the ability of students to work with and learn 
from one another; 

-teach students how to master texts, solve sophisticated 
problems, design and execute research programs, etc. 

The basic unit of instruction in this curriculum is the three 
semester sequence of seminars, not individual courses. We are 
proposing an integrated rather than as additive curriculum. 
Students will move through the curriculum in "cohorts" so that 
those at each level will have approximately the same academic 
back~round and preparation. This will permit teachers to design 
their seminars on the assumption that all the students enrolled • 
will be capable of a certain level of performance, a level that is 
higher at each stage in the curriculum. 
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We believe that at the conclusion of the sequence students will 
have developed both a significant body of knowledge and be able to 
demonstrate a high-level mastery of learning skills. Clearly, the 
success of an integrated learning program in developing important 
skills cannot be assumed. But we cannot assume that it will fail 
either. The real test is a matter of comparative outcomes. 
Generally, if honors students perform equally with students of 
similar ability and background who have followed the regular 
curriculum of introductory and Basic Skills courses, we can 
conclude that the honors curriculum is at least viable. If they 
perform measurably better, it will be reasonable to view the 
program as a success. If they perform less well, the program will 
be at least a qualified failure. We urge the faculty to permit a 
proper trial of this proposal, and to hold the honors program 
accountable for the results. 

We use II seminar" in this proposal to indicate classes that 
employ various forms of "small group learning" from the classic 
seminar study group to the research team. We will encourage faculty 
to experiment. our expectation is that the level of active student 
participation will increase at each level of seminar as they become 
more practiced at being active learners. Generally, seminars will 
be text, problem, or topic oriented to encourage students to 
develop a line of directed, often collaborative inquiry. We want to 
discourage instruction in which the student is more passive, with 
the teacher imparting important information, and students mostly 
responsible for mastering what is presented to them. Ideally, 
faculty will think of themselves somewhat less as "instructors" and 
somewhat more as the senior learner in the group. 

We fully appreciate that the typical entering freshman is not 
yet equipped to participate in a full-fledged seminar, however 
defined. Both the ability to learn in this way and to teach in a 
way that fosters such learning are highly complex skills that need 
to be nurtured over time. This curriculum is experimental partly in 
proposing to test how far we can move in this direction and whether 
we can change not only the level of student performance, but also 
the ways in which they learn and we teach. To us, this experiment 
is an exciting prospect, not because we are convinced that it will 
fully succeed, but because we are sure that faculty will benefit 
from the creation of a program that, among other things, is a 
teaching laboratory. That is a role that many good honors programs 
play; ours should be one of them. 

Beyond question, the fundamental issue here is the 
university's ability to meet the educational needs of students. By 
this measure, our basic claim comes to this: if students work 
through a sequence of seminars each of which reiterates learning 
experiences introduced earlier, each of which is writing intensive, 
each of which requires development of oral communications skills, 
and each of which presents faculty with a cohort of similarly 
prepared students to work with, then students completing this 
sequence will be much better educated than their peers. 
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Consider the development of writing skills. students in our 
proposed curriculum will take at least five intensive writing • 
courses outside their major, beginning in their freshman year and 
concluding in their junior or senior year. If it is true that 
achieving fluency and sophistication in writing requires that a 
student learn to read carefully and discerningly, to think through 
problems and issues until they achieve clarity, and above all to 
join this work with the practice of writing itself, then students 
in our curriculum will have all of the advantages. There is simply 
no comparison between this program of study and what our university 
now expects of its students. For most, the required courses in 
English composition substitute for what is really needed. Too few 
courses attempt to build on what composition courses accomplish, 
and perhaps none do so systematically and deliberately. students 
often complain when faculty in other courses make an issue of 
writing performance on the grounds that such courses are not 
"writing" courses, and far too many actively avoid courses that 
require serious writing. Many faculty settle for token writing 
assignments, leaving writing instruction to others. It is no wonder 
that the faculty endorsed the need for "writing-across-the 
curriculum" two years ago. We suggest that our proposal is the 
first attempt to translate that principle into genuine practice, 
because it is the first effort to integrate a sequence of writing
intensive courses outside the major. 

The same kind of considerations apply to the development of 
oral communications skills. To develop a student's ability to make • 
cogent and articulate oral presentations requires that students 
learn to think clearly, organize their ideas in ways appropriate to 
the audiences they wish to reach, and acquire certain technical 
skills. But fully acquiring these abilities depends finally on 
practice and repetition. That is why the faculty endorsed the idea 
of "speech-across-the-curriculum" two years ago. With careful 
planning, we can assure that honors students have the requisite 
learning experiences, in ways that no other students at the 
university are required to do. 

In both cases, we suggest that the issue should be considered 
in terms of comparative value. For many reasons, we do not have the 
option of offering the ideal undergraduate curriculum ( leaving 
aside the fact that we do not agree about what that is). We can, 
and have, identified some basic educational objectives and 
incorporated them into the general education program. The issue 
then becomes one of deciding which among available means can best 
achieve these objectives. This proposed honors curriculum is 
offered essentially as an alternative approach to general 
education, suitable for a specific kind of student. That is all. We 
believe that on balance it has clear advantages for them. 

We have been asked why it would not be even better to have 
students complete both our curriculum and the regular basic skills 
courses. The main reason is that this would severely compromise, if • 
not defeat, the idea of an integrated learning curriculum. To 
retain the skills courses within honors requirements would 
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necessitate eliminating other segments of the curriculum to 
compensate for the addition, or force us to increase the total 
hours included in already substantial honors requirements. As a 
practical matter, it is simply impossible to increase total hours 
requirements, for the same kinds of reasons that precluded an 
increase in total general education requirements several years ago. 
In view of that, should we perhaps eliminate the senior project 
requirement? If we do, we give up the overlap between honors 
requirements and the major, and make it difficult or impossible for 
many students to participate in the program, since the combination 
of honors and major requirements would be unmanageable. Should we 
instead drop the Issues and Perspectives requirement? That would 
eliminate both the program's upper di vision component and the 
courses designed to bring an integrated viewpoint to the student's 
education. Should we, as a last resort, shorten the initial three 
semester sequence? That would cut the heart out of our proposal. 

If for these reasons, basic skills courses cannot be added to 
the proposed curriculum, then shouldn't students takes these 
courses in addition to their honors requirements? To this 
suggestion we have three responses. First, we are trying to 
consolidate, not extend requirements; to do otherwise makes it 
prohibitively difficult for nearly half the students at the 
university to complete honors requirements and their major in a 
reasonable time. Further, it ignores the increasing pressure we are 
under to shorten, not lengthen the undergraduate curriculum, 
particularly for those, like most honors students, who will be 
going on to graduate and professional schools. Second, we need to 
offer students some incentive to take on the additional challenges 
of our curriculum and frankly,"free" credit is the best incentive 
there is with honors students. Third and most important is a 
counter-question: why? Why should students learn the same things 
twice? If skills can be taught in an integrated program, then that 
program is sufficient, and requiring both skills courses and the 
integrated program is redundant. And if skills courses are required 
additionally, when should students take them? If the argument is 
that the skills courses should be completed first, as useful 
prerequisites, then our freshman/sophomore program becomes a 
sophomore/junior program, defeating the whole point. If the 
argument is that the skills courses should be taken concurrently 
with our seminars, then the question again is whether or not these 
courses are fundamentally redundant, as we contend. The issue thus 
comes back to whether our basic thesis is plausible or not: can we 
design integrated learning courses that accomplish in a different, 
and perhaps more enjoyable way, the things we all know are 
necessary to a first class undergraduate education? We contend that 
we can do so, and that it would be appropriate to let us try and 
prove it. 

Finally, the faculty must make a choice. 

Faculty Senate Honors Comnittee: 

Margret Fast 
Brandi Fisher (student) 
Sandra Houts 

A. J. Mandt (Director, Honors Program) 
Mira Merriman 
Ben Rogers (Chair) 
William Terrell 
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Table 1: • 
New Students Admitted to 

Honors Pro~ram 

1991 - 2 86 

1992 - 3 101 

1993 - 4 91 

1994 - 5 93 

1995 - 89 

• 
Table 2: 

Students admitted to program, 1991-1995 371 

- Making "normal progress" 97 

- Not making "normal progress" 74 

- No longer in program 200 

• 
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Table 3: 

Academic # Students Graduating 
Year in Honors Program 

Table 4: 

Actual Enrollments 
in Honors Courses 
by Honors Students 

1991-2 297 

1992-3 291 

1993-4 333 

1994-5 297 

1995-(fall) 157 

90 - 91 47 

91 - 92 34 

92 - 93 23 

93 - 94 21 

94 - 95 17 

Projected Annual Enrollment 
(Based on Average # of 
Students in Program) 

644 



Table 5: 

Progress Towards Completing 
Honors Requirements (non-freshman) 

11 

Total WSU Honors Hours 
Hours 0-9 10 - 15 16 - 21 

6-29 
(Freshman) 21 3 1 

30-59 
(Sophi 43 12 0 

60-89 
(Junior) 28 13 6 

90 + 
(Senior) 19 14 8 

Totals 111 42 15 

• 
Total 

22 + Students 

0 25 

0 55 

2 49 

1 42 

3 171 • 

• 
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Table 6 

WSU HONORS CURRICULUM: 

Types of Courses by Semester 

Fl 92 Sp 93 Fl 93 Sp 94 Fl 94 Sp 95 Fl 95 Totals 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Honors Seminars 6 2 4 2 2 1 3 20 

8 = Director of Honor• 

Honors Sections of 
Regular Courses 1 1 3 2 4 2 2 15 

5 = Nuning 352, 473, 466 
3 = P•ych 111Q 
3 = Soc 111Q 

• Honors Sections of 
Basis Skills/Calculus 7 5 6 5 7 4 6 40 

10 = Calculw /, II or Ill 

Cross-Listed non-Honors 
Courses for Honors 
Credit-Lower Division 4 5 7 9 8 6 5 44 

28 = Foreign Langu•g• 

Cross-Listed non-Honors 
Courses for Honors 
Credit-Upper Division 5 4 8 7 5 6 2 37 

10 • Phl1tuophy 

Total Courses 23 17 28 25 26 19 18 

• 
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December 8, 1995 

CHAIR'S SUMMARY OF MEETING BETWEEN 
DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH AND BEN ROGERS AND JAY MANDT 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Katherine Barrier-Winslow, Margaret Baughman, Roger Berger, Christopher 
Brooks, Sarah Daugherty, Lawrence Davis, James Erickson, Stephen Hathaway, Bryan Hay, Maureen 
Hoag, Mary Klein, Beth McCoy, Diane Quantic, Mary Sherman, Richard Spilman, Harold Veeser, 
Donald Wineke, William Woods. 

Also present were Jay Mandt and Ben Rogers. 

DISCUSSION OF PROPOSED HONORS CURRICULUM CHANGES: Mr. Davis introduced 
Professors Ben Rogers and Jay Mandt to the committee, inviting them to comment on the proposal. 

Mr. Rogers discussed the context in which the proposal was formed: review of the Honors Program has 
been an on-going concern by the Faculty Senate Executive Committee and, more recently, by the Vice 
President for Academic Affairs who appointed a task force and charged them to come up with 
recommendations regarding the structure and administration of the Honors Program. The committee 
finished this work this fall and plans to take the proposal to the Faculty Senate with the idea of 
implementing it in Fall 1996. 

Mr. Mandt, the Honors Director, observed that the current curriculum is thin in that it provides Honors 
students with insufficient challenges. The intent of the new proposal is to create a program that will 
actively engage them and encourage them to genuine scholarly inquiry. 

The chair then opened the floor for discussion. English department members raised a number of 
questions and expressed concerns about the proposal as it stands. Initial discussion centered on the 
Freshman Seminar courses which were thought to be vague in content. There were also questions 
regarding the staffing of these courses and the establishment of criteria for evaluating student writing 
performance. Questions were also raised about such technical problems as earning credit by 
examination, evaluating transcripts of transfer students, and the problems attendant on maintaining 
students in cohort groups over the course of three semesters. Department members also did not accept 
the assumption that honors students come to WSU with writing skills which are markedly superior to 
those of non-honors students. In general, the responses to these questions did not fully satisfy the 
concerns of department faculty members. 

The discussion continued for some time moving on to such areas as the formation of cohort groups and 
the relationship of faculty members to those cohort groups. The positive features of the plan, such as 
the desirability of having a senior thesis and of making sure that students would continue to write 
beyond the freshman year were discussed. But, in general, the department members present continued 
to voice concerns about the quality of the writing component. Members of the faculty offered 
Professors Rogers and Mandt their advice and assistance in improving that part of the proposal with 
which they were concerned. While no vote was taken, there seemed to be a consensus that the proposal 
as it stands is unacceptable to the Department of English. 

Other points raised are covered in the attached responses of Mr. Woods and Ms. Quantic . 
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Response to Proposal for a New Honors CUrriculum 

William F. Woods December 8, 1995 

I. The Proposal rests on several tmwarranted ass~tions: 

A. CUrriculum 

1. The Proposal describes non-honors courses as "onerous academic 
requirements designed to discipline the studies of less able, prepared, or 
camri.tted students" (p. 1). 

This negative brand of elitism serves no one well, and 
especially not the honors program. Honors courses are best 
described as exercising high-order irraginative and critical 
thinking skills, not as ways to avoid contact with "discipline," 
"academic requirements," or "less able students." 

2. The suggestion (p. 2) that the current honors curriculum 
provides "a fr~work for learning ... that hinders learning" 
is si"l)ly outrageous--a careless assun;,tion and a destructive one. Norrrally, 
at this university, one does not prcrnote one's own ideas by blindly trashing 
current practices . 

3. Of current honors courses (and presumably, current 
honors carq;:,osition courses), it is said that "there has rarely 
been anything distinctive about these classes in terms of either 
topics studied or rrethods of learning at'l)loyed" (2). 

On the contrary! over the past ten years, I have developed 
an interdisciplinary honors English 102 course ("The culture of 
Medieval England") that canbines the rrethods of social history, 
literary criticism and writing pedagogy. The readings are care
fully selected, highly varied, and illuminate the period of study 
fran a number of different perspectives. Students write both in 
expository and expressive m:xies (i.e. both essays and narratives 
such as saints' lives and beast fables). The term paper assign
ment requires original research on a topic (and along a line of 
inquiry) of the student's choice, and I would proudly canpare my 
students' term papers with those of any honors class in the 
nation. Students debate in class, work with the DNB, OED and MED 
(Middle English Dictionary), watch films and give oral reports. 
According to the teaching evaluations I have received for this 
course, students consider these activities interesting and worth
while. I would argue that this English 102H course, like rrany 
of our honors composition courses, is distinctive--moreso, 
perhaps, than anything described in the cloudy pages of this Proposal . 



B. Administration 

1. The proposal makes the easy assun,ption that "The Honors 
Cannittee will determine rules defining: [admission standards, 
enrollment regulations, transfer requirarents, appropriate levels 
of student performance, etc. ] " ( 5) . 

The Senate Honors Cannittee is essentially a review board 
which has neither the time nor the closeness to the program which 
are necessary to create (and continually revise) operating in
structions for even such a limited program as the three seminars 
it proposes. The General Education Camri.ttee is even less able 
to carry out such an on-going camri.ttment. 

A m:>re serious question--not addressed by the Proposal--is 
whether the Director and the (half-time) Assistant Director of 
the honors program would have the time, the expertise, or the 
closeness to the program which is needed to oversee the teaching of writirig 
and speech courses. Those who oversee English 101H and 102H are responsible 
to the tmiversity camrunity for rraintaining performance standards for both 
students and instructors. This is a cooplex and time-consuming responsibility. 
It is not a duty that should be assigned to those who are not 
professionally able to accept it. 

c. Faculty 

1. The Proposal states that achieving fluency and sophistication 
in writing requires careful reading and clear thinking, joined with 
"the practice of writing itself" (6). 

Very simply, there is more to the teaching of writing than 
"the practice of writing itself," as anyone who has actually 
taught writing has learned. Most university professors are 
capable of demonstrating critical reading and clear thinking, 
but when it canes to coaching students through the process of 
producing a clear, well-reasoned and persuasive essay, one needs 
a particular kind of hands-on experience that takes years to acquire. 
To give only one example, it takes years to develop the ability to 
read students' prose with an awareness of what its good and bad points 
are at the various levels of syntax, argument and idea, and how, in 
a few words, to make the student aware of a few representative points. 
Make no mistake: this is hard work even for professional writing 
·teachers, whether they are teaching honors students, or any students. 
It is not work which IOC>st university professors have been trained to 
do, and it is not work which, over time, they would do. To assume 
that two honors seminars--whatever their format--could replace the 
writing instruction offered by English 101H and 102H is uninformed, 
wishful thinking. 

• 

• 

• 
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Department of English 

• FROM: Diane Quantic, Writing Program Director 

December 11, 1995 
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Questions concerning the proposed changes in the honors program. 

In this brief memo I want to address some of the administrative matters that are omitted from 
the document concerning changes in the WSU honors program. 

Course Design: 

A. Design and development of seguenced courses: 

Editorial note: Research in Writing in the Disciplines/Writing Across the Curriculum indicates 
that one problem involves the differences in acceptable academic discourse among the various 
disciplines: 

1. 

2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

How will you enable faculty to become familiar with these varying standards and 
expectations? 
Who will determine course subject-matter content? writing content? speech content? 
Who will monitor courses to be certain they meet university expectations in English and 
speech? or will these requirements--and expectations--be waived in the honors courses? 
If some stated expectations regarding writing and speaking are retained in these 
seminars, who will reconcile differences that might arise in the course requirements and 
the university requirements? 
Which teacher and which discipline will have final authority over the writing and 
speech content of these courses? 

B. What other Writing in the Disciplines/Writing across the Curriculum models has the committee 
considered? 

Editorial note: WID/WAC is fraught with potential problems: coordination across departments 
and colleges and among administrative entities; conflict of intellectual and administrative 
interests; engaging students in a course with a range of purposes and goals that may appear 
more intimidating than enlightening; participating faculties' conflicting pedagogic and 
intellectual methods and goals. There are, however, a number of successful models to choose 
from. To cite only two of many other alternatives: 

1. The linked course. This semester the Department of English is offering four sections of 
a 6-hour 101-102 block. These courses have met with quite remarkable success; at least 
one section is over-subscribed. Linked courses that are, in effect welded together can 
work, even on a campus as diverse as WSU's. 

2. A Writing Center similar to the one at KU that provides assistance and training for 
professors in any discipline teaching any course--and not only linked or sequenced 
honors courses--who want to develop a writing emphasis in a course . 



Course Administration: 

A. Logistics: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Assuming that honors students are not exempted from English 101 and 102 and 
Communications 111, and if the FTE credits for the course go to the department of the 
teacher of record, how can the English and speech departments validate the relevant 
university requirements in courses for which they have no official responsibility? 
If these courses, English and speech, are required for graduation but these students 
have not taken them, how will credit for these courses be recorded on the students' 
transcripts? 
If students are exempted from these requirements, who will make this decision? 

B. Other administrative matters: 

1. 

2. 

Advanced credit~ examination: 

What happens if an honors student enters WSU with some form of advanced 
credit? Do they skip the first seminar in the sequence? 
If they have credit for speech but not for English 101, or English 101 but not 
speech, can they still skip a seminar? 
If they have credit for both English 101 and 102, can they receive credit for 
two seminars, even if they do not have speech credit? 
If they have credit for the subject being taught (AP history, for example) are 
they given history credit and credit for the seminar? Have they then satisfied 
the English and speech requirements as well? 
If their advanced credit is not recognized and they are required to take the 
seminars, how will this impact their opinion of their WSU experience? 

Transfer credit: 

What happens if a WSU student transfers to another university that requires an 
honors English course--KU, for example? 
Will credit for English 101 and/or 102 and Communications 111 show up on 
the transfer student's record? 
What happens if a student enters from another university with credit for English 
or speech: are they therefore exempt from one or more of the honors seminars? 

,. 

• 

• 

• 
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December 8, 1995 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Bill Woods and Interested Colleagues 

Jay Mandt, Honors 

Your Critique of the Proposed Honors Curriculum 

Several of your written criticisms of the proposed honors 
curriculum appear to be based on misimpressions, other express 
genuine disagreements on the issues. In two cases, you have simply 
misstated what the proposal says. 

Point 1: The proposal does not describe "standard introductory 
courses" as "onerous requirements . " It simply states that in 
general honors programs relieve students of such requirements. It 
is a feature of honors programs that they grant academic privileges 
to their members, generally in the shape of relief from certain 
requirements. This is quickly apparent if one examines directories 
of programs or reviews a few dozen college catalogs. 

Point 2: The proposal does not describe either the "current 
honors curriculum" or "current honors composition courses" as 
"hindering" learning. It says simply that an honors curriculum 
should not be designed so that it hinders learning. Does our 
program hinder learning now? Yes it does. For example, its failure 
to overlap broadly with either general education requirements or 
majors means that more than half the student body cannot, without 
adding semesters to their career, participate fully in the program. 
That is a curricular failure--and hinderance--of the first order. 
Our inability to offer more courses like your own "Epic and 
Romance" seminar deprives students of precisely the outstanding 
opportunities for learning you describe in your memo. I doubt if 
many of our colleagues think that the standard introductory lecture 
course is the best means of meeting the goals of general education; 
the economic realities of higher education force our hand in this 
and "hinder" the best learning. Honors programs strive to escape 
these kinds of limitations. 

Point 3: You describe a lovely course that you teach from time 
to time, a model of what we are trying to create. I could also 
point to your "Epic and Romance" seminar as another model course, 
as committee members often did in developing our proposal. If I add 
to these a handful of others like Greenberg's Psychology 111H and 
McKenney's "Spy Games," I will have accounted for virtually 
everything distinctive among present honors courses. The semesterly 
schedule of courses shows that this is true. So, the statement that 
there has "rarely been anything distinctive about these classes in 
terms of either topics studied or methods of learning employed" 
(emphasis added) is correct. The exceptions like your courses are 
"rare." 



Point B: The specific authority assigned to the honors 
committee in the proposal is essentially a restatement of its • 
present authority modified to fit the proposed curriculum. The 

- proposal does not pretend to discuss administrative issues. We are 
asking the Senate to decide an issue in curriculum policy, not to 
involve itself in administrative problems. The report also does not 
pretend to be an__ implementation plan. It simply presents a 
curriculum model, and seeks authorization to proceed with its 
development and implementation. If the Senate wants to review 
administrative issues or implementation procedures, that is its 
prerogative. 

Point c: Your last point concerning faculty and their teaching 
competency addresses the central issue in this discussion. I 
basically accept your idealized description of the writing teacher, 
and the reference to coaching is, in my view, very apt. But I 
reject the thesis that only "professional writing teachers" possess 
this art. For example, a philosopher cannot teach philosophy 
without teaching writing, because philosophy lives in prose. The 
same goes for historians, and so on. I have grave doubts about the 
teaching competency of colleagues who really think effective 
writing is none of their professional teaching business. You are 
quite right in saying that few professors are trained to teach 
writing, but if I am not mistaken, that "deficiency" applies to 
many of your departmental _ colleagues, trained as scholars in 
literature, as it does to all of mine, trained as philosophers. But 
any such defects in our educations do not mean that we cannot coach • 
writing at all, or that we have not learned how to do it from years 
of working with our students. I do not see how we can teach our 
subjects unless we teach writing too, however imperfectly. 

• 
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FACULTY SENATE 

Wichita State University 

Minutes of the Meeting of Monday, December 11, 1995 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Alagic, Badgett. Bair, Bajaj, Benson. Berry-Bravo. 
Brooks, Chambers. Campbell, Davis (for Patton) Detjens. Deyoe. Dreifort. 
Eaglesfield. Erickson. Gythiel. Hawley, Hitchcock. Horn. Houts. Hoyer. 
Hundley, Kraft. Kukral. Leland, Lescoe-Long, Mandt. Matson, Murphey, 
Paske, Saalmann. Schommer. Sharp, Swan. Terrell, Wahlbeck, Williamson. 
Yeager 

MEMBERS ABSENT: Baxter. Burk. Byrum. Carroll, Cavarozzi. Celestin. 
Chaudhuri, Christensen. Coats. DeSilva, Fowler. Hamdeh, Leavitt. Nagati. 
Parkhurst. Riordan. Sutterlin. Talia, Wang 

GUESTS: Lynette Murphy, William Woods. Sarah Daugherty, Diane Quantic. Beth 
McCoy, Ellen Myers, Steve Carothers. Brandi Fisher, Molly Noon, Ben Rogers. 
Margaret Fast 

SUMMARY OF ACTION: 
Received the Proposal for a New Honors Curriculum from the Honors 

Committee. 

I. CALL OF THE MEETING TO ORDER: 
President Campbell called the meeting to order at 3:30. 

II. INFORMAL STATEMENTS AND PROPOSALS: 
Senator Hoyer stated that the official announcement of sabbatical leaves had 

not yet come out and was three weeks past due. He would like to see something done. 
Senator Dreifort reminded people to make donations to the library campaign . 
President Campbell stated the Senates of the University would be hosting a 

luncheon for area State Representatives and Senators December 12. and that they had 
also been invited to attend the holiday festivities in Morrison Hall . She invited 
Senators to attend the festivities and meet the representatives . 

President Campbell announced that Senator Brooks's suggestions at the Senate 
session of November 27. had been referred to the appropriate Senate committees. 

Senator Kukral stated in response to recent news stories. that the last place 
a parking garage is needed is at 21st and Hillside and that the needs for parking 
are adjacent to the Library and the CAC. 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
Senator Murphey moved with second by Senator Sharp for acceptance of the 

Minutes of November 27 , 1995. Senator Leland noted he was present at the Nov. 27 
meeting . 
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IV. PRESIDENT'S REPORT: None 

V. COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
A. Reports from committees working on the Enhancing the Learning 

Environment document. 
President Campbell noted that interim reports from the committees were 

attached to the agenda. 

VI. OLD BUSINESS: None. 

VII. NEW BUSINESS: 
A. Mill Levy Budget Summary: Planning and Budget Committee. 
President Campbell noted that the document about the Mill Levy Budget was 

attached to the agenda of November 27. and introduced Senator Mandt. Chair of the 
Senate Planning and Budget Committee . Senator Mandt explained that this document 
contained a five year summary and two year projection to the fiscal year 1998. He 
noted that Mill Levy revenue had risen to $3 .6 million this year. The debt service 
line represents payment of bonds for new building construction . Student support has 
remained stable: he noted in effect student support has been declining. Economic 
and community development has been stable. The Center for Urban Studies is a large 
item because this pays some salaries. The faculty research line has been flat. The 
faculty and program development line includes most of the faculty travel money. 
Other research also comes from that. The University support section of the document 
includes office operations of the Board of Trustees . 

Senator Mandt explained that if monies were to be used for large expenditures. 
such as support of the stadium. the library or the Child Development Center. other 
lines would have to be reduced. There are no other sources of Mill Levy funds other 
than what is on this document. Senator Hoyer asked if the Faculty and Program 
Development section were the source for support of travel and Senator Mandt answered 
that these Mill Levy funds are the chief source of support for faculty travel other 
than sponsored research funds. Senator Dreifort also noted that this section also 
has items. small in dollar size. for special support. such as conferences . 

B. Honors Curriculum proposal . 
President Campbell introduced Ben Rogers. Chair of the Honors Committee . Mr. 

Rogers began by summarizing the background to the proposal. Two years ago the 
Faculty Senate Honors Committee made recommendations to the Senate. That committee 
had studied many honors programs across the country, identified problems at WSU. and 
concluded that : 1) the WSU honors program had not been supported by the University 
well enough in the past. 2) the honors program generally had become disconnected 
from the general education program. and 3) the honors director should be a full 
time position. Mr. Rogers went on to say that last year. the University 
administration had created a task force on the honors program and that group brought 
forth some of the same recommendations . 

He then turned to the "Proposal for a New Honors Curriculum" from the Faculty 
Senate Honors Committee. He summarized the four major elements of the proposal : 
seminar sequences of the Freshman and Sophomore years. the honors issues and 
perspectives courses . further study in the discipline course and the credit to be 
given for certain distribution requirements. He noted that in good honors programs. 
it was found that students who were engaged in educational experiences and classes 
with each other was important and that would be highly encouraged in the WSU 
program. He noted that other goals of the proposal were to increase department 
involvement in the honors program and to increase special projects of honors 
students . He stated that the committee found that there is not room in many 
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programs for a senior honors project: thus. the providing credit for basic 
requirements would free up room in students· schedules for a senior honor project . 

Another aim of the proposal is to increase writing. To do this . it is 
proposed that the seminar and issues/perspective sequences would also fulfill the 
English 101 and 102 and Communications 111 requirements. He stated that although 
the Committee realized this was perhaps controversial. and although there had only 
been initial meetings with the Department of English and the Elliott School of 
Communications. they hoped to find ways to agree on achieving these goals. 

President Campbell asked to receive the report . Senator Bair moved and Senator 
Murphey seconded a motion to receive the Proposal . The motion passed . Senator 
Murphey moved and Senator Erickson seconded a motion to move to the committee of the 
whole. The motion passed. 

Senator Mandt presented additional information. He summarized the present 
program and the typical curriculum. He noted the limitations of current practice . 
He stated that about 90 students per year enter the program but graduation rate of 
students with honors has steadily fallen. For example between 1991 and 1995. 371 
students entered the program and by now. 200 have dropped out of the program. This 
year. it is anticipated that there will be 9 honors graduates; the same number is 
expected for next year. The enrollment. Senator Mandt stated. simply is not 
sustainable. 

President Campbell asked for a summary of the requirements to enter the 
program . Senator Mandt stated that a high school g.p .a. of 3.5 and/or an ACT 
composite score of 26 are the requirements. He added that most come into the 
program as entering students; few come after having started WSU . 

Senator Wahlbeck asked how many of the honors drop outs have left the 
University and Senator Mandt answered that probably there would be few. 

Senator Mandt summarized that the issues were clear : enrollment is poor and 
there are no courses. none in the general education program and none in students· 
majors. He added that this has a spiral effect . Because enrollment is down . 
department chairs are not making courses . He stated that the Proposal is a 
curriculum proposal: it is not an administrative or an implementation plan. He 
recommended that it would not be wise to continue another year in the present 
situation and urged the Senate to endorse this curriculum proposal this year. 

Senator Mandt invited three honors students to give comments . He introduced 
Steve Carothers. in Aeronautical Engineering. Brandi Fisher in Political Science 
and Molly Noon. President of the Emory Lindquist Honors Society, majoring in Speech 
and Language Pathology and Music Education. Steve Carothers stated that this · 
proposal was very attractive to students. He is the only senior who will graduate 
with Honors in Engineering this year . He added that there are few options for 
electives for engineering students and that honors courses that are offered do not 
fulfill requirements in Engineering . He said the Seminar plan is attractive 
because students can use these to fulfill certain requirements . Brandi Fisher spoke 
about the seminars and cohesiveness of the students in the program as the most 
appealing features of the proposal. Molly Noon spoke about the advantages of having 
senior projects even though she personally would be taking more than four years to 
complete her degree. She thought that an honors degree would be an advantage for 
getting into graduate school. 

Senator Brooks noted that the English department had an extensive meeting on 
this proposal and introduced Sarah Daugherty, Diane Quantic and Beth McCoy. 

Sarah Daugherty stated that the English Department was concerned about 
Honors students getting credit for English 101 and 102 since the curriculum is under 
development. She suggested that implementation of the policy be delayed until the 
courses have been developed. 

Diane Quantic stated that more discussion was needed and that the proposal was 
premature. She stated that the level of competency of students in honors was not 
always strong, and that some had week writing skills. She noted that writing -
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across-the-curriculum programs are very difficult to achieve. She suggested that 
this proposal was but one of many models . She hoped the Senate would support the 
Honors Committee in their attempts to develop a good program. yet she hoped this 
would not be the only proposal that would be considered . 

Beth McCoy stated she supported the idea of curricular change and urged the 
revision of this proposal so that the issue of writing skills would be more 
specifically addressed . She urged that the program be more demanding of writing 
skills . 

Senator Williamson noted that the Elliott School has just that day begun to 
discuss the proposal and there were concerns among the faculty. 

Senator Murphey wondered if there might be concerns in the natural sciences 
similar to those of the English Department in regard to writing. 

Senator Erickson pointed out that honors students think they are superior 
when they mostly are not. He stated this proposal implies that the writing aspect 
would be overseen by the English Department. 

Senator Paske agreed that although something needed to be done . there had not 
been adequate consultation with the affected departments . He suggested that 
consultation could be done quickly . He thought this was a good proposal and that our 
faculty is capable of staffing it. He also suggested that issues could be resolved 
so that a proposal could be voted on at the next Senate meeting . He added that there 
are lots of students at WSU who could handle an honors program. 

Senator Wahlbeck noted that he had not been aware of any consultations with 
the science departments. He noted the honors course he taught in the past contained 
many students not qualified to be in an honors class. 

Senator Swan suggested that this discussion was confusing two issues: one was 
how to have an honors program and the other was a general dissatisfaction with the 
level of writing of honors students. 

Senator Murphey suggested that there could be an experimental year to test the 
new plan with the goal to implement a full fledged program a year later . 

Senator Terrell moved that the committee of the whole support in principle the 
honors program as proposed . It was decided to take a straw vote . Senator Hoyer 
seconded the motion. 

Senator Murphey stated that he was inclined not to support the motion because 
the proposal was not developed adequately. · 

Senator Dreifort urged the Senate to take the initiative and leave it up to 
all the affected departments to resolve the issues . Doing nothing would mean that 
another class of students would be lost. 

Senator Leland stated that some fundamental concerns had yet to be considered. 

Ellen Myers. Honors Counselor . stated that this same discussion had occurred 
five years earlier and urged the Senate to take action and resolve to work out the 
details . 

Senator Terrell stated a new program is needed. students are needed and that 
the Committee needs the support of the Senate. 

President Campbell reminded the Senate that this was a first reading of t his 
Proposal and that there would be further discussion. 

Senator Williamson stated that it would be unwise to deal with an issue t hat 
had just come to the faculty and urged voting aga i nst it . There are serious flaws 
with this proposal that should be addressed before i t is brought to the Senate . 

Senator Bajaj stated that the Mathematics Department had not discussed this 
proposal and urged discussion be postponed to the spring semester . 

Senator Horn asked about timeline. Senator Mandt stated that for fall 
implementation the courses would be designed by February. Senator Wahlbeck noted 
that the General Education Committee had met with Senator Mandt and Ben Rogers the 
week before and that the General Education Committee would meet the first week of 
the next semest er . Senator Mat son stated that there is broad representation of 
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faculty who teach the basic skills on that Committee and there would not be a 
decision on a proposal such as this without their involvement . He urged continued 
work with such faculty to develop the proposal . 

Senator Murphey asked if a general faculty vote were necessary for this 
proposal . Senator Mandt stated that the General Education Committee would be asked 
to approve the proposal . He stated that an issue could be taken to the general 
faculty upon petition of 12 faculty members or upon action by the Senate . 

The straw vote was taken on Senator Terrell ·s motion to support the proposal 
in principle. The motion failed . 

Senator Paske moved to report back to the session. The motion passed. 
Senator Paske moved that the appropriate groups. including the General 

Education Committee. work out details of the program and report back at the next 
Senate session. Senator Hawley seconded the motion. 

Senator Murphey moved to amend the motion to include the natura l science 
groups as part of "appropriate groups ." Senator Bajaj seconded the motion . 

Senator Leland noted that the first meeting of the Elliott School faulty would 
be the same day as the next Senate session . Senator Mandt stated that the honors 
groups intended to meet with a committee of the School to resol ve the issues soon. 
He moved the previous question. This was seconded by Senator Eaglesfield. The 
previous question passed . 

Senator Murphey·s amendment to add natural sciences was voted upon . The 
amendment passed 19 to 9. 

The vote was taken on the motion of Senator Paske. as amended. that the 
appropriate groups . including the General Education Committee and the natural 
sciences. work out the details of the program and report back at the next Senate 
session. The motion passed . 

Senator Williamson stated he saw no way these issues could be resolved by the 
time of the next meeting. 

Senator Paske moved the meeting adjourn; Senator Bair seconded. The motion 
passed. 

The meeting adjourned at 5:05 pm. 

Respectfully submitted. 
Jean Eaglesfield 
Secretary 
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