GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
MINUTES
JANUARY 6,1999

Absent: Antenucci, Harvey, Hunter, Levin, Mauch, Mosca

The Committee met to discuss some feedback received from the Arts and
Sciences chairs meeting and from other faculty members.

It was decided to do the following:

GENERAL EDUCATION EDITORIAL CHANGES

References are to the pages of the Senate agenda.

Page 3, bullet #3

"It isrecommended that there be alimit of 25 studentsin writing
Intensive and oral communication intensive courses subject to the discretion
of the appropriate administrator.” Motion passed with Tessier motion and
Ritchey second.

Page 6, bullet #4
Delete " Be limited to a maximum class size of 25 students.”
Moneyhun motion with Garr second passed.

Page 6, new bullet #4
"Have Writing I as aprerequisite.”” Tessier motion with Ritchey
second passed.

Pages 6 & 7, oral communication section
Delete that section. Moneyhun motion with Tessier second passed.

Page 9, last paragraph under Mathematics Course

L ast sentenceto read "' Mathematics coursesthat satisfy these six
objectives will address Goal 5 and integrate Goals 1-3. Genera agreement
reached.



Page 12, bullet #2, line 6

Substitute'* professional conduct, responsibilitiesassociated with
citizenship," for " professional and civic responsibility.” Ritchey motion
with Garr second passed.

Page 12, bullet #3, line 2

Substitute"that™ for "and" in "' principlesand come™ Generally agreed
to. Tessier reported back to Jenkinsthat the change represented the intent of
the original wording.

Jenkins reported that he sent out lettersto most of the 24 faculty or
administrators who had written letters of concern. Some he had simply
talked to. New committee members were encouraged to consider attending
the next AACU convention on general education, which meetsin Tampa
Bay, Florida, February 18-20. The General Education Committee will cover
the costs. Please let him know as soon as possible.



MEMO

TO: GEC Members

FROM: Bill Jenkins

DATE: 1-7-99 }

SUBJECT: NEXT MEETING ON FRIDAY, JANUARY 15, AT 12
NOON

All of our meetingsin the winter quarter will occur on Fridaysat 12to 2 pm
in the Gened Conference Room. We will not meet on January 8th, or 29™.

AGENDA:
e Dan O’Neill and the ora communication course

o Discussononwhether al genera education courses must be
designed for the non-major (intensve componentsand capstone)

o Examinationof whether dl of the criteriaare" mud" items, or
whether meeting a preponderance of the criteriain aparticular
category issufficient

e Course gpproval form

e Course Processing recommendation

e Scienceproposal to count the student's having finished the major
as meeting the natural science requirements.

e Ora communication course as needing to meet goals 1,2,3
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MINUTES
GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
JANUARY 15,1999

PRESENT: Castronovo, Funk, Hunter, Jenkins, Maraffa, Mosca, Ritchey, Tessier, White

The committee discussed the previous Senate meeting and reactionsto the criteria. Tom
Maraffa offered the following resolution to deal with the issue of directing genera
education courses toward the non-major.

All general education courses must be designed for the

non-major. Exceptionsto this principleinclude: /) those

courses submitted by departments to satigjj only the writing

intensive, oral communication intensive, and critical

thinking intensive requirements: 2) courses submitted by

departmentsto satisjj the capstone requirement in the

major and 3) courses approved as substitutes for general

education requirements.
There was much debate over the question of whether item 3 should be eliminated since
the courses could be listed as general education courses rather than as* substitutes." It
was decided that such a statement needed to be included in order to communicate to those
concerned that courses that might be a more rigorous and generally draw a specialized
audience could count if approved. Instead the committee agreed to amend the first
sentence to say that all general education courses must satisjj the goalsin a given
domain and must be available to the general student body.

There was also a debate over whether to permit departmentsto decide which courses
could count for their majorsin a particular domain. Thisissue arose because of the
possibility of departments wanting to have their studentstake general education courses
within the major in a particular domain rather than branching out into other disciplines.
Some argued for breadth; others thought that it was better to permit the department to
decide what represented the best interest of the major. It was pointed out that breadth
was already available in the creation of multiple domains; others noted that the present
system requires students to take courses from more than one department in each area.
Jenkins noted that a majority favored allowing departmentsto decide, and promised to
bring back a resolution at tomorrow's meeting.

Darla Funk provided a handout on the programs offered within the music department, and
the effect of the new general education requirements on those programs. She noted that
each of the three programs would increase because of the conversion of 4 credit q.h.
courses to 3 credit s.h. courses. Her greatest concern was with the problem faced if the
music history sequence did not count in the Artistic and Literary Perspectives domain.
That fact would add anywhere from 8.82 to 14.18 additional credit hoursto the program.
She argued that these courses should be able to count. Thisissue relates to the question
of whether a department can count its own general education courses for its majors, or
whether more breadth is required.



MINUTES
GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
JANUARY 22,1999

ABSENT: J. Antenucci, R. Levin (on medical leave),

PRESENT: F. Castronovo, D. Funk, J. Garr, R. Harvey, A. Hunter, B. Jenkins, T.
Maraffa, T. Mauch, C. Moneyhun, N. Mosca, N. Ritchey, L. Tessier, Nancy White

Daniel O0Neill, chair of the Department of Communication and Theater, appeared before
the committee to discussthe plan for implementing a proposal for an oral communication
course. OUNeill explained that he had met with Provost Scanlon, Dean McCloud, and
Bill Jenkins prior to Christmas and presented a proposal for an oral communication
course which would meet the financial restrictionsimposed by the administration. His
proposal would be dependent upon the granting of areplacementfor recently retired Dr.
David Robinson in the upcoming alotment of faculty positionsnext fall. His department
Is prepared to offer two different courses: 1) alecture-recitationmodel with alectureto
200-300 students once per week and two recitation sectionsweekly (70% of the students
would take this course), 2) autonomousclasses taught in the regular manner (30% of the
students would take this course). The content of the course would include interpersonal
speaking skills, group dynamics (conflict management also), and public speaking. There
would probably be 30 courses offered per semester and approximately 16 in the summer.
The department would al so prepare an advanced placement test for entering students, and
perhaps eventually atest to permit placing out of the course. Dr. OUNeill estimated that
there would be 2100 students passing through such courseseach year. He also believed
that the student should take the course within the first 48 hours under the semester
system.

Nancy Moscaasked OlINeill whether the Businessand Professional course or the Public
Speaking course would continue. He indicated that the intention was to drop those
courses. Moscawas concerned about the loss of the Public Speaking course since the
nurses needed that component more than the interpersonal or group dynamics
components mentioned earlier. Jenkins and O0Neill then discussed the problem of losing o
subsidy for those courses. Maraffacontended that the subsidy issue was afalse one since
the student would still take other higher level coursesin the same proportion as presently
done. It was decided that ONeill should talk to each of the schools or departments
affected by the potential dropping of these coursesin order to determine how they would
be affected and what needstheir students might have. He then needed to report back as
soon as possibleto the General Education Committee

OlNeill offered, as asked for, a new statement of criteriafor the oral communication
course. It wasindicated that thelist of criteriaoffered earlier looked like atable of
contents from atextbook. The criteriahad also drawn the most criticism in letters
received by the committee. The General Education Committee asked ONeill to include



goals1, 2, and 3 asrequired by the model. The committee accepted the proposal as
offered, except for rewording that would include Othe students willl prior to the bullets,
subject to inclusion of wording referringto goals 1, 2, and 3.

Jenkins then asked the committee to consider Resolution 1.

All general education courses must satisfy the goalsin a given

domain and must be availableto the general student bodly.

Exceptionsto this principleinclude: /) those courses submitted by

departments to satisfy only the writing intensive, oral

communication intensive, and critical thinking intensive

requirements; 2) courses submitted by departmentsto satisfy the

capstone requirement in the major; and 3 coursesapproved as

substitutes for general education requirements.
A debate ensued over the wording. Moneyhun suggested that Uappropriatell might be
better used than Oavailablell. After much discussion it was moved by Tessier and
seconded by Maraffato adopt a new first sentence that would read: All general education
courses must satisfy the goalsin a given domain and must be designed for the general
student body. The motion passed. Hunter moved and Maraffa seconded the adoption of
the amended paragraph. It passed.

Jenkins then introduced Resolution 2;

It shall be the prerogative of the department or programto decide
which of the courses approved by the General Education Committee
in each domain shall be required of itsmajors. The department or
program may also choose not to impose specific general education
requirements.

Ritchey motioned and Funk seconded the adoption of Resolution 2. Jenkins argued that it
would be better to require within each domain that students take courses besides courses
within their majors that satisfied general education requirements. He would like to see
greater breadth within the general education program. Otherscited the fact that there was
breadth already within the program. There was also concern about the music program
and its need to count music history. Jenkins indicated that he would grant exceptions to
programsthat had such a need. He also noted that the music program was the only
program so far needing such an exception, so, more than likely, breadth could be
achieved in a departmentls own domain by most of the departments in the university.
Science students, for instance, already had courses in other sciences. The motion passed
without amendment.

Jenkins noted that bullet 2 on page 1 needed to be changed to include the oral
communication course. After much discussion, it was decided by consensus that the
capstone course should not be mentioned (rather the committee should depend on the
wording later in the document). Hence, the new bullet 2 should read OWriting |, Writing



I1, and the oral communication course must incorporate goals 1, 2, and 3.0

The next item considered was the question asked by Duane Rost at the Senate as to
whether each of the criteria must be met under each domain, or whether a certain portion
would satisfy the requirement. The committee felt very strongly that all criteria must be
met, and so proceeded to amend certain portions of the document containing the criteria
to indicate the necessity of meeting all the criteria. Funk moved and Maraffa seconded a
motion to change the wording in the first sentence under Artistic and Literary
Perspectives from Oshouldl to Omust.0' The motion passed. Ritchey moved and
Moneyhun seconded a motion to change the wording in the last paragraph under the
mathematics section from Ushould to Umust.l' The motion passed.

Jenkins referred the members to the letter from Sandra Stephan requesting a
reconsideration of the rejection of a proposal to require the passage of the writing
intensive component in order to pass a course. She believed that it was not good practice
to permit failure of this component when the goal of the adoption of writing intensive
components was to improve the writing skills of students. Moneyhun moved and
Castronovo seconded a motion to require the passage of writing intensive, oral
communication intensive, or critical thinking intensive components in order to pass a
course. Jenkins would write the appropriate language for the document. The motion
passed.

Finally, Jeanette Garr presented the degree requirements in the chemical engineering
program and expressed concern about certain courses, such as economics, which were
outside the department, but presently met general education requirements, and whether
they would be available under the new general education requirements. Jenkins indicated
that he thought such courses certain could qualify under the new requirements, but that
the departments involved must submit them for certification by demonstrating that they
fulfill the goals in a particular domain. He suggested that Garr contact each department
and encourage them to seek approval for the courses that chemical engineering needed.



RESOLUTIONS
1-22-99

Resolution One

All general education courses must be designed for the
non-major. Exceptionsto thisprincipleinclude: /) those
courses submitted by departmentsto satisfy only the writing
intensive, oral communication intensive, and critical
thinking intensiverequirements: 2) courses submitted by
departmentsto satisfy the capstone requirement in the
major and 3 coursesapproved as substitutesfor general
education requirements.

Resolution Two

It shall be the prerogative of the department or programto
decide which of the courses approved by the General
Education Committee in each domain shall be required of
itsmajors. The department may also choose not to impose
any requirements.



MINUTES
GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
JANUARY 2%,1999

PRESENT: Castronovo, Funk, Hunter, Jenkins, Maraffa, Mosca, Ritchey, Tessier, White

The committeediscussed the previous Senate meeting and reactionsto thecriteria. Tom
Maraffaoffered the following resolution to ded with theissue of directing genera
education coursestoward the non-major.

All general education courses must be designed for the

non-major. Exceptionsto thisprinciple include: 1) those

courses submitted by departments to satisfy only the writing

intensive, oral communication intensive, and critical

thinking intensive requirements: 2) courses submitted by

departments to satisfy the capstone requirement in the

major and 3) courses approved as substitutesfor general

education requirements.
Therewas much debate over the question of whether item 3 should be eliminated since
the courses could be listed as general education coursesrather than as' substitutes.” It
was decided that such a statement needed to be included in order to communicateto those
concerned that coursesthat might be a more rigorousand generally draw a specialized
audiencecould count if approved. Instead the committee agreed to amend thefirst
sentenceto say that all general education courses must satisfy the goalsin a given
domain and must be available to the general student body.

Therewas also a debate over whether to permit departmentsto decide which courses
could count for their mgjorsin a particular domain. Thisissue arose because of the
possibility of departmentswanting to have their studentstake general education courses
within the mgjor in a particular domain rather than branching out into other disciplines.
Some argued for breadth; othersthought that it was better to permit the department to
decide what represented the best interest of the mgjor. It was pointed out that breadth
wasalready available in the creation of multiple domains; others noted that the present
system requiresstudentsto take courses from more than one department in each area.
Jenkins noted that a majority favored allowing departmentsto decide, and promised to
bring back a resolutionat tomorrow's meeting.

Darla Funk provided a handout on the programsoffered within the music department, and
the effect of the new general education requirementson those programs. She noted that
each of the three programswould increase because of the conversion of 4 credit g.h.
coursesto 3 credit s.h. courses. Her greatest concern was with the problem faced if the
music history sequencedid not count in the Artistic and Literary Perspectivesdomain.
That fact would add anywhere from 8.82 to 14.18 additional credit hoursto the program.
She argued that these courses should be able to count. Thisissuerelatesto the question
of whether a department can count its own general education coursesfor its mgjors, or
whether more breadth is required.



RESOLUTIONS
1-22-99

Resolution One

i
[/gl general education courses must be designed /W

non- majanxceptzons to thisprincipleinclude: 1) those
courses submitted by departments to satisfy only the writing
intensive, oral communication intensive, and critical
thinking intensive reguirements: 2) courses submitted by
departments to satisfy the capstone reguirement in the
major and 3 courses approved as substitutesfor general
education requirements.

Resolution Two

It shall be the prerogative of the department or programto
decide which of the courses approved by the General
Education Committeein ea domain shall be required of
itsmajors. The departmen may also choose not to impose

XIW requzre ments. MW



To: GEC Members

From: Bill Jenkins

Date: 2-1-99

Subject: Meeting on Friday, February 5, 1999, 12-2, in GEC office.

AGENDA

/1 . See attached description of committee responsibilities. This
paragraphis a suggested add-on to the criteria.

/ . See Dan O’Neill’s suggested changesfor the oral

/ communication area.

3. Intensive courses- canthey float? Theissueiswhether multi-
sections courses must have an intensive component in each
available section, or might there be only alimited number of
designated sections.

4. Course applicationforms.

5. Courseprocessing. The Senate Executive Committee has a sub-
committee which isdrafting a proposal for linking the
curriculum, program, and general education committees. If they
have anything, | will bring it to the meeting.

6. Assessment.



GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE

It isthe responsibility of the General Education Committeeto certify courses for general
education credit, and to certify writing intensive, oral communication intensive, and
critical thinking intensive components either for coursesin general education or in the
major. It also certifies capstone courses in the majorgnoy¥ordo but for meeting the
goals of the general education program. The General Education Committee will make
use of the goals and the criteriato make judgments about certification. It will seek

to assure breadth and depth of coverageto insure, to the extent possible, that all
the goals of general education arg achiqved. Departmentsand colleges are emafﬂv
accountable for insuring that ﬂ-@ﬁ‘ chieve breadth and depth of coverage, and’that
all the goals of general education, to the extent possible, are achieved.

AboC



MINUTES

GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
2-5-99

ABSENT: Antenucci, Garr, Harvey, Mauch, Moneyhun

Jenkins opened discussion of the following paragraph:

It isthe responsibility of the General Education Committeeto certify courses for
general education credit, and to certify writing intensive, oral communication
intensive, and critical thinking intensive components either for courses in genera
education or inthe magjor. It also certifies capstone courses in the major, not for
content, but for meeting the goals of the general education program. The General
Education Committee will make use of the goals and the criteria to make
judgments about certification. 1t will seek alwaysto assure breadth and depth of
coverage to insure, to the extent possible, that all the goals of general education
are achieved. Departments and colleges are equally accountable for insuring that
their majors achieve breadth and depth of coverage, and that al the goals of
general education, to the extent possible, are achieved

He noted that he had rewritten this paragraph, but that it had come through the Dean's
Council. A discussion ensued asto whether this paragraph should be presented for
information only, as Jenkins suggested, or asamotion. It was decided that the paragraph
was explanatory only, and that Jenkins would offer it for information purposes only at the
Academic Senate. Castronovo motioned and Mosca seconded that the phrase, " not for
content," be removed from the second sentence. The motion passed. Hunter moved and
Funk seconded a motion to drop the third sentence, rewritethe last sentence to say, " The
General Education Committee, along with departments and colleges, is accountable for
insuring that students achieve breadth and depth of coverage, and that all the goal's of
general education, to the extent possible, are achieved." The motion passed.

The General Education Committee discussed the recommendation being presented to the
Academic Senate next Wednesday. Ritchey raised a question about the sentence in the
second bullet, which says, "' The department or program may a so choose not to impose
specific general education requirements.” Although the intent of the statement was to
permit a department to specify none or many coursesin a particular domain, some
individuals were interpreting it to mean that a department might excuse its magjors from
all general education requirements. Ritchey moved and Tessier seconded a motion to
delete that sentence. The motion passed. It was agreed that the previous sentence
covered the intent of the committee.

Jenkins asked the committee members whether they wished to substitute the new section
from Dan O’Neill on the oral communications criteriafor the one presently in the
proposal for next Wednesday. Several members commented that, although the new
criteria needed further review, they did not think it wiseto substitute the new criteriaon
the Senate floor. That would be too confusing for senators. Hence, after much
discussion, it was decided that Jenkins should pull the old section from the proposal for
Wednesday, but not substitute the new section. Rather he would circulate a copy of the
new section to senators, note that it was under consideration, and ask for feedback from



senators. The committee would then bring the new section, as revised, to the March
Senate meeting.

The next question considered was whether intensive courses could "*float.” Previously the
GEC had decided to permit a department to decide whether courses approved with an
intensive component (this could include a multisection course or a single-section upper
division course) might vary in offering the intensive component from quarter to quarter or
from section to section. Questions had been raised about the advisability of the float at
the Provost's chairs meeting in January by several deans. Jenkins had asked Clyde
Moneyhun to investigate what happens at other institutions. Moneyhun had gotten on a
listserv, and had received numerous responses, the large mgority of which did allow the
float, and saw no problemswith doing so. Those who did not permit the float had no
experience with it, but one of the coordinators at Arizona State University commented
that he wished ASU would switch to thefloat. Jenkins also talked with Donna Esterly
about placing indicators of the intensive components on the student schedule and on the
student permrec. She thought that it was possible but indicated that she would confer
with some of her people. Castronovo moved and Tessier seconded a motion that "it isthe
prerogative of the department to determine which section(s) of an approved intensive
course will carry an intensive designation(s) (either writing, oral communication, or
critical thinking) for a given semester. Jenkins indicated that he would continue to
investigate the issue, and bring back any new information.

Jenkins presented a course processing proposal, which he, Jim Morrison of the Academic
Senate, Anne Y ork of the University Curriculum Committee, and Craig Campbell of the
Academic Programs Committee had agreed to that morning. This proposal would cover
only the rest of the academic year. Much discussion arose over the proviso that the
department, once having secured semester approval from the University Curriculum
Committee, will submit its proposal directly to the General Education Committee.
Jenkins indicated that this direct submission would occur only thisyear. The reasons for
the direct submission were the demands of time, and the need for the GEC to survey all
courses being presented and to apply the criteriato these courses thefirst time around.
Others argued that courses should proceed through the college curriculum committees
prior to submission to the GEC because it was the proper routing. They were concerned
that the motion would be defeated otherwise. Debate continued until a quorum was lost.
No action was taken.
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GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE

It istheresponsibility of the General Education Committeeto certify coursesfor general
education credit, and to certify writing intensive, ora communication intensive, and
critical thinkingintensivecomponentseither for coursesin general education or in the
major. It also certifiescapstone courses in the major, not for content, but for meeting the
goals of the general education program. The General Education Committee will make
use of the goalsand the criteriato make judgmentsabout certification. It will seek
alwaysto assure breadth and depth of coverageto insure, to the extent possible, that all
the goalsof general education are achieved. Departmentsand colleges are equally
accountable for insuring that their majors achieve breadth and depth of coverage, and that
all the goalsof general education, to the extent possible, are achieved.



Mem

Youngstown State

University

O

To: General Education Committee

From: Bill Jenkins, Coordinator

Crt e 02/09/99

Re. Meeting on Friday, February 12", at 12-2pm.

AGENDA:

® Page 1

. WAC Director — see Moneyhun recommendation.

Course processing for 1998-1999. Unresolved question of

whether courses must go to college curriculum
committees first.

General education application forms. Moneyhun form for
writing intensive. Should we maintain the narrative form

for other applications, or ask for certain specifics, plus a
narrative.

Assessment.

Capstone courses = do intensive components in capstone
courses count toward intensive requirements? Past
committees have seen the capstone as a culmination,
rather than a replacement, of the requirements.



MINUTES
GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
2-12-99

ABSENT: Garr, Harvey, Mauch, and Tessier

Jenkins began with the General Education Certification proposal from the Senate
Executive Committee. He noted that the Senate Executive Committee had already
instituted temporary procedures for the University Curriculum Committee and the
Academic Programs Committee. They would continue following the already established
procedures, except for acommon circulation, objection and appeals process for programs.
It also requiresthat any course, once accepted for semesters, come directly to the Genera
Education Committee for consideration. If, however, the coursetitle, description, etc.,
changes, then the course must first go though the College Curriculum Committee.

Jenkins then led a discussion on the Certification proposal. He commented that
circulation would come after the Gened Committee had decided whether the course had
achieved certification. He would prefer that it come immediately because it would
shorten the time required to certify such courses, especially considering that we are
already behind in thetimelinefor certifying courses. He also argued that it would make
it clear that objections wereto be based on the criteria, and not on considerations of turf.
Moneyhun did not agree with earlier circulation. He argued that the committee should
only circulate those courses already approved because that would reduce the objections,
and the paperwork. The Committee decided to maintain the provision that circulation
occurs after it had already certified the course.

Jenkins pointed out that the statement, *If the GEC rejects an application, or objections
are not worked out...” makesit seem asif the University Curriculum Committee
procedure of asking objectors to work out their problems with the proposing department
would apply. He stated that the General Education Committee's job was to apply criteria,
not to decide turf issues. It was proper for those reviewing circul ated coursesto object,
but only on a basis of not satisfying the criteria or not meeting the goals. Their objections
would be presented to the General Education Committeefor consideration, but not for
negotiation. Moneyhun moved and Antenucci seconded the motion to delete the words,
“or objections are not worked out," from the proposal. Motion passed. Castronovo
moved and Mosca seconded the motion to accept the proposal as amended. The motion
passed.

The committee then discussed the WAC position announcement. Jenkins provided a
history of this development. It had begun several years ago when awriting subcommittee
had proposed the creation of such a position. The previous Gened Committee had

agreed, and recommended it to Provost Scanlon. He had delayed consideration until after
the model had passed the Academic Senate. Jenkins had met with Scanlon and
Moneyhun in the fall and late winter. This proposal was aresult of those meetings.
Scanlon had approved the creation of such a position, and it was up to the committee to
screen applicants. GEC would make a recommendation to the Provost, who would serve



asthe administrator in charge. Through consensus the committee decided to include the
wording, " encourage and facilitate writing across the curriculum,™ as part of the duties of
the WAC director. Committee membersfelt that the director should encourage writing
across the curriculum, as well as work on writing intensive courses. Moneyhun moved
and Rando seconded the motion that the committee approves the Position Announcement.
The motion passed.

Oral Communication Criteria— Dan O’Neill had submitted this proposal to meet the
concerns of the committee. Under the Criteriafor Oral Communication Intensive
Courses, the committee changed bullet 1 to read " attempt to integrate goals 2 and 3 in
addition to goal 1...” Moneyhun moved and Castronovo seconded a motion to delete the
ninth bullet, and to change the tenth bullet to read, " Teach students to use oral
communication skills asaway of learning and thinking critically in adiscipline.” The
motion passed. Ritchey moved and Hunter seconded a motion to delete the second bullet
because it was unnecessary considering the other provisions. The motion passed. Hunter
moved and Funk seconded a motion to combine the fourth bullet and the seventh bullet
so asto read, " Allocate at |east 30% of the course gradeto oral communication
assignments of various kinds (interpersonal, group, and /or presentations). Finaly,
Hunter moved and M oneyhun seconded a motion to change the fifth bullet to read,
""reinforce appropriate interpersonal, group and/or presentational competencies
introduced in the Oral Communication course,” and to delete the sixth bullet. The motion
passed. It was aso decided that the last bullet regarding a minimum of 25 students be
removed since it appeared elsewhere. Finally, the committee decided to insert a sentence
in the Criteriafor Oral Communication Course, ** Students will be required to:,"” and that
appropriate changes be made for each of the bullets, including the elimination of the
word, "numerous,” in thefifth bullet, line one, on pageone. Moneyhun moved and
Hunter seconded a motion to approve the document as amended. The motion passed.

General Education Application Forms — Jenkins explained that our original form for
application was a narrative form, but that many committees, when considering specific
criteria, had decided that there was a need to have specific questions to be answered.
Their experience with having to search for the answer to key questions had led to such a
form. Onthe other hand, it was important that a department have the narrative space to
describe how its course would meet the goals. Hunter suggested that Jenkins look at the
various criteriaand come up with suggested question for committee review. Funk
suggested that we number the criteriain each area, and ask for the proposing department
to comment on how each of the criteriais satisfied, and then provide a space for the
narrative about the goals. 1t was decided that Jenkinswould look at that possibility, as
well as others, and return possible proposal forms to the committee for its consideration.
GEC aso looked at Moneyhun's Writing Intensive Course Proposal form. It was general
favorable, but there was some concern about too many questions and that some of the
guestions were redundant. Jenkins asked that committee membersreview the form, and
come to next week's meeting with suggestions for improvement.

Capstone courses — Hunter removed his objection to the previous committee's decision
that the capstone course was in addition to the requirement of two intensive coursesin



writing, oral communication, and critical thinking. He saw the value of having two
courses, and then the capstone serving as a culminating example of student ability to use
those skills. Hunter moved and Ritchey seconded a motion that the capstone course not
count toward any of the intensive requirements. The motion passed.



TO: GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE

FROM: BILL JENKINS, COORDINATOR

DATE: 2-15-99

SUBJECT: MEETINGON FRIDAY, 2-19-99, 12:20 TO 2:00

AGENDA:
1) Capstone course within each department -- letter from Tackett
2) Course approval forms
3) Assessment

4) Feedback from A& S meeting on Thursday

5) Parbaa @ thomy



GENERAL EDUCATION MEETING
MINUTES 2-19-99

ABSENT: Castronovo, Garr, Harvey, Hunter, Mauch

Jenkins reported that yesterday's meeting of Artsand Sciences representatives from
departments, CASGEC, Genera Education Committee, and Academic Senate went well.
Most of those present were positive about the criteria, and Dean Brothers spoke in favor
of getting the recommended criteria passed as soon as possible. Many had their questions
answered. Jenkins indicated that he wanted to discuss some possible anendments that
came out of that meeting. It wasduly noted that such meetingsof Arts and Sciences can
create a problem for other colleges and their representativesin dealing with charges that
Artsand Sciences is seeking to control general education.

Thefird amendment taken up wasthat of Jim Andrewsof Physics. He wanted to add a
sentenceto bullet 5 on thefirst page - It isunderstood that the requirements of
general education in a given domain may be met by substitution of a more advanced
coursethat has not been designed for the general student body if that course also
satisfiesthe goalsfor that domain. Committee membersrecognized that the use of the
word, substitute, opened the door to departments who might want to use courses for
majorsonly as general education courses. It was necessary, therefore, to require such
coursesto satisfy the goals. Disagreement arose over the issue of who constituted the
genera student body, and whether such courses were gened coursesor not. It wasfinaly
decided to drop the phrase, that has not been designed for the general student body, from
the motion so that such courses would be open to any student, although not designed for
everyone. LindaTesser was assigned to check with Jim Andrews on this change and
report back to the committee next Friday.

The second amendment, also from Jim Andrews, would change the second sentence on
page 5, bullet 4 to read Examplesof these skillsinclude, instead of These skills include.
Such language would imply that not all skills had to be covered in one course. The
committee agreed with the suggested amendment. Tessier would report our acceptance
to Jim Andrews, suggest that he make the motion as a friendly amendment, and that
Jenkins accept the friendly amendment on the floor of the Academic Senate.

Charles Singler raised an issue yesterday regarding the last bullet under the oral
communication intensive section, Have the introductory oral communication course asa
prerequisite. He suggested that it could be interpreted to mean that the course with an
intensive component would haveto list the oral communication course as a prerequisite
in the catalogue. The committee agreed that such listing was not our intent, and that it
was a headache to do so. However, everyone was concerned that students complete the
basic skill courses before taking a course with an intensive component. It was decided to
accept Singler's motion to delete, and to ask the Academic Standards committee to
consider a resolution regarding basic skill courses and their timing. The committee will
discuss this matter further after Jenkins talks with Singler.



Moneyhun commented that he had talked with Charles Singler aso, and Singler had
indicated a concern about the meaning of reading journalsin bullet 1 under the Criteria
for Writing Courses. Moneyhun indicated that the term was a technical one, and that he
wanted it included. However, it was decided that, if Singler offered a motion, that
Jenkins would agree to drop the term, reading.

Moneyhun noted that Bob Hogue had talked with him yesterday, and that Hogue was
concerned about the fact that we had potentially excused faculty from taking training in
the written intensive area by the provision that the North Central Standards did not apply
to theintensive area. The committeefelt that the language was only in regard to North
Central standards, and that other language within the document implied that such
training, or at least an orientation, was necessary.

Jenkins brought up e-mail from Phil Munro of Electrical Engineering. He continues to
have a problem with bullet 5 under the Mathematics Course, and the teaching of the
limitations of math and statistics. Ritchey found no problem with the statement, nor did
most of his mathematics colleagues. The committee decided to let it remain asitis.
Munro also raised a question about whether writing intensive courses had to be on the
700 or 800 level only. Hethought that having them on the 600 level was appropriate, and
that such a condition would makeit easier for the major. The committee did not see the
need to change. Finally, Munro asked a question about whether Calculus IT would count
under Selective Topics and Electives. The response wasthat the math department would
have to submit the courseto see if it would merit certification. If it did, then the course
could count.

The committee then discussed the sheet entitled the General Education Course
Application Form. It was decided to go with thefirst page, but to add a place to indicate
the name of the course, the department, the contact person, the date of submission, any
appropriate signatures, the faculty teaching the course, and the indication of disposition.
Under item 4 on the syllabus, the committee changed the language to read a description
of student assignments. No other changes were proposed. A rule was adopted that each
department should provide enough copies for the General Education Committee.

Next meeting will be on Friday, February 26, at 12:20 to 2.



GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE

It isthe responsibility of the General Education Committeeto certify coursesfor genera
education credit, and to certify writing intensive, oral communicationintensive, and
critical thinking intensive componentseither for coursesin general educationor in the
major. It also certifiescapstone coursesin the maor, not for content, but for meeting the
goals of the general educationprogram. The General Education Committee will make
use of the goalsand the criteriato make judgments about certification. It will seek
alwaysto assure breadth and depth of coverageto insure, to the extent possible, that all
the goalsof general education are achieved. Departmentsand colleges are equally
accountablefor insuring that their majors achieve breadth and depth of coverage, and that
all the goalsof general education, to the extent possible, are achieved.



GENED AMENDMENTS
Pagel, bullet 5, insert at end:
|t is understood that the requirementsof general education in a given domain may
be met by substitution of a more advanced course@at has not been designed for the
general student bod}jif that course also satisfiesthe goalsfor that domain.

Page 5, bullet 4, second sentence part on second line to read:

Examples of these skillsinclude.... [continue with list asin original]

Oral Communication criteria, page 2, bullet 9

Delete Have theintroductory oral communication course as a prerequisite.

Phil Munro continuesto have a problem with bullet 5 under mathematicscourse. He
believesthat this should be deleted. He would support a more general statement
regarding the limitationsof all disciplinesat the beginning of the document.

Munro has also raised a question about writing intensive courses having to be on the 700
or 800 level. Hebelievesthat it should be possibleto do it on the 600 level, whichwould
take the pressure off themajor.

Finally, Munro has asked whether a calculus 2 course could satisfy the Selective Topics
and ElectivesDomain. Hethinksthat it countsas a substitute.



GENERAL EDUCATION APPLICATION FORM
First page- Titled" Domain" Course Application Form.

Generd instructions. 1) read the attached goalsand criteriafor the domain, 2) make an
inquiry if doubtful to Bill Jenkins, 3) distinguishbetween ?M meeling the goals
and reaching other goals, 4) attach a syllabus, which inclu 1 and any
other information demonstrating how the goalswill be reached. WV

Put the statement about the responsibility of the Gened Committee and departments
recently read to the Senate pn the first page . \ ‘
bb~ Ja  lpclipgrm
Seconrd afo—{%%,f/’bg%al and cn?:gga ‘for tifat domain. Wm [
Third page— Short-answer questionstied to the numbering of the criteria. Basically, we
will ask for ashort, but illustrative, example of how the department intendsto fulfill the
criteria.
Fourth page— Request that they write a narrativeindicating how and to what extent they

will meet the goals of the domainin the particul ar course under consideration.
Encourage them to attach additional sheets, but no more than three.

b

/ﬁ M/I/W/V%WEW%




GENED AMENDMENTS
Page 1, bullet 5, insert at end:
I'tisunderstood that the requirements of general education in a given domain may
be met by substitution of a more advanced course that has not been designed for the
general student body if that course also satisfies the goasfor that domain.

Page 5, bullet 4, second sentence part on second lineto read:

Examples of these skillsinclude.... [continuewith list asin original]

Ora Communication criteria, page 2, bullet 9

DeleteHave theintroductory oral communication course as a prerequisite.

Phil Munro continuesto have a problem with bullet 5 under mathematics course. He
believesthat this should be deleted. He would support amore general statement
regarding the limitationsof all disciplinesat the beginning of the document.

Munro has also raised a question about writing intensive courses having to be on the 700
or 800 level. He believesthat it should be possibleto doit on the 600 level, which would
take the pressureoff the major.

Finally, Munro has asked whether a calculus 2 course could satisfy the Selective Topics
and ElectivesDomain. Hethinksthat it counts as a substitute.



GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
MINUTES 2-26-99

Absent: Harvey, Hunter, Mauch, Moneyhun

The meeting was primarily concerned about the design of the course proposal forms for
general education. There was much discussion of what Jenkins had put together, and
many suggestions for change. Jenkins indicated that he would submit the changed forms
to members of the committee for feedback prior to next week's meeting.

The committee discussed the March 3™ Senate meeting. There appeared to be very few
objections. Jim Andrews has agreed to omit the one section of hisamendment, as
requested by the GEC. Therefore, we will support, as agreed at the previous meeting,
both of hisamendments. It was also noted that Charles Singler would be making his
amendment to delete the provision in the oral communication course criteria that there be
aprerequisite course before taking any intensive components. The committee agreed to
support this amendment so that a better statement/practice could be worked out.

Jenkins passed out Clyde Moneyhun's application for the WAC position. Heisthe only
candidate so far.
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GENERAL EDUCATIONCOMMITTEE
MINUTES 3-5-99

/ 3 4 .
5 LORANIC oAlWNg\M
ABSENT: Garr, Harvey, Maraffa, Mauch, Ritchey

The committee spent much of itstime discussing the course proposal forms. Changes
were suggested, discussed, and adopted when there was strong support. Robert Rando
showed committee members how the forms could be filled out through a software
program. The committee was enthusiastic about the possibility of using the software. It
was noted, however, that some faculty may have difficulty. Hence, it was agreed that
GEC would offer 3 ways of filling out a proposal form. Each department would receive a
printed copy of the form, the forms on adisc, and afile enabling them to use the software
recommended by Rando.

Allen Hunter raised an issue regarding whether or not a sequence of courses might count
as one course toward the general education requirements. He believed that the science
requirements were so extensive that the substitute courses being devel oped, particularly
in biology, might require a two-course sequence to cover both the science material and
the broader goals. Nancy Mosca objected on the basisthat such a system, while only
counting as one course toward general education, would add two courses to programs,
such asnursing. Hunter moved and Moneyhun seconded a motion that a two-course
sequence could count toward the general education requirements. After much discussion
Mosca moved and Antennucci seconded a motion to table until next Friday's meeting.
The motion passed. Additional information would be sought in the meantime.

Asof March 3", there was only one applicant for the WAC position, Clyde Moneyhun.
He, however, announced that heisleaving Y SU to take a writing position at the
University of Delaware. Jenkins indicated that there might be other candidates, and that
he was extending the deadline.

Mosca presented her concerns regarding the possibility of biology's general education
offering including the type of courses needed by nursing and allied health. Paul Peterson
had written to her that Biology would have only Biology 505 and AS 600. Hunter
responded that he believed that they would also offer substitute courses meeting the
needs of the health professions. Jenkins asked Hunter to discussthe issue with Peterson,
and to report back to the committee at next Friday's meeting.



GENERAL EDUCATIONCOMMITTEE
MINUTES 3-5-99

ABSENT: Garr, Harvey, Maraffa, Mauch, Ritchey

The committee spent much of itstime discussing the course proposal forms. Changes
were suggested, discussed, and adopted when there was strong support. Robert Rando
showed committee members how the forms could be filled out through a software
program. The committeewas enthusiastic about the possibility of using the software. It
was noted, however, that some faculty may have difficulty. Hence, it was agreed that
GEC would offer 3 ways of filling out a proposal form. Each department would receive a
printed copy of the form, theforms on adisc, and a file enabling them to use the software
recommended by Rando.

Allen Hunter raised an issueregarding whether or not a sequence of courses might count
as one coursetoward the general education requirements. He believed that the science
requirements were so extensive that the substitute courses being developed, particularly
in biology, might require atwo-course sequenceto cover both the science material and
the broader goals. Nancy Mosca objected on the basis that such a system, while only
counting as one coursetoward general education, would add two coursesto programs,
such as nursing. Hunter moved and M oneyhun seconded a motion that atwo-course
sequence could count toward the genera education requirements. After much discussion
Moscamoved and Antennucci seconded a motion to table until next Friday's meeting.
The motion passed. Additional informationwould be sought in the meantime.

As of March 3", therewas only one applicant for the WAC position, Clyde Moneyhun.
He, however, announced that heisleaving Y SU to take awriting position at the
University of Delaware. Jenkinsindicated that there might be other candidates, and that
he was extending the deadline.

Mosca presented her concerns regarding the possibility of biology's genera education
offering including the type of courses needed by nursingand allied hedlth. Paul Peterson
had written to her that Biology would have only Biology 505 and AS 600. Hunter
responded that he believed that they would also offer substitute courses meeting the
needs of the health professions. Jenkins asked Hunter to discussthe issue with Peterson,
and to report back to the committeeat next Friday's meeting.



GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
AGENDA
3-12-99

1) Examination of course proposal forms — intensive components

2) Allen Hunter report on science courses for health programs

3) Tabled motion regarding courses offered sequentially to fulfill goals

4) Assessment

5) Applicationsfor WAC position

6) Schedulesfor spring quarter

7) Workshops



GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
MINUTES 3-12-99

ABSENT: Mauch, Moneyhun

Bob Rando told the committee that he had to contact Rob Levin about the spring quarter,
and whether he would continue to represent Education.

Jenkins presented the forms for writing, oral communication and critical thinking
intensive components. Committee members accepted the writing intensive form, but
wanted a question format for each of'the other two forms. They suggested that Dan
O’Neill and Tom Shipka be contacted to seeif they would provide alist of questions to
be addressed for the oral communication intensive and critical thinking intensive forms
respectively. Jenkinsindicated he would do so, and that he would need assistance in
reviewing the forms without bringing them back to committee. The urgency of getting
the forms out to department chairs precluded another meeting. Funk, Castronovo, Mosca,
Antenucci, Garr, and Tessier agreed to review the changed forms.

Jenkins then began a discussion over whether to include a dean's signature on the course
proposal forms. It was noted that a dean did need to be aware of such proposals, that a
dean needed to assess the availability of resources within the college, and that a dean
might have other administrative considerations. On the other hand, there was concern
that the signature not be viewed as a means by which a dean might turn down the course
for curricular reasons. Members of the committee asserted the prerogative of the General
Education Committee to certify coursesfor general education. After much discussion, it
was decided that language changes might cover the need to address both issues. Hunter
moved and Mosca seconded a motion that the signaturesfor the forms include

" Submitted by (department or program chair's signature),” " Reviewed by (dean's
signature),” and " Certified by (Coordinator, GEC, signature) and (Chair, Academic
Senate, signature).” The motion was passed.

Jenkins explained that he would be sending out discs instead of paper forms in order to
savetrees. Healso would put the forms on the Website, so that chairs could download
theforms. Finally, Bob Rando would put the forms on Access programs. Nancy Mosca
suggested that each member of the committee have a copy of the disc as another resource
for departments. It was decided to provide each member with a disc.

Sequence science courses -- Allen Hunter reported on his discussions with the science
chairs regarding the offering of substitute courses for the health profession students. He
presented a case for the science sequence courses — that the science departments could
reach the goalsin the sequence rather than in asingle course. It was argued that students
majoring in the health professionswould have to take the sequence. Jenkins asked what
would happen to a student who took only one course, and then switched majors. Hunter
responded that few students did so, and that those who did would not miss that much if
they took other general education science courses. It was decided to have Hunter come
back with more detail on the possible sequence. Jenkinsindicated that it would not be an



official proposal, but something that would enable the committee to decide whether it
wanted to consider such a possibility. Committee membersagreed to proceed. There
was no need to bring back the tabled motion from last week.

WAC Director -- Jenkins announced that only Bob Hogue (CSIS) and Karen Becker of
the Reading and Study Skills Center had applied. Therewere several other possibilities,
and he would wait until next week to see if those applications were forthcoming.
Meanwhile, because of the lateness of the process of application, Jenkins suggested that
he might ask Moneyhun to prepare some workshops for the spring. Thus, the WAC
director would beginin thefall. The committee concurred.

Workshops — there will be workshops on the proposal forms, and for the intensive
components during the spring quarter. Antenucci, Funk, Garr, Mosca, Tessier, and White
indicated an interest in assisting at the workshops.

Assessment — Jenkins explained that ETS and ACT had tests on general education that
could be administered to some incoming fresnmen, and then when they were in their
junior year. Last fall the GEC had looked at the ACT test, but had to return it within a
week. Jenkins has copies of the ETS test, and was going to see if ACT would send us
another copy. Thetesting would begin next fall.



AGENDA:

1

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

GENERAL EDUCATION MEETING
4-2-99

Pre-interview with Bob Hogue

Interview with Bob Hogue

Porter suggestion on intensive components

Major as asubstitutefor GER domain — Ritchey

Workshops

Assessment

Next week's meeting



GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
MINUTESOF MEETING 4-2-99

Absent: Antenucci, Harvey, Mauch, Moneyhun, Rando

GEC met to go over the questions to be asked of Bob Hogue, the candidate for the WAC
position. Jenkins passed out alist that he had formulated to which committee members added.
After finalizing the questions, the GEC interviewed Hogue. There was much discussion of his
candidacy. Ritchey moved, Castronovo seconded, a motion to recommend to the Provost the
appointment of Bob Hogue as the WAC Director. The motion passed unanimously.

There was also discussion of the need for Bob Hogue to begin work over the summer. Hunter
moved and Tessier seconded a motion that Jenkins request some summer compensation for
Hogue from the Provost. The motion passed.

Tod Porter sent aletter to the committee asking that it consider the creation of a choice of models
for theintensive components. He believesthat the present form is overly long, and that faculty
might not recall their commitment several years down the road. His proposal would alow the
department to submit alist of courses that might include the component. When afaculty

member actually teaches the course, he or shewould submit aform indicating which model

would befollowed. Therewas concern expressed, though, that the department might not take the
timeto think through the implementation of the component, which the present form would
require. Jenkins asked the committeeif it was dl right to postpone the submission of intensive
component forms until thefall so that course proposals could be finished in the spring, and that
workshops be held on each component with possible models being suggested. It was agreed that
therewould be a delay, and that Jenkinswould report back to the committee on the progress of
the workshops.

Nate Ritchey indicated that the science departments would be sending aletter to the committee
regarding the possibility of permitting its majors to use the entire major as the science
requirement for general education. He suggested that we wait to see theletter before discussing
theissue.

Jenkins announced that he had to attend a history conference in Dayton, Ohio, next week, and so
the Friday meeting would be canceled. Because of the need to decide on whether to use ACT or
ETS for assessment, hewould place each of their booklets on the table in the GEC meeting room
by next Tuesday afternoon. These bookletswould be used to test a sample of incoming
freshman, and to follow up when they arejuniors. Each committee member should review the
booklets by next Friday, April 9. Therewould be a decision made at the April 16™ meeting.



GENERAL EDUCATION MEETING
MINUTES 4-16-99

Absent: Funk, Garr, Harvey, Mauch, Moneyhun, Rando, Ritchey, Tessier

Marie Cullen, the Director of Assessment for Y SU, attended the meeting to discuss the
tests available from ACT and ETS. Those present did not like the length of the ACT test.
Although there was no quorum present, there was unanimity that the ETS test was better.
The choice of atest will come up at next Friday's meeting.

There was much discussion about the value of using either the one-hour or two and one-
half hour ETStest. Some felt that students would be more motivated to take a one-hour
test, but others questioned whether the shorter test would tell us much about our program.
Jenkins indicated that he would provide more information to the committee about the two
tests.

The committee discussed the memo from Jeanette Garr regarding the tests. Cullen stated
that it would be very expensive to undertake a full-scale evaluation as suggested by Garr.
She favored sampling and a more general approach to scoring. Some committee
members were concerned about how the results might look to the public, but others felt
that our scores would only be compared to similar institutions, and that we would fare as
well asthey did. Cullen believed that the results would be favorable. Thisdiscussion
will continue next Friday.



GENERAL EDUCATIONMEETING
AGENDA 4-23-99

1) Discussionon whether to use ACT or ETStest. If ETS, thenlong or short form.

2) Oral Communication proposal forms. — WM G)%%M ﬁr /M’(’(’W

3) Writing Intensiveworkshops

4) Critical thinking intensive workshops



GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
MINUTES4-23-99

ABSENT: Funk, Harvey, Mauch, Tessier, White

The meeting began with a discussion of the science departments and their desire to
submit the entire major for their majorsto meet the general education requirement in
natural science. Bill Jenkinsand Nate Ritchey met with the chairs this past Monday, and
indicated to them that it was necessary for them to submit the introductory courses
offered at an advanced level for the students in engineering, health programs, etc., so that
they could meet the goals of general education in the natural science domain. In doing
s0, they were providing courses also for their majors since science majors have to take
introductory coursesin other sciences. They seemed to agree with this approach at that
meeting. However, Ritchey has since received an e-mail message with acc to Bill
Jenkins from the Dean of Artsand Sciences that this approach was the wrong one, and a
waste of time and trees. Ritchey and Jenkins will be meeting with the Dean on Monday
morning to discuss the matter. The General Education Committee agreed that the
approach suggested by Jenkins and Ritchey to the science chairs was the correct one.

It was also agreed that the committee would consider a course proposal with multiple
numbersif those courses were very similar in design as a means of saving paperwork.

The GEC discussed whether to usethe ACT or the ETS test. Hunter moved and Garr
seconded a motion to use the ETS test. The motion passed with little discussion. Ritchey
did raise the issue of whether the test would prove undesirablein the math area because
the test covered traditional math concepts rather than the more practical math offered in
the Gened Math course. It was decided that the committee would look into using the
additional fifty questionsto beef up the math section and make it more compatible with
what we will beteaching. The GEC then discussed whether to use the long or short form.
Jenkins pointed out that the only advantage of the long form (apart from somewhat
greater reliability) wasthe possibility of having the company report on subgroups.
However, Marie Cullen had queried LindaHays of ETS and found out that they would
provide adisc for the university with the short form results, and, with the purchase of
SampleSelect, she could create a report on subgroups herself. There was also much
discussion of who would be sampled and when. Garr was interested in having al
engineering majorstested. Jenkins pointed out that we could discuss the sampling
procedures later, and that it was possible, even with adoption of the short form for the
general testing, to consider the long form for specific groups. Moscamoved and
Antenucci seconded a motion that we adopt the short form for general use. The motion
passed with the understanding that possible alternative uses of both long and short form
would occur when we discussed sampling.

Clyde Moneyhun reported on the writing intensive workshop that he and Bob Hogue had
planned. Bill Jenkinswill move forward with getting out information on the meetings.
Jenkins also reported on the critical thinking intensive components. He had met with a
committee of critical thinkersthat had worked with Tom Shipka. Shipka recommended,
and they agreed, that faculty from similar departments should come prepared with their



proposalsto a consultation session with this committee. Since most faculty contended
that they already engaged in the use of critical thinking and that it was related to their
discipline, Shipkawas more comfortable with advising them about their proposals rather
than suggesting something new or different. The committeecould also help with filling
out the forms, or with gathering verifying sourcesfrom the critical thinking literature.

GEC began a discussion of the oral communication proposals(990001,990002,990003).
It was decided to delay discussion of these proposals because most people had not had an
opportunity to read them. However, aquestion was raised as to whether GEC would
interrogate a department about whether it had enough faculty to teach the course. It was
noted that the Dean should have handled this matter. Jenkins pointed out that, if the issue
was not addressed, that the GEC could inquire as to whether faculty met the North
Central test regarding number of coursestakenin afield. It was decided that the oral
communication proposal did addressthe issue of quality properly.



GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
MINUTES4-23-99

ABSENT: Funk, Harvey, Mauch, Tessier, White
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proposalsto a consultation session with this committee. Since most faculty contended
that they already engaged in the use of critical thinking and that it was related to their
discipline, Shipka was more comfortablewith advising them about their proposals rather
than suggesting something new or different. The committeecould also help with filling
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GENERAL EDUCATION MEETING
4-30-99

AGENDA:

1) Oral Communication courses considered for approval as
general education courses— COMM 1545 (990001), COMM
1545H (990002), COMM 2645 (990003).

2) Ora Communicationcourses submitted too late for distribution
— COMM 2610 (990004), COMM 4899 (990005)

3) Psychology course just received — PSY CH 1560 (990006)
4) ETSassessment test

5) Workshops- see attached for time and place of various
workshops.

6) Assessment Conferencein Denver, June 13-16. Anyonewant
to go?



GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
MINUTES 4-30-99

ABSENT: Harvey, Maraffa, Mauch, White

Jenkinsnoted that the GEC had received Sx course proposals, five from the Department

of Communicationand Theater and one from Psychology. Three of the courses, COMM ‘
2610 (990004), COMM 4899 (990005), and PSY CH 1560 (990006), were distributed too // 0 M
latefor consideration at today's meeting. Allen Hunter raised the following questions 9/ A
about courses 990004 and 990005. 1) Wasthe capstone course required for al majors? § 0’0“];00
2) did the 990004 course belong in the Societiesand Ingtitutionsdomain since it was___—— +
primarily about communicationand only secondarily abougdiversity» Jenkins suggested WO
that it might be considered under the Selected Topics and EleCtivesdomain. 3) shouldn't

the department indicate how much lectureand how much small group discussion would

occur in all communication courses? Jenkinswill talk with the department about these

guestions, but consideration of these three courses was | eft to next Friday's meeting.

Ritchey raised the question of whether GEC would permit coursesto receive gened
approval if they were offered infrequently. He commented that some people were
concerned about the number of coursesthat might receive approval and whether North
Central would look favorably on too many courses. Moscaargued that aslong asthe
course met the goalsit should receiveapproval regardless of how often it was offered.

Committee members agreed.
e NW 5 //ﬂﬁq

GEC began to discuss the approval of course proposalsCOMM 1545 (990001), COMM
1545H (990002), and C 2645 (990003). Hunter raised his objection again tothe
lack of specificity regarding the number of hours spent in lecture versusthose spent in
small groups ot if laboratory. He noted that the sciencestraditionally gave one hour of
credit for two hours of laboratory, and wondered whether the same should be true for the
communication courses. Castronovo and Rando spokeagainst requiring them to provide
such information and also against judging them on a basis of thisissue. They contended
that the job of GEC wasto judge the course proposals on a basis of the goals and the
criteriaonly; they believed that the information Hunter wanted was not relevant to
making that judgment. After much discussion, Hunter offered a motion to request
information from the Department of Communicationsand Theater regarding the
distribution of hours spent on lecturing and discussion or laboratory. The motion failed
for lack of a second.

Castronovo moved and Tessier seconded a motion to adopt COMM 1545 and COMM
1545H together. Moneyhun praised the proposals, commenting that they should serve as
amodel for other proposals. He did raise a concern, however, about the fact that syllabus
included a definite assignment on selecting an audience under the informative
presentation, but not under the persuasive presentation. Mosca noted that thefifth bullet
under the persuasive presentation did call on the student to " select examplesthat are both
logically and psychologically appealing to the listeners.” Others commented that they



felt that therewas sufficient indication of concern about the audience. The motion to
approve the courses passed with Hunter abstaining.

GEC then considered course proposal 990003, an oral communication intensive proposal
for the Presentational Speaking Course. Ritchey expressed some concern about the fact
that the intensive component was attached to an oral communication course; obviously,
it was more than oral communicationintensive. It was noted, however, that the general
education model was encouraging departmentsto have writing, oral communication, and
critical thinking intensive componentsin the mgjor as afollowup on skill development.
Moneyhun observed that the English department was going to seek writing intensive
statusfor courses onitsupper divisionlevel that werewriting courses. Castronovo
moved and Antenucci seconded a motion to approve proposa 990003. Motion passed
unanimously. Jenkins congratul ated the committeefor approving the first coursesunder
the new general education program.

Jenkins reported on the ETStest. Truman University, formerly Northeast Missouri State
University, had experienced difficulty with the math section (declining scores) because
their Contemporary Math course did not use any calculation. After 18 monthsthey had
adopted areturn to requiring agebra and geometry, plusacoursecaled Libera Arts
Calculus. A committeewithin the Math Department was meeting that afternoon to
examinethe ETStest. The proposed math course did include calculation, but the
committee might recommend adding some other elementsto the course as a result of
examining thetest. Ritchey noted that there had been much discussion in the Math
Department. He hed told faculty that there was not much of a problem asfar as he was
concerned. Jenkins said that he would bring their report to the GEC next week.

Jenkins announced that al workshops hed been organized with the writing and oral
communication ones aready scheduled. He passed out a sheet with the times after the
meeting. Finaly, Jenkins asked if anyone wished to go to the Assessment Conference
held in Denver on June 13-16. Darla Funk said that she was interested.

NEXT FRIDAY'S AGENDA

1) COMM 2610 (990004)

2) COMM 4899 (990005)

3) PYSCH 1560 (990006)

4) Other course proposalsreceived during the week

5) ETStest

6) Reduction of paperwork in science substitute proposals



GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
MINUTES5-7-99

ABSENT: Harvey, Mauch, Ritchey

Allen Hunter noted several mistakesin the minutes from the 4/30 meeting. Changes
under his comments included replacement of Diversity with Societiesand Institutionsin
thefirst paragraph, line 7, and to substitute two or three hours of laboratory," for "two
hours of |aboratory" in paragraphthree, line 5. GEC accepted the changes. Jenkins
reminded committee membersthat they should offer any correctionsto the past meeting's
minutes at the start of the next meeting.

The General Education Committeediscussed the proposal of Student Government to
change the General Education prefaceto include citizenship of the United States, to add
Goal 14 — Understand the basic structure and theories of American government at the
federal, state, and local level — and to requirethat one of the coursestaken by students
under Personal and Social Responsibility meet thisgoal. Many questions were raised
about the merit of the proposal, including its lack of timeliness, its effect on Goals 4 and
9, the remedial nature of the course, and the fact that it could be offered under the new
system without being required. Since the representativesfrom Student Government were
not present, the committee decided to invite them to next week's meeting.

GEC examined Proposal 990004, | ntercultural Communication, from the Department of
Communicationand Theater. Moneyhun questioned whether this coursefit under the
category of Societiesand Institutionsjust because it met the diversity goal. Hunter added
that diversity was not a primary goal for this course. Jenkinscommented that the Model
required a coursein this domain to satisfy Goal 11, along with either 10 or 12. Garr
noted that we were asking all coursesto do something on diversity, but that did not mean
that all coursesfit into Societiesand Institutions. Castronovo commented that many
members of the Communicationand Theater had degreesin other subject areas, and that
they weretrained to teach a course that met these goals. He also felt that the course did
teach about cultures, and that communication within and across cultures was a part of
examining Societies and I nstitutions. Tessier asked whether we might examine the
textbook used in the course. Moneyhun moved and Maraffa seconded a motion to refer
the course back to the department for clarification on how Goal 11 is central to the
course, and for delineation of how the subsidiary goal isachieved. Thetext should be
included with the proposal. Motion passed.

GEC examined Proposal 990005, Senior Project, from the Department of Communication
and Theater. Castronovo noted that it was required of all majors. Hunter moved and
Tessier seconded a motion to accept the course proposal. Motion passed.

GEC examined Proposal 990006, General Psychology, from the Department of
Psychology. Discussion centered on the course syllabus. It wasfelt that the course fit
under the Personal and Social Responsibility domain, and that the Criteriaand Narrative
sections were complete. But many expressed concern that the syllabusdid not



GENERAL EDUCATION AND CITIZENSHIP

Under the Preface " the purpose of the general education requirementsisto foster:
.... "Recognition of the importance of acting as informed, responsible, democratically-
minded citizens of theworld...."

Under Goal 4: Understand the personal and social importance of ethical refection and
moral reasoning, thereis an explanatory statement. " Studentsdevelop their capacity for
ethical sengitivities and insight and understand important social issues that confront our
society and those values necessary for a democratic nation to prosper.™

Under Goal 7: Realizethe evolving interrelationships among science, technol ogy and
society, there isan explanatory statement. ** Studentsunderstand the impact and changes
in society that take place as scientific principles are discovered and new technol ogy
developed. Students understand that societal conditions and needs influence and shape
progress in science in science and technology."

Under Goal 9: Understand the relationships between physical, mental, and emotional
well-being and the quality of life of the individual, the family and the community, thereis
an explanatory statement. " Studentsrecognize the interdependent nature of the
individual, family, and society in shaping human behavior and determining quality of
life. They understand that mental, physical and emotional well-being are interconnected,
make informed decisions about life-style choice, and apply this knowledgeto their own
well-being and that of others."

Under Goal 11: Evaluatethe impact of theories, events and institutions of the social,
economic, legal andpolitical aspects of society, there is an explanatory statement.

"* Students devel op knowledge about the markets, social organizations, legal systems, and
levels of government that comprise society. They understand, through study of theories,
how these institutions function, interact with each other, and evolve in our society and
others.”

Under Goal 12: Comprehend and appreciate the devel opment of diversity in Americain
all itsforms, there is an explanatory statement. ** Studentscomprehend the historical
development of the United States as a democratic political system and the ideals, rights
and institutions associated with that system. Students appreciatethe diverse
characteristics of the populations that comprised American society over time, the ways
devised to cope with these differences, and the impact of conflicts over differences on
politics and society in general. Diversity includes but isnot limited to the characteristics
of race, social and economic class, religion, gender, ethnicity, age, disability, lifestyle and
political identity.”

Under Goal 13: Understand and appreciate the natural environment and the process
that shape it, there is an explanatory statement. " Students demonstrate knowledge of the
characteristic, processes, and laws that define natural environments. They evaluate the
impact of events and changing conditions within these environments.”



The General Education Committee has met to consider the resolution of Student
Government presented to the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate. At its
meeting on May 14, GEC provided timefor the student representativesto present
arguments on behalf of the resolution. We applaud their concern about the lack of
interest of the American peoplein participating in governmental activities. However,
after much discussion, GEC has decided not to recommend any changes in the present
goalsor model for the following reasons:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Students already take a required government coursein high school, aswell asa
proficiency test on citizenship. Yet neither this course nor the proficiency test hasled
to a higher level of voter participationin the past thirty years. In fact, the total
percentage voting in presidential elections has declined from 69.3% in 1964 to 54.2%
in 1996.

There is much public concern about the number of remedial courses taught on the
college level to compensatefor what was not taken or not learned in high school. The
recommended goal 14 callsfor studentsto "' Understand the basic structure and
theories of American government at the federal, state, and local level" This narrowly-
defined goal, whichisincluded the State Social Studies Curriculumfor K-12, appears
to be aremedy for a high school deficiency. We believethat colleges should not
repeat that material; rather they should build upon what was taken in high school.

The present goals do providean opportunity for studentsto take courses relating to
citizenship. GEC believesthat the thrust of the new goalsis to engage the studentsin
examining how varioustypes of subject matter relateto the society at large and to
ponder how they might participatein that society. Please see the attached list of
referencesin the goalsto citizenship or social impact.

The core courses under the new model all belong under the skill area, whereasthe
domains have no core courses. Approvingone core course would open the door to
requiring other coursesin which students can be proven to have a deficiency of
knowledge. History, psychology, geography, economics- all of these areas in recent
years have had surveys showing the paucity of factual knowledge stored in the
memory of the average citizen. Should they also be core courses?

An American government coursefits within the Societiesand I nstitutions category. It
does haveaplace. Studentscan chooseto take this course, but it is not required.

Placement of a course on American government in the Personal and Social
Responsibilities category would take away significantly from achievement of either
the ethics or the persona well-being goal.

The present model isaresult of 5 years of deliberation and compromise. We should
proceed with itsimplementation prior to making further changes.



sufficiently address how it was relating the course objectivesto the overall goals. Tessier
was satisfied with how the syllabus addressed the goals, and worried that we might cause
peopleto repeat our wording just to satisfy the committee. Castronovo also believed that
the section on course objectives did explain the relationship to overall goals. Hunter
moved to refer the course proposal back to the department to work on the syllabus. There
was no second. Castronovo moved and Tessier seconded a motion to accept the course.
Rando made a suggestion that we create a category for course proposals that accepted the
proposal with conditions. His motion wasruled out of order. Mosca stated that her
experience in nursing was that syllabi needed to state more strongly the tie to the overall
goals of the program; she was reluctant to approve the proposal. When the vote occurred,
only three people voted; Jenkins declared the vote insufficient. The committee decided
by consensusto refer the proposal back to the department through Nancy White.

Jenkins announced that he had no officia correspondence from the math committee
regarding the ET S test, but that he had talked informally with Bernadette Mullins. She
said that the math committee was favorableto the test, but that it had some work to do.
Richard Goldthwait was going to send us a letter.

Next Friday's meeting at 12:30. Agendaincludesl) proposal 990007, 2) any
resubmission from proposalssent back, 3) any new cour se proposals, 4) citizenship
requirement, 5) assessment.



GENERAL EDUCATIONMINUTES
5-14-99

Absent: Hunter, Maraffa, Mauch (Anthony Jesko as proxy), Tessier

Jenkins began the meeting by noting that the first part would be a hearing on the
resolution from Student Government regarding a citizenship course. Anyone was
permitted to speak during the hearing. After conclusion of the hearing, the GEC would
ask any non-membersto leave, while the committee deliberated upon theissue. He then
introduced Robert Harvey (member of the GEC), Anthony Jesko (aproxy for Tara
Mauch), and Brandon Schneider, a student representativeto the Academic Senate. Jesko
spoke in favor of the resolution. He noted that he had seen some surveys by national
organizations that revealed extreme ignorance on the part of Americans regarding their
government. These surveys had caused him to seek some appropriate method of
encouraging a higher level of participationin our government on all levels. Citingthe
fact that anumber of states (Texas being one) had passed such a requirement for state
universities, he argued that this course would begin to solve the political corruption of the
Mahoning Valley. The Ohio State legislature, he commented, might pass such legislation
if wedid not.

Questions from the committee members revolved around application of this course to our
non-American students, and the coverage that might occur in a course on morals. Clyde
Moneyhun cited the presence of citizenship componentsin the goals (in particular goals
4, 11, and 12), and contended that students would have to take aspects of citizenship
under the present goal system. Indeed, they could not avoidit. He also believed that it
was not the prerogative of GEC to require a course from any department. Overall,
general education did not have core courses in any domain; instead, it encouraged a
variety of departments to submit courses meeting the goals. He gave assurancesthat no
student could avoid taking a course or courses relating to these goals.

In regard to a question about the remedial nature of the course, Jesko and Harvey pointed
to other courses presently taken that they felt were remedial in nature. Harvey did not
want aremedial course on government, though, but a course that would build on what
had been learned in high schoal.

Discussion then revolved around the fact that the course might only be taught by the
political science department. Jesko commented that Tammy King of the Criminal Justice
department wasin favor of offering such a course. Jenkins noted, however, that the
history department would have to change its basic history courseif it were to reach the
goal asstated — Understand the basic structure and theories of American government at
the federal, state, and local level. Ritchey encouraged the studentsto consider getting
departments together to offer a course on citizenship as an alternative. The hearing ended
with a break of two minutes.

When the meeting re-convened, Ritchey suggested that GEC consider the three parts of
the resolution separately. After discussion of part one recommending achange inthe



preface from " Recognition of the importance of acting as informed, responsible,
democratically-minded citizens of the world," to " Recognition of the importance of
acting asinformed, responsible, democratically-minded citizens of the United States and
members of the global community," Harvey moved and Moneyhun seconded a motion to
replace " citizensof the world," with" citizensand members of the global community.
The motion passed without dissent.

GEC then considered the second part of the resolution calling for Goal 14, "' Understand
the basic structure and theories of American government at the federal, state, and local
level." Moneyhun moved and Antenucci seconded a motion to reject the
recommendation. Discussion ensued. The motion passed 7-1.

Jenkins pointed out to the committee that the third part of the resolution was now moot
becauseit depended upon passage of goal 14. All committee members agreed. Jenkins
passed out copies of course proposal #990007 and a letter from Richard Goldthwait of the
mathematics department. A quorum being noted as lacking, no further action was taken.

Next Friday's meeting at 12:30 — agenda: 1) cour se proposal 990007, 2) any
resubmitted cour se proposals, 3) new cour se proposals, 4) ETS test, 5) assessment.



GENERAL EDUCATION MINUTES
MEETING 5-28-99

ABSENT: Harvey, Maraffa, Mauch, Rando, White

Jenkins asked committee membersto fill out a schedulefor the summer. He indicated
that there would be aneed to meet over the summer, and that he would try to schedule
some afternoon meetings (perhaps in the morning) so that the work would be
concentrated.

Jenkins also announced that there would be a luncheon for committee members next
Friday, June 4™ at 12:30 in Bresnahan I1I. The committeedecided by consensusto order
the Chinese buffet.

The committee examined the following courses:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

990007 - Ord Interpretation (COMM 2670). Committee members commented very
favorably on thiscourse. Moscamoved and Hunter seconded a motion to approve.
The motion passed unanimously.

990008 - The Art of Motion Pictures(THTR 2690). The prerequisiteto thiscourseis
THTR 1590. The committee noted that the syllabus should havethe prerequisite

noted. Mosca moved and Moneyhun seconded a motion to approve. Motion passed.

990009 - History of Motion Pictures(THTR 1590). After a brief favorable
discussion, Hunter moved and Castronovo seconded a motion to approve. Motion
passed.

990010 - Understanding Theater (THTR 1560). Hunter moved and Tessier seconded
amotion to approve. Motion passed.

990011 - Survey of Mass Communication(TCOM 1595). The committeereached a
consensus that the proposal depended too much on the present course. There should
be an updated description, a beefed-up responseto the criteria, and a syllabus
prepared for the new course reflecting the general education goals. Moneyhun moved
and Antenucci seconded a motion to send the course back. Motion passed.

990004 — Intercultural Communication(COMM 2610). Thiscourse had previously
been sent back to indicate how it satisfied the societiesand institutions goals.
Committee memberscommented that they believed that the new proposal did satisfy
the goals. Hunter moved and M osca seconded a motionto approve. Motion passed.
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GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
MEETING 6-4-99

ABSENT: Harvey, Mauch

GEC discussed the tEos.si bility of meeting next week. It was decided to meet on
Wednesday, June 9%, from 2 to 5 PM in the GEC office. Jenkins passed out course
proposals 990018 through 990033. He will send the syllabus for the resubmitted
Psychology course proposal, 990006, to members for Wednesday's meeting.

Jenkins reported on the Academic Senate meeting and the issue of requiring a courseon
citizenship. Student government President David Myhal and Dr. Paul Sracic, student
government Advisor, were upset with our recommendations, and raised a number of
questions at the meeting. With a motion on the floor to change the language in the
preface as recommended by GEC, Myhal noted the absence of a quorum. Thus, the
Academic Senate took no action. The motionwill bethefirst item on the agenda of the
fall meeting.

Jenkinstook item six on the agenda first because he wanted to report back to Jack Bakos
in engineering. Bakos was requesting that the GEC consider approval of writing and oral
communication components in the required lab courses in the engineering program.
Studentsin these labs already had to present both oral and written reportson their
experiments. Theora presentations were often in PowerPoint. The problem, Jenkins
noted, wasthat these courses were only 1 credit. Could they be compared to courses with
3 credit hours of work? Bakos had argued that the students did do the same work, and
that engineering would use the standard minimums of the criteria for both areas. Jeanette
Garr informed the committee that there were 4 required labsfor engineering majors, and
each of these would require the minimums. It was decided to encourage engineering to
submit the laboratories for intensive approval, but that they should be submitted asa
group application.

990014 - THTR 4860, Dramatic Texts. Although the committee agreed that the course
did have material that fit within the Artsand Literary Perspectives domain, they were
concerned about the fact that this course was on the senior level in the mgjor, and that it
had prerequisites within the major, not in general education. Some members expressed
concern that the course was not for the general student body, as promised in the Senate
criteria. Allen Hunter suggested that it be considered a substitute course. Jenkins defined
asubstitute course as one providing more advanced consideration of material being
taught in a general education course offered for the general student body, such asthe
genera education science courses, and the science sequences for engineering, science, or
health majors. Students with agreater sill level and a desireto major in the areawould,
therefore, take a substitute course, but that course had to meet the goals of general
education. It was noted that COMM 4860 was not a substitute for any other course.
Much discussion ensured over the definition, and the use of the word, substitute. Maraffa
noted that he had raised that issue before, and wasin favor of designating al accepted
courses as part of general education. There was also much discussion over whether a



course on the upper division level specifically designed for mgjors could be ageneral
education course. Ritchey moved and Tessier seconded a motion to postpone
consideration of this proposal and proposal 990015 - THTR 4891, History of Theater (for
the same reasons) until next Wednesday's meeting. Jenkins argued for the postponement
on a basisthat the issues involved werevery important in defining the general education
program, and that we should not settle issues in which there was much disagreement in
one meeting.

990016 — GEOG 2640, Human Geography. Jenkins reported that the Dean of Artsand
Sciences considered this proposal a model of what should be submitted. The committee
agreed. Tessier moved and Hunter seconded a motion to approve this proposal. The
motion passed.

990017 - A&S 2600, Exploration in the Sciences. Concern was raised about the 4 credit
hours required. Most general education courses will be a the 3 SH level. Anaddition of
one credit hour will add to the hours required for general education. Rando moved and
Garr seconded a motion to postpone consideration of this course until the second meeting
after the present one because of the absence of concerned members next week. The
motion passed. It was decided to invite John Usis and Charles Singler to that meeting to
answer questions about the extra credit hour.

Jenkins postponed the other items until the next meeting. He commented that he wished
to bring up the domain under which 990004, Intercultural Communication, was located.
Perhaps Selected Topics was better sincethis courseinvolved a melding of goals.

Jenkins thanked everyone on behalf of the Provost for their work this year.



GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
MEETING 6-9-99

ABSENT: Harvey, Mauch, Mosca, Rando, White

Jenkins discussed future meetings. It was decided to meet on Thursday, June 17, from 2
to 5 PM.

Thefirst item of business was a discussion of the meaning of the substitute category.
Maraffa pointed out that the term was confusing, and suggested that all that was
necessary was approval of a course based on whether it met the criteria. He advocated
thelisting under a particular category of all courses which had received GEC approval.
Tessier added, however, that those more advanced courses needed a star or an asterisk
next to them to indicate the higher degree of difficulty for such courses as the science
sequence courses taken by majors. Moneyhun read the criteria passed by the Academic
Senate, which called for general education coursesto be intended for the general student
and not for the major, except for substitute courses. Jenkins argued that the rule that
gened courses must be taught for the general student held except for courses that were of
ahigher level and yet similar to a general education course. We should not, therefore,
approve a course designed for the major only even though it met the criteria. He pointed
out that all history courses could be submitted for approval in the societies and
Institutions category.

Tessier moved and Hunter seconded a motion that ** Substitutecourses are courses on a
more advanced level taken by students in a specific program or who have a special
interest in and capability for that level.” After much discussion about the wording and
agreement on editorial changes, the motion was withdrawn. Hunter moved and
Castronovo seconded that ** Substitute courses replace a previously approved general
education course, and are designed for students in a specific program or who have a
specia interest in the subject matter."

The GEC turned its attention to course proposals, in particular 990014 and 990015.

Frank Castronovo commented that these courses were substitute courses for theater
majors. Although they were on the senior level, their majorswould take these coursesin
place of the introductory general education courses on theater. Many committee
members expressed satisfaction that these courses, although on the senior level, did fit the
definition of substitute course. Tessier moved and Hunter seconded a motion to approve
these courses as substitute courses. The motion passed.

Jenkins returned to the earlier discussion. He wanted to have a motion regarding the
inclusion of substitute courseson the list of each domain with a designating asterisk and a
definition at the bottom of the page. Hunter moved and Moneyhun seconded a motion
that an asterisk be placed next to each substitute course included in the list under each
domain, and that an explanatory sentence be placed below. The motion passed.



The GEC then considered the returned Psychology proposal, 990004. Members
approved of the syllabuschanges. Ritchey moved and Antenucci seconded a motion to
approvethe proposal. The motion passed.

Hunter asked whether we were going to consider the 990017 course, A&S 2600, the
sciencelab. Jenkinsindicated that Moscahad asked that consideration of the course be
delayed until she returned next week. Jenkins had asked Charles Singler to come to that
meeting, and he would contact John Usis al so.

GEC looked at the world history courses, 990018,990020,990022, and 990024.
Castronovo commented very favorably on how well these coursesfit the domain,
especially for his students. Ritchey moved and Tessier seconded a motion to approve all
of the above courses. The motion passed.

GEC examined the critical thinking intensive proposal s attached to the world history
courses, 990019,990021,990023, and 990025. Hunter moved and Garr seconded a
motion to approvethe proposals. Moneyhun commented that he believed there should be
more specific description of the critical thinking exercisesin the syllabi. Committee
members commented that inclusion of assignments, exercises, and even definition of
critical thinking as related to the disciplinewould be appropriate. The motion failed 2 to
5. The courseswill be returned to the history department for reconsideration.

Next week's meeting will begin with course proposal 990026 from American Studies.



GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
MEETING 6-17-99

ABSENT: Funk, Harvey, Hunter, Mauch, Rando, Tessier, White

Jenkins began the meeting by welcoming Mary Jo Reiff, who will serve out Clyde
Moneyhun’s unexpired term asthe Provost's appointeein the basic skillsdomain through
September 15.

The rest of the meeting was devoted to consideration of the following course proposals:

990026 — American Identity. Ritchey moved and Castronovo seconded amotionto
approve. With littlediscussion, the motion passed.

990027 — Mathematicsand Statistics. Castronovo moved and Antennucci seconded a
motion to approve. Concernswere expressed about the syllabusand itslack of clarity
regarding the goals. Reiff moved and Ritchey seconded a motion to postpone
consideration until the math department examined the syllabus. The motion passed.

990028 — Economics. Garr moved and M osca seconded a motion to return the proposal
for amore developed syllabus. The committeeagreed that the criteriaand narrative
statements were good, but that the syllabus did not reflect those statements.

990029 - Palitical Science. Castronovo moved and Antennucci seconded a motionto
approvethe proposal. There was some discussion of the relationship of the American
government part to the rest of theworld. It appeared that the coveragewould be of
interactionsbetween the United Statesand these areasrather than on the devel opment of
other partsof the world. The motion passed.

990030 and 990031 - History. Ritchey moved and Castronovo seconded a motionto
approvethese coursestogether. The motion passed.

990032 - History. Asacritical thinking proposal, these coursesand all other critica
thinking intensive courseswill be submitted to the CT subcommitteefor review.

990033 - American Studies. Lacksasyllabus. Will bereferred back to Sherri Linkon.

990012 - Telecommunications. Asa critical thinking intensive proposal, it will be
submitted to the CT subcommitteefor review.

990013 - Telecommunications. There was much discussion of what a capstonewas.
Some argued that the capstone experience should involve new activities on the part of the
student to demonstrate the capabilitiesrequired by goalst, 2, and 3. Othersfelt that the
work of assembling a portfolio could constitute a capstone experience. Maraffamoved
and Antenucci seconded amotionto refer the proposal back to the department for better
explanationof how the course met goals1,2 and 3.



990034 — Theater. Castronovo moved and Ritchey seconded a motion to approve this
proposal. The committeefelt that thiswasa strong oral communication proposal coming
from within the communication department. The motion passed.

990035 - Thesater. Reiff moved and Antenucci seconded a proposal to approvethis
proposal. Castronovo noted that Acting II was about voice and diction and not about
communication, so they were not seeking an ora communicationintensive designation
for Acting II. The motion passed.

990036 - THTR. Moscamoved and Antenucci seconded a motion to approvethis
proposal. There was some discussion about the adequacy of the syllabus with some
asking for more description and others satisfied with the description. Castronovo pointed
out that the Portfolio/Review requirement related to all project areas, and was not itself
the content of the course. He was asked about the CR/NC grading for the course. His
response was that with four gradersit would be difficult, given the subjectivity involved
in such presentations, to decide what grade to assign. Standards, he suggested, would
certainly be applied, and the department would be making an assessment of student

progress. The motion passed.



GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
MEETING 6-29-99

Absent: Castronovo, Funk, Harvey, Mauch, Reiff, Tessier

Bill Jenkins welcomed John Usis from Biologica Sciencesto the meeting. He explained
that the committee has some concern about the 4 sh required for the A&S 2600 course
instead of 3. Usis explained that the course had been taught this past spring as a 4gh
course, but with only two-thirds of the material. Alsothe course would havelecture
blendedin, probably at the 2 hours per week level. He believed that the course merited 4
sh, and that students would be happy about getting that number of credits for the amount
of work required in the course.

Jeanette Garr raised a question about the amount of actual science material that a student
would learnin suchacourse. It wasexplained that each science department would also
have a more traditional content course as an introductory survey general education
course. Students would haveto take one of theintro coursesand A&S 2600. She was
still concerned about the amount of sciencethat the average student would have prior to
graduation.

Nancy Moscaasked why the course proposa did not have any reflectionof the extra
material. She also expressed concern for the music program, based on her conversation
with DarlaFunk. Asan intensiveprogram, it would not be easy for musicto absorbthe
extrahour.

Allen Hunter argued that the course wasfairly typical around the country in terms of
science offerings and the credit, and that it did merit 4 sh. He also explained that there
would be a challenging level of science materia for the non-sciencestudent.

The committeedid not consider any motion regardingthe course. Some of the committee
memberswere going to check with programsin their colleges regarding the impact on
their programs. It was pointed out that this coursewould not affect any program related
to science.



GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
MINUTES7-21-99

Absent: Funk, Garr, Harvey, Hunter, Mauch, Mosca

CharlesSingler, assistant to the Dean of A&S and professor of Geology, was present to discuss
the proposalsfor A&S 2600 and for science substitute courses. Joe Edwards, chair of the Music
Department, was a so there to discussthe A&S 2600 proposal. Singler began with the science
substitute courses. Heindicated that he had prepared a criteriastatement and narrativethat
combined all of the substitutecoursesin the departmentsaof biological sciences, chemistry,
geology, and physics. For each department he had included alist of the coursesbeing submitted
for approva as substitutes, and sheetssent to the University Curriculum Committee and the
Academic Programs Committeeto show that these courses had been approved. For some
courses there was a syllabus, primarily from biologica sciences. When asked why he had not
included syllabi for each course, he suggested that such could be provided, but they would be for
the present quarter courses. The science departmentshad to spend time getting their programs
ready, and negotiating with other departments. Hence, they could not provide the course syllabi
at thistime, especialy since many faculty wereaway. Tesser pointed out that the committee
had utilized the syllabi from all other course proposalsasameansof determining whether the
proposal met the goalsof the domain. The present proposal did not provide enough information
for her to determinewhat she considered to be her job on thiscommittee. Maraffaindicated that
his department, which had some science offerings, was preparing acomplete package. He
queried asto why hisdepartment should have to go to such lengths, and not the science
departments. Singler felt that there was sufficient informationthere, and that we would not be
ableto get afinished proposal until thefall becauseof the absence of faculty. Jenkins asked
Singler to providewhat syllabi he could, but indicated that the committee would decide what
needed to be included. Singler asked to beincluded at thetime of discussion of this matter, but
Jenkinssaid no. Singler requested that the committeedlow him to be present. It wasdecided to
proceed with the 2600 proposal first.

Jenkinsthen began adiscussion of the A&S 2600 proposal. He noted that John Usis had made a
presentation at a previousmeeting. Hisbasic argumentswerethat other science department at
other universitieshad 4 SH. courses, and that, considering the need to present content through
lecture, the course required that many hours. There were a number of comments from committee
membersthat no one had a problem with the content of the course, but with the extracredit hour.
Joe Edwards commented that it was a particular problem for the music education program, but
not for the performancearea. Joe Antenucci had talked with the chairs of the businessschooal,
and they were opposed to the extra hour because it would raise the number of overall hours. He
asked if it were possibleto have a 2-credit lecture course, but Singler did not think so. Maraffa
pointed out that the programs could a so consider a 1-credit reduction in their offerings. Rando
asked if it were possibleto havean A and a B lab courseeach worth 3 SH. Singler did not think
that was appropriate, but hewould discussit with the sciencechairs. After much discussion, the
meeting was adjourned because of the lack of aquorum. Jenkinsindicated that at the next
meeting the first order of business would be these issues and Singler’s request to be present.



GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
MEETING 7-27-99

Absent: Harvey, Mauch, Mosca, Rando

Jenkins began the meeting by noting that Allen Viehmeyer of the Foreign Languages and
Literature department had raised an objection to some of the Communication and Theater
course proposals. He explained to committee membersthat the handling of objections
would follow the processin placefor the University Curriculum Committee. In STAGE
ONE the objector would meet informally with the proposing department. Such a
discussion could lead to an agreement over changesin the proposal and/or to the
withdrawal of the objection. GEC would review the changesif any for approval and
appending to the Academic Senate agenda. In cases where no changes were made, the
GEC would simply append. In STAGE TWO agreement has not been reached, and GEC
holds a hearing with both parties. Each will have an opportunity to present its case, and
to rebut arguments. If the two partiesagree to changesin the proposal, the objection will
be withdrawn, and the revised proposal appended to the Senateagenda. If agreement is
not reached, the GEC will voteto certify or not to certify the proposal. In STAGE
THREE an uncertified proposal will be returned to the department with commentson
why it was not certified. A certified proposal will be taken to the Senatefloor, and a
motion madeto certify. An objecting party may present its argumentsat that time.

GEC then began to discussthe request of Charles Singler that he be present for our
discussion and vote regarding the science proposals. Jenkins noted that Roberts' Rules of
Order did permit acommitteeto set rulesfor attendance. There were many comments
that fuller and frank discussion would occur if the GEC did not permit attendance, while
others suggested that openness was a better policy. Maraffamade amotion and Tessier
seconded that GEC deny Singler’s request. The motion passed.

A& S 2600 - there was much discussion about the need for 4 credits. Those opposed to
the 4 credits cited program needsin regard to hours, the lack of a choicefor students who
want only six hours, the fact that most general education coursesare only 3 credits, a
laboratory course that was taught for 4 credits under the quarter system but was not
reduced under semesters, staffing, and internal disputes within the science departments as
reasonsfor their opposition. Thosein favor cited the validity of the content and process
in the course, the fact that similar science coursesat other semester institutions are 4
credits, and a grant as reasonsfor acceptance of the course proposal. GEC decided to
return the course becauseit did not have a semester syllabus. GEC a so wanted to know
about the staffing problems, and whether it were possibleto have aternative 3 credit hour
laboratory courses. Finally, GEC isasking the science departmentsto re-examinethe
courseas a 3-credit course. It does not appear that it will be certified without that
change.

Science substitute courses— GEC discussed the proposal, and decided that it did not meet
the needs of the committee. The committeereferredit back to the proposing departments
with directionsthat they include semester syllabi for each course, that the proposals come



from individual departmentsand for single courses or sequencesonly, that chairssignin
the appropriate place, and that more explanation be offered tailored to individual courses
or seguences, particularly for the more advanced courses.

990027 — Jenkins commented that Bernie Mullin had created a new semester syllabusfor
the course, and that John Buoni had revised the number of sections needed. Tessier
moved, Castronovo seconded, certification of the proposal. It passed.

990028 — Jenkins had talked about the syllabusto Tod Porter, chair of the Economics
Department, who responded that he thought that it did provide sufficient information.
Jenkins explained Porter's position. GEC, however, decided to return the proposal.
Economics should focus upon how the syllabusindicatesthat it is meeting the criteria,
what actually occursin the I nternet assignments, and more indication of how critical
thinking is achieved in the assignments.

990033 - Jenkins explained that Sherry Linkon had not included a syllabusin the original
proposal because of the individual nature of the course. Shedid agree, however, to
guidelines, and ultimately converted them into a syllabus. The committee commented
favorably on the capstone course. Tessier moved, Ritchey seconded, certification of the
proposal. The motion passed.

990037 — GEOG 2626, a new proposal. The committee commented very favorably on
the course. Ritchey moved, Tessier seconded, certification of the course. The motion
passed.

Jenkins discussed when the next meeting would occur. It was decided to meet on

Thursday, August 5™, a 2 PM. The meeting will begin with item #6 on the agenda of 7-
14,

9900



