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ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Reminder of Deadline for Professional Leave Requests 

Proposals for Sabbatical Leaves and Title F Leaves should be submitted to departments 
by September 15, 2000. 

Faculty Personnel Committee 
Request for Self-Nominations 

Those eligible to serve on the Faculty Personnel Committee for 2000-2002 have been 
sent letters from C.R. Bailey, Chair of the Nominations Committee, asking that they 
respond whether or not they are interested in being nominated for the FPC. 

Please take a moment sometime in your busy schedule to reply to this letter. 

Four positions need to be filled by the Fall elections. The four newly elected members 
will join Margaret Matlin, Dan Strang, and Jim Willey on the committee. 

If you are eligible and haven't received a letter, please contact C.R. Bailey or Chris Leary, 
2000-2001 Senate Chair. 

You are eligible if you are an Associate or Full Professor/Librarian with continuing 
appointment, are not a department chair, and are in a department other than School of 
Business, Psychology, or SOPA. 

MESSAGE FROM CHAIR 

Thank you to Susan Bailey 

You all may know that it is part of Susan's responsibilities as Associate Dean of the 
College to review each of the proposals that are submitted to UCC, with no more than a 
7-day turn-around. This year, more than 150 proposals were submitted (see UCC Annual 
Report in this issue), some of which included comprehensive and complex changes. 
Susan not only attended to each one within the 7 days and in time for the closely 
scheduled UCC meetings, but she organized and reduced the paperwork, sometimes 
overnight, in time for me to include the proposals in the Senate Bulletins. 



UCC Chair Terry Baz.zett has already publicly thanked Susan, but I would like to add my 
thanks and express my appreciation for Susan's contributions. 

Annual Report of the College Senate Chair 
1999-2000 

I won't repeat the "big issues" of this year's Senate and Senate committees which 
arc readily available in minutes and other annual reports. But I will chronicle a few of 
the changes that have occurred in Senate operations in the hopes that it will make it easier 
for those in the future who want to know "When did w: start doing it that way?" and 
Stacey Edgar isn't available to tell them! 

College Senate now has a web site, and the weekly Bulletins for this year arc 
available on-line in addition to their printed versions. An important advantage of 
eleclronlc Hullellns is the case with which they may be searched. On more than one 
occasion this year, the Executive Committee has found it useful to research the Senate 
history of an issue but it was time-consuming and inefficient, even with the indices so 
kindly provided by many past Chairs, to plow through the paper copies to find the 
information we needed. As we develop a library of web-Bulletins with indexed links to 
important discussions and decisions, it will be easier for us to approach future issues 
knowing their historical context. 

I am also pleased to report that the College Senate and its Chair now have the 
services of a par1timc clerlcalasslslanl. Pres. Dahl and Provost Dixon agreed with me, 
and several previous chairs, on the need for such an assistant. Casey Bickle has recently 
been assigned to Senate and has already taken on some responsibilities, such as assisting 
the chair of the Nominations Committee with the fPC self-nomination letter. I believe an 
important advantage of this staff person will be maintaining continuity as the duties of 
Senate Chair pass from one person, dcpar1ment, and desktop computer to another each 
year. 

Through cooperation between the Vice President of Administration and Finance, 
Campus Auxiliary Services, and College Senate, the Senate file cabinets and office space 
have been consolidated into one location, and a spacious and centrally-located 
faculty/staff lounge is being furnished in Blake A. The credit for initiating this exciting 
development goes to CAS Faculty Directors Cylke and McKenna, Executive Director 
Tom Bell, and Vice President Levison. Senate was pleased to be invited to cooperate and 
provided the representatives to assist in design of the lounge. One mixed blessing of this 
space reallocation was that Judy Bushnell, Jim Boiani, and I cleaned out and organized 
many years of Senate files, uncovering such treasures as Prof. John Mann's 1969 
proposal to UAAC for a sociology major! 

One of my tying-up-loose-<:nds activities has been to create a Handbook for the 
Committee on Nominations, whose duties have become more complicated with the 
restructuring of the Faculty Personnel Committee. 

Finally, an area for which I had hoped we could develop a groundswell of interest 
is that of faculty development and e\·aluatlon. There are some innovative ideas and 
systems, grounded in national research, that I wish we could collectively explore. There 
have been initiatives on campus to bring these innovations to our attention, such as the 
Richard Light seminars of a few years ago, Raoul Arreola's 1999 workshop on 
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development and evaluation, the Carnegie Campus Program discussions on the 
scholarship of teaching and learning, and the transformation of the "old" Faculty 
Development Committee into the FfPD. I had hoped that our investigations of the 
student evaluation form this year would lead us to a broader exploration of what we 
might do to promote faculty development and formative assistance, as well as expanding 
our thinking about the design of evaluation systems. But this didn't seem to be the year 
when these ideas captured the imagination of a critical mass of the faculty. This is 
understandable given the several major issues we had before us, but I hope this area will 
receive attention in the future. 

Please take time to read the rest of the annual reports. I have had the good fortune 
to work with exceptional coii1Illlttee chairs this year, and their wort should be 
recognized. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Becky Glass, Chair 

Annual Report of the College Senate Vice-Chair 
1999-2000 

The major duty of the Vice-Chair is to serve as Chair of the Excellence Awards 
Committee. This committee is charged with selecting the nominees for promotion to the 
rank of Distinguished Teaching Professor, Distinguished Service Professor, and 
Distinguished Professor, as well as the nominees for the Chancellor's Awards for 
Excellence in Teaching, Exc~llence in Professional Service, and Excellence in 
Librarianship. 

I would like to thank the members of the committee who spent many hours reviewing the 
materials submitted in support of the many well-qualified candidates. The committee 
consisted of: Kurt Cylke, Celia Easton, Kurt Fletcher, Harold Hoops, Olympia 
Nicodemi, Wanda Spruill, Bill Cook, Isom Fearn, Paula Henry, Kate Sugarman, Jerry 
Wrubel, Don Lackey, Danielle Caiola, and Emily Spilman. 

The Committee recommended that Stephen F. West be promoted to the rank of . 
Distinguished Teaching Professor, and the Board of Trustees has granted that promouon. 
As of this date, SUNY Central has not acted upon the recommendations that were ma~e 
for the various Chancellor's A wards. The names of those awardees will be published m 
the Senate Bulletin next year. 

I wish to express my appreciation to Tom Greenfield, Jim McNally, and their staffs f?r 
supplying useful information and allowing the Committee to take up residence in their 
offices. I also wish to thank the many exceptional candidates who participated in the 
process. 

Christopher C. Leary 
Vice-Chair, 1999-2000 College Senate 



Treasurer's Annual Report 1999-2000 

College Senate Fund Campaign -- 1999-2000 

39 Donors 
Total Collected: $875.00 

Senate Fund: $662.50 

Roark Fund: $212.50 
Additional Donation from the Roark Calnek Family: $400.00 
Total Roark Fund: $612.50 

Current Balances: 
Senate Fund: $4256.37 

Roark Endowment: $2165.54 

Condolence and Get Well greetings/gifts were sent to ten members of the Geneseo 
Community this year on behalf of College Senate. 

Over 125 messages were approved by the Senate Treasurer as moderator of faculty-! 
listserve. 

The College Senate wishes to thank the following individuals who made donations to the 
College Senate Fund and the Roark Fund for the 1999-2000 academic year. 

C.R. Bailey 
Larry Blackman 
Margaret Matlin 
Don Trasher 
John L. Deutsch 
Armand Smith 
Bob Owens 
Kurt Fletcher 
Ken Kallio 
Susan Bailey 
Beverly Evans 
Jane Fowler Morse 
Mary L. Mohan 
Judith Bushnell 
Phillip & Jane Boger 
Becky Glass 
Jack Johnston 
Richard Hatheway 

History 
Philosophy 
Psychology 
Mathematics 
Chemistry 
Mathematics 
Communicative Disorders and Sciences 
Physics 
Psychology 
Office of the Dean 
Foreign Languages and Literatures 
School of Education 
Communication 
College Libraries 
Geological Sciences 
Sociology 
School of Performing Arts 
Geological Sciences 
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Donors to College Senate Fund and Roark Award, cont'd 
Patricia Seaver 
Jerry Reber 
Art Hatton 
Nick Schiavetti 
Gerard Gouvemet 
Bill Cook 
Kurt Cylke 
Ellen Kintz 
Ed Rivenburgh 
Sarah Grace Frisch 
Jim McNally 
Paul Olczak 
Bill & Stacey Edgar 
Emilye Crosby 
Mike Teres 
Chris Dahl 

Foreign Languages and Literatur 
Ph 

. es 
YSJCS 

College Advancement 
Communicative Disorders and sc1·e . nces 
Fore1gn Languages and Literatures 
History 
Sociology 
Anthropology 
College Libraries 
Communications & Publications 
Institutional Research 
Psychology 
Philosophy 
History 
Art 
President of the College 

Special Roark Endowment Donations made by: 
Anthropology Department 
Roark-Calnek Family 

There was one anonymous donor. 

Submitted by 
Mary Mohan, Senate Treasurer 1999-2000 

Faculty Affairs Committee 
Annual Report 1999-2000 

Two main issues were referred to the Faculty Affairs Committee during the 
1999-2000 academic year: 1) student evaluation of teaching with the current SOFI form 
and 2) guidelines for continuing appointment and promotion to associate professor. The 
first issue was referred as a result of the motion approved by the Senate on 4/9/96 to 
extend the SOFI for four more years (see page 493 of 1995-96 Senate Bulletin). The 
second issue was referred as a result of the motion approved by the Senate on 4120199 to 
send back to the committee a motion to revise the guidelines for continuing appointment 
and promotion to associate professor (see page 390 of 1998-99 Senate Bulletin). 

Two subcommittees of the Faculty Affairs Committee were assembled with 
members assigned to the subcommittee of their choice: one to work on the SOFI issue 
and one to work on the continuing appointment/promotion guidelines issue. 

The Subcommittee on Continuing Appointment/Promotion Guidelines researched 
and discussed the issues at length and decided not to return the previous year's motion to 



the senate floor. Instead. they recommended further study of the entire issue as specified 
in the attached report to be transmitted to next year ' s committee as a starting point for 
further research and discussion. 

The Subcommittee on Student Evaluation of Teaching researched and discussed 
those issues at length. Included in their activities were substantial deliberations 
concerning the relative merits of using a local vs. a national rating form for student 
evaluation of teaching. In addition. the subcommittee held two open forums to discuss 
I) the general background principles of student evaluation of teaching and 2) the pros and 
cons of using local vs. national forms for evaluation. The subcommittee reported two 
motions back to the full committee, which approved them and presented them to Senate. 
The two motions that were approved for first reading on 4/11/00 and second reading on 
512100 with a friendly minor editorial amendment were: 

1. The College Senate shall renew the present SOFI process for one (1) year using 
the same form while next year's Faculty Affairs Committee continues to evaluate the 
SOFI form. 

2. The present SOFI form shall include in the lop section of the front pa~e the 
following statement: 

Numerical ratings and comments from the SOFI forms 
pro,·ide important feedback for: 

•• renewal, continuin~ appointment, and promotion decisions concerning 
the instructor 
•• impro,·ement of the instructor's teaching eiTecth·eness 
•• student course choices 

NB: Instructors do not receh·e the SOFI numerical rnlings 
or comments until AFTER they turn in the final grades for the course. 

The discussion of these motions can be found in Issues# 26 and #29 of the 1999-2000 
Senate Bulletin . 

In addition, the Subcommittee on Student Evaluation of Teaching has passed on a 
charge to next year's Faculty Affairs Committee to continue to evaluate the current SOFI 
form used for student evaluation of teaching. Although the support for a national form 
seemed to wane as the year progressed, several important positive characteristics of 
national forms surfaced as desiderata for the local form. In addition, the subcommittee 
has constructed a set of criteria for the SOFI form revision and included it in their charge 
to next year's committee as specified in the :mached report. the appendices to which will 
be transmitted to next year's committee as background material for further research and 
discussion. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Nicholas Schiavetti 
Chair, Faculty Affairs Committee 
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Report by 1999-2000 FAC Subcommittee on Student Evaluation of Teaching 

CHARGES FOR THE 2000-2001 FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

The 1999-2000 SOFI Subcommittee ofFAC wishes to pass on the following 
charges to the 2000-2001 FAC committee: 

1. Revision or replacement of the SOFI form used in the student ratings system at 
Geneseo. 

The ideal ratings system should include the following features : Institutional 
Philosophy of Teaching and Learning, Reliability, Validity, Teacher and Student 
Responsibilities, Feedback, Fairness, Continuity, and Confidence. 

Appendix #1 includes supporting documentation for this charge: 

**A working draft of a local form appropriate for Geneseo's particular Mission 
Statement and Goals, together with a Student Opinion of Learning Outcomes forrn 
developed at the Professional and Organizational Development conference in 1999 (for 
reference). 

** An overview of the arguments that the subcommittee has developed 
concerning the Premises, Functions, and Features of a Student Ratings System. These 
arguments can assist in a determination about how a particular ratings system interacts 
with Geneseo's Mission Statement and Goals. Also included is a printed version of the 
Power Point presentation of these issues. 

**A list of the Pros and Cons that can be used in deciding whether to use a 
national or a local form. 

**Copies of a packet of local and national ratings forms that the subcommittee 
assembled, together with folders about the IDEA and the SIR2 national ratings forrns. 

**PLEASE NOTE** Powerpoint overviews for Premises, etc and Pros and 
Cons are available at the website: talk.geneseo.edu (no www). Also available on the 
website is the historical overview, "30 Years of Student Evaluation of Teaching at 
Geneseo, 1969-1999 ," by Helena Waddy 

2. Development of a separate formative feedback comment sheet in addition to 
the summative SOFI or equivalent instrument (with some comments). 

This fonnative sheet could accompany the SOFI-type instrument, or instructors 
could administer it at a different time. 



Appendix #2 includes supporting documentation for this charge: 

•• A letter and minutes from the Academic Affairs Committee of Central Council 
provides background c :~planation . Students and instructors would like to enhance the 
role of formative feedback in the improvement of teaching at Genesco. 

3. Exploration of ways to enhance student confidentiality for individual 
responses. 

For example, typed copies of student comments would help to avoid 
confidentiality breakdowns. 

Apucndix #2 also provides background explanation for this charge. Some 
students would like to sec the ratings computerized, in part to address the confidentiality 
issue. 

4. Further exploration of means to improve the administration of the student 
ratings form to students in classes. 

This year's committee wanted to make usc of workstudy students and perhaps 
temporary workers as proctors organized on the departmental level, but the Department 
Chairs expressed doubt about the feasibility of this proposal. There is much anecdotal 
evidence of problems with the level of student knowledge about the serious uses of the 
SOFis. Minutes from the February forums include reference to these problems. 

Avm:ndix #3 includes supporting documentation for this charge: 

**Minutes from "The Future of the SOFis" forums held in February 2000. 

5. Establishment of a means to ensure that Genesco strikes a desirable balance in 
personnel decisions for instructors between the student ratings system and other forms of 
evaluation of teaching. 

In particular, we suggest exploring current practices in the Departments and the 
need for creating uniformity along the lines of the desired mix of student ratings, peer 
review, portfolio, and any other measures. (Sec surveys charge in #6 below.) 

6. Creation of surveys to elicit the opinions of the constituencies involved in the 
reform of Geneseo's student ratings system: 

a) Students: this survey should elicit feedback from students about their 
expectations of the student ratings system, the degree of their knowledge about the 
serious uses of the SOFis, and any problems they have encountered with the 
administration of the SOFis to students in classes. The student members of FAC and the 
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Academic Affairs Committee of Central Council have emerged as the best people to 
conduct this survey, with the assistance of faculty members providing expertise in the 
area of surveying. 

bl Faculty members: this survey should seek to establish the experience of 
instructors with the SOFI system, including its administration to students in classes and 
its effects on their teaching standards and expectations as well as their ability to innovate 
effectively. Also included should be the opinions of faculty members about other 
measures of teaching effectiveness and student learning that appropriately could balance 
the student ratings in the evaluation system. Again, assistance of faculty members with 
expertise in surveying is desirable. 

Appendix #3 also contains information relevant to this survey. 

c) Department Chairs: this survey should gather information about how SOFis 
are used by each individuai department in Personnel decisions. Some examples of issues 
to explore include: How does each department handle the peer review of teaching? How 
is the SOFI balanced with other measures of teaching effectiveness (for example, peer 
review, portfolio)? 

PLEASE NOTE THAT FURTHER DATA AND BOOKS ON THE SUBJECT OF 
STUDENT RATINGS ARE HOUSED IN THE ARCIDVE AT STURGES 311 

Submitted by: 
Helena Waddy, Chair of Subcommittee 

Report by 1999-2000 Faculty Affairs Subcommittee (on Personnel Matters) 
Summary of Findings and Recommended Charges to 

2000-2001 Faculty Affair~ Commitee 

This Subcommittee has been examining Geneseo's personnel policies regarding 
Continuing Appointment (CA) and promotion to Associate Professor (PAP). The 
following are some summary findings. 

1. It turns out that Geneseo's policies regarding CA and PAP are not all that different 
from corresponding policies at most other SUNY Colleges (and at least one 
COPLAC school). This we have derived partly from 1998 data showing that in 
every other SUNY College there is a percentage of faculty (ranging from 3% to 
44%) that has CA but not PAP. 

2. In light of this finding, we think that if changes of personnel policies are warranted, 
they are so because of some inherent flaw that also afflicts similar policies at manY 
other colleges. 



3. We believe that the unhappiness with current policies in these areas expressed by 
some FAC members and by about 60% of the respondents to the Spring, 1999 FAC 
faculty survey is based mainly on: 

a. the principle that if a candidate is good enough for CA, that candidate 
should also be good enough for PAP. 

b. the comparatively low salaries at Geneseo/SUNY. (These salaries would 
slightly improve with faster promotions--keeping in mind that, according to 
the Office of Institutional Research, since 1990 45.2% of candidates 
who were granted CA were not granted PAP; that of the candidates who 
requested both CA and PAP 31% received CA but not PAP; and that the 
average time gap between receiving CA and later receiving PAP is 2.7 years). 

c . the de facto effect of having 4 faculty ranks. 

d. the fact that there is no automatic salary raise attached to receiving CA. 

e. the fact that some faculty members who receive CA but not PAP contribute to 
significant morale problems in their departments. 

4. We sense that "3.a" is the most significant point. To counter the intuition that if a 
candidate is good enough for CA, he/she should also be good enough for PAP a 
number of concerns can be, and have been, raised: 

i. being good enough for CA need not mean being good enough for PAP. This is 
especially the case if CA is based more (in practice) on teaching and service, and 
PAP (in practice) requires greater scholarly/creative accomplishments. (We say "in 
practice" because the current guidelines are virtually equivalent in their 
specification of the scholarship/creativity requirement for CA and PAP-theCA 
guidelines use the word "recognized" whereas the PAP guidelines use the word 
"significant" in specifying how much research/creativity is required). 

ii. moreover, if CA and PAP were granted on the basis of equivalent criteria 
(thus, at the same time), this would most likely make CA more difficult to get. This 
could lead to the college losing some very good teachers (who could be, but have 
not yet been, very productive scholarly/creatively). 

The argument, in our estimation is at a standstill. Moreover there seems to be little 
enthusiasm among the administration and among most chairs for any major policy 
changes in this area. Thus, what to do? 

5. The Sub-committee suggests that the following issues be taken up by the 2000-
2001 Faculty Affairs Committee: 
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A. F AC should continue to explore whether the official college criteria 
regarding CA and PAP could be made clearer in stating that greater 
scholarly/creative accomplishments are necessary for PAP than for CA. 
This is what our FAC subcommittee has discussed at length, even coming 
up with a tentative guidelines revision proposal (see attached document). 
We think that this revision needs, at mininum, wider college 
consideration. 

B. As part of this continued exploration FAC should elicit more input from 
(1) past/current members of The Faculty Personnel Committee, (2) Dept. 
Chairs, and (3) the Provost, to ascertain if indeed the practice college-wide 
is to accept only a minimum of scholarly/creative accomplishments for 
CA, and to expect significantly more for PAP. Put differently, would a 
candidate with great teaching credentials ever be turned down for CA 
(provided only a minimum of scholarly and service accomplishments, 
such as e.g., having made some presentations, having submitted articles 
for publications, but having as yet 0-to-1 publications)? 

C. FAC should look into ways of promoting better mentoring _for.new . 
tenure-track faculty (which could include explaining the cnten~-~offi.ctal 
and, if necessary, de-facto ones). This could reduce future felt IDJUSUces. 
The future role of a "Teaching and Learning Research Center" could be 
useful here. F AC should consider recommending the use of such a Center 
partly to preempt future misunderstandings in expectations regarding CA 
and PAP. 

Proposed Revision of Guidelines 

CONTINUING APPOINTMENT: 

Requirements include the doctorate or other terminal degree as defined by ~e disciplin.e 
or in some cases extensive practical experience in a professional field, as wtth perforrrung 
artists or writers; demonstrated teaching effectiveness (particularly emphasized), based 
upon evaluation by superiors, colleagues and students, including classroom visitation; 
evidence of growing expertise in subject matter; contributions to course design and 
curriculum development; evidence of scholarly or creative potential in one's field; and 
significant departmental and college-wide service. Normally, at least three years of tenn 
appointment status shall be required before continuing appointment is granted. 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR: 
(Leave as they currently are) 

Requirements include the earned doctorate or other tenninal degree as defined by the 
discipline or in some cases extensive practical experience in a professional field as with 
performing artists or writers; demonstrated teaching effectiveness based upon by 
evaluation by superiors, colleagues and students; continuing expertise in subject matter; 



contribution to cuniculum and course design; evidence of significant research and 
publication (e.g .. conference p:.tpcrs. refereed articles in important journals in the field. 
books or books-in-progress. textbooks. funded research activities) or creative activity in 
the arts (e.g .. exhibitions. performances); participation in professional organizations; and 
significant service to the departmental and college. Usually those who hold this rank will 
have continuing appointment. 

Submitted by: 
Carlo Filice. Chair of Subcommittee 

GRADUATE ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
ANNUAL REPORT 1999/2000 

During 1999/2000, the Graduate Academic Affairs Committee considered and 
passed the following cunicular items: the revised M.A. program in Speech Pathology 
(Bulletin. pp. 198-199), and the History Departments proposal to delete its six graduate
level courses (Hist. 456 The Age of Jackson. Hist. 457 The Old South and the Civil War, 
Hist. 458 Reconstruction and the New South, Hist. 463 Progressivism and Prosperity 
1900- 1932, Hist. 464 The New Deal and Post-War America, Hist. 482 Russian/Mideast 
History for Teachers). The History Department plans to develop new graduate courses to 
serve the graduate education programs. but no new course proposals were referred to 
G.A.A.C. this year. The program revision and course deletions passed unanimously on 
both their first reading at the Nov. 16 Senate meeting (Bulletin, p. 470) and second 
reading at the December 7 Senate meeting (Bulletin, p. 538). 

During the spring semester. G.A.A.C. was asked to consider the School of 
Education's proposal to eliminate the following policy: Failure on the second attempt of 
all or any part of a comprehensive examination will subject a student to academic 
dismissal (Guide to Graduate Studies 1998-2000, p. 13). After lengthy debate, the 
Committee rejected the proposal by a vote of none in favor, eleven opposed. and one 
abstention (Bulletin. pp. 553 - 555). A request to reconsider the proposal led to a 
lively e-mail exchange that showed that further discussion of the policy would have had 
similar results. Committee members felt that the current appeals process is adequate for 
the small number of students who fail comprehensive examinations a second time. 

Although G.A.A.C.s 1998/99 annual report anticipated that State Education 
Department requirements would result in the School of Education proposing major 
graduate program changes during 1999/2000 and a heavy workload forthe Committee, 
this was not the case. The School of Education devoted much of the year to the herculean 
task of revising its undergraduate programs and courses. ll is likely that the graduate 
program changes will reach G.A.A.C. during 2000/2001. Since the History Department 
mentioned plans to develop new graduate courses to replace the six it deleted this year, 
they may also refer business to G.A.A.C. next year. 

Respectfully submitted. 
Judith Bushnell, Chair 
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Policy Committee 
1999-2000 Annual Report 

To: Becky Glass, Chair, College Senate 

From: Bill Gohlman, Chair, Committee on Undergraduate Policy, Core, and 
Review 

Subject: Final Committee Report 

The Committee discussed a number of issues this past year (and 
passed many of them to other committees), but brought only two motions to 
the floor of the College Senate: 

1. A proposal to adopt a set of entrance requirements to the Ella Cline Shear School of 
Education, which was accepted by the Senate. 

2. A proposal to require foreign-language competency through the fourth semester (202) 
for all graduates of SUNY Geneseo. This proposal was modified by the Senate to be 
through the third semester (201) level, and then accepted by the Senate. 

Student Affairs Committee 
1999-2000 Annual Report 

Over the course of the year, the Student Affairs Committee discussed several issues 
related to student life, especially on-campus recreation and safety concerns. One of our 
most extensive discussions centered around student social life and safety, how they are 
influenced by a culture which emphasizes off-campus drinking parties as a key form of 
recreation, and how the college might better provide (and publicize) a range of on
campus social alternatives to these off-campus parties. Committee discussions 
generated a wide range of possibilities for providing on-campus space for regularly 
scheduled weekend events (like dances and movies) and for infonnal gathering spaces 
with food and entertainment possibilities (like coffee houses, game rooms, and possibly 
even some alcohol). After committee meetings generated a myriad of possibilities, we 
invited a broad base of faculty, staff, and students (including those involved in residence 
life, the campus union, the division of student and campus life, and college auxiliary 
services) to attend one of our meetings. It was quite useful to explore these possibilities 
with those who are particularly experienced and/or knowledgeable about the space, 
liability, and cost implications and options surrounding these recreation possibilities. 
Those attending the meeting were enthusiastic about expanding student social options on 
campus and, with the support of Bob Bonfiglio, Vice President for Student and 
Campus Life, College Union staff and advisory board began studying how Geneseo 
might accomplish this. 



The SAC also considered, much more briefly, concerns about sexual violence related to 
alcohol consumption and the impact of Greek life on student academic performance and 
overall Geneseo experience. Subcommittees which addressed these issues determined 
that they are quite important. However, since several major task forces have just 
completed study of these issues, we felt that we would be unlikely to offer any new 
insights. Instead, we urge the college to address the recommendations of both the 
Alcohol and Greek Task Forces. 

Finally, the SAC considered the need for a student escort service and how such a service 
might work. We concluded that there is little need for a widespread or extensive escort 
service on campus. At the same time, we acknowledge that there are times and places 
where students might benefit from an escort, especially if they feel uncomfortable and 
unsafe. It is the understanding of the Student Affairs Committee that such an escort 
would be for purposes of SAFETY and NOT convenience. Thus, students who used it 
would have to be prepared to accept delay and, when necessary, use it in conjunction 
with the existing SAFE cars. We hope that in the future, some combination of interested 
students, Central Council, Public Safety Aids (PSAs), and the Geneseo Personal Safety 
Committee can consider ways to utilize the PSAs to provide this service. 

Submitted by 
Emilye Crosby 
Chair, Student Affairs Committee 

UCC Annual Report 
1999-2000 Annual Report 

It was a very eventful year for those of us serving on the UCC. In the fall 
semester of the 1999-2000 year the Dean's office received 99 proposals for curriculum 
changes. This unusually large number of proposals was largely a response to the 
deadline for changes to the new college bulletin. Of the 99 proposals, the Dean's office 
was able to act independently on 14 considered "minor" changes and not requiring UCC 
review. Of the 85 proposals brought before the UCC only one proposal "Revision to a 
Major Program" submitted by the Biology Department was not approved. This proposal 
was tabled by UCC because one department (CSCI) affected by the revision had not been 
consulted at the time of UCC reading. No further action was taken on this proposal. Of 
the 84 courses approved by UCC the breakdown for proposals was as follows: 33 new 
courses, 24 revised courses, 11 course deletions, 8 revised minor programs, 6 revised 
major programs, 1 approval of core credit, 1 addition of a course prerequisite. It should 
also be noted that numerous proposals for new courses and revised courses also required 
UCC approval of core credit. 

In the spring semester of the 1999-2000 year the Dean's office received 63 
proposals for curriculum changes. This number, though less than the previous semester, 
represents approximately twice the average number of proposals received per semester. 
The large number of proposals this semester was due primarily to proposed changes to 
programs made by the School of Education (SOE) in response to State mandated program 
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requirements. SOE submitted 29 separate proposals to DCC in an effort to modify their 
program to meet State requirements. Of the 63 proposals, the Dean's office was able to 
act independently on 2 considered "minor" changes and not requiring UCC review. One 
proposal was withdrawn from the Dean's office by the submitting department and 
required no action. Of the 60 remaining proposals UCC rejected one proposed change to 
a major program submitted by SOE. The Committee also tabled two proposals for 
revision of courses submitted by the Art History Department with a request that 
additional information be added to the proposals upon resubmission. Of the 57 courses 
approved by UCC the breakdown for proposals was as follows: 8 new courses, 36 revised 
courses, 3 revised minors, 9 revised majors (including 1 revision of concentrations for 
major), 4 approval of core credit. 

The Committee met 7 times during each semester, for innumerable hours. In spite 
of (or perhaps in defiance of) the demands of many meetings and many hours, the 
attendance by members and attention to proposals was excellent. I commend and thank 
all the members once again. 

FALL 1999 
New Course; 
Bioi 334. Biology of Cancer (pp. 38-44 ) 
CDSc 320. Manual Language Systems (pp. 45-50 ) 
Educ 365. Cultural Pluralism and Education in the United States (pp. 51-58) 
Pscy 352 Advanced Research in Psychology: (Subtitle) (pp.l24-135) 
Pscy 357 Behavior Genetics (pp. 136-139) 
Engl 210 Elements of Screen Writing (pp. 205-206) 
Math 332 Linear Prograinming and Operations Research (pp. 213-216) 
Math 366 Mathematical Foundations of Actuarial Science (pp. 217-220) 
Hist 166 African American History (pp. 221-224) 
Hist 261 Native American History (pp. 227-233) 
Hist 280 Topics in Global History:(subtitle) (pp. 235-240) 
Hist 381 Traditional China (pp. 241-248) 
Intd 200 Research in Washington DC (pp. 249-253) 
Anth 228 Applied Anthropology (pp. 290-300) 
Anth 229 Ethnography and Film (pp. 301-308) 
Anth 231 Sociolinguistics (pp. 309-319) 
Anth 232 Chinese Ethnography (pp. 320-329) 
Anth 247 Cultural Resource Management (pp. 330-336) 
Anth 282 Qualitative Methods in Anthropology (pp. 337-343) 
Anth 283 Quantitative Methods in Anthropology (pp. 344-352) 
Anth 309 Topics in Primatology (pp. 353-359) 
Anth 321 Contemporary Theory in Anthropology (pp. 360-369) 
Anth 346 Topics in Archeology (pp. 370-378) 
Bioi 250 Biological Data Analysis (pp. 379-385) 
Geog 351 Environment and Development (pp. 388-395) 
Geog 381 Economic Globalization (pp. 396-403) 
Thea 204 Asian Theatre Survey (pp. 412-421) 
Thea 270 Video Production (pp. 422-426) 



Thea 310 Playwriting (pp. 427-Bl) 
Csci 119 Object Oriented Programming: Subtitle (pp. 433-442) 
Csci 120 Procedural Programming: Subtitle (pp. 443-450) 
Socl 285 Sociology of Sex & Gender Diversity (pp. 490-502) 
Phys 314 Fluid Mechanics (pp. 514-517) 

Course Revision; 
Change Econ 230 to Econ 320 (p. 101) 
Revisions of prereq. for 300-level courses (p. 123) 
PlSc 140 International Politics (pp. 207-208) 
Hist 265/366 African Americans in the Age of Jim Crow (pp. 2!5-226) 
Anth 101 Exploration of Human Diversity (pp. 269-275) 
Anth 115/215 Ancient Civilization in the Old World (p. 276) 
Anth 306 Human Growth and Development (p. 277) 
Anth 310 Classical Anthropological Theory (p. 278) 
New title for Geog 385 (p. 386) 
Change no. of Geog 285 to 295 (p. 387) 
Changes in titles and course descriptions for Muse !40s, 240s, 340s (pp. 404-407) 
Changes in titles and course descriptions for Muse 331, 333, 335 (pp. 408-410) 
Change no. of Thea 222 to Thea 311 (p. 411) 
Change prerequisite for Csci 141 Intra. To Computer Science (p. 452) 
Change prerequisite for Csci 219 Object-Oriented Design and Programming (p. 453) 
Change prerequisite for Mgmt 390 Strategic Management (p. 483) 
Dane 265 Dance Ensemble (p. 513) Add corcquisite 

Course Deletions: 
Math 367 & Math 368 Problem Seminar in Actuarial Science I (p.99) 
Pscy 345 Sensation and Perception (p. 121) 
Pscy 252 Advanced Behavioral Research Methods & Statistical Analysis (p. 122) 
Anth 102, Ill, 116,213,217,218,219,221.227,251,303 (p. 279) 
Csci 121 C/Scientific Programming I (p. 451) 
Csci 131 C!Pascal Programming (p. 451) 
Econ 261 Legal Environment of the Economy (course content remains under Mgmt 261) 
(p. 482) 
Deletion of courses not offered for five years: (All on p. 489) 

Bio 205 Principles of Evolution 
lntd 206 Discovery of Language 
Intd 287 Comparative Labor Studies 
Mgmt 282 Public Events Management 
Mgmt 335 Consumer Behavior 
Mgmt 336 Marketing Channels & Logistics 
Mgmt 351 Operations Research 
Mgmt 380 Business Research Methods 
Plsc 321 Politics of Advanced Societies 
Plsc 339 Problems of American Political Thought 
Wrtg 100 Process of Writing 
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Socl 221 Field Project on Social Inequality (p. 503) 
Hist 238 European Social History of 19th & 20th Centuries (p. 512) 
Hist. 256 Youth in Early America (p. 512) 

Revision of Minor Program: 
Human Development Minor (p.96-98) 
Econorrtics(P. 106-107) 
Criminal Justice Minor (pp. 114-117) 
Modem European Studies (p. 118-120) 
International Relations Minor (p.209-212) 
Minor in Theatre (p. 432) 
Environmental Studies Add Bioi 311 Plant Taxonomy to third-level electives (pp. so4_ 
507) 
Linguistics Minor (pp. 518-522) 

Revision of Major Program: 
Accounting Add CSCI 114 121 131 to Computer Science requirement (p.lOO) 
Econorrtics (p. 102-104) 
School of Business, Restriction of 300-level courses to majors & rrtinors (p. 105) 
PSYC Revisions to reflect previous changes (pp. 140-147) 
Anthropology pp. 264-268 (Revisions of prerequisites (p. 280) 
International Relations Major (pp. 484-488) 

Additions to M/Core: 
Engl360 Post-colonial Literature (pp. 111-112) 
Plsc 240 Asia in a Global Setting (p. 113) 
Phil214 Chinese Philosophy (pp. 203-204) 
Hist 261 Native American History (p. 234) 
Anth 202 Traditional Systems of Healing (pp. 281-283) 
Anth 216 Native Voices: Africa and the Caribbean (pp. 284-286) 
Anth 243 Women in Cross-Cultural Perspective (pp. 287-289) 

SPRING2000 
New Course: 
CDSc 310 Literacy Development (pp. 683-687) Education 
Intd 376 Advanced Mathematics Topics for Early Childhood and Childhood 
(pp. 690-694) 
Curr 320 The Arts and Career Education in the Community (pp. 695-702) 
INTR 393 Honors Thesis in International Relations (pp. 825-826) 
INTD 120 Urban Field Experience (pp. 827-828) temporarY) 
ARTH 282 From Spain to the Americas: Hispanic Art and Culture (1400-Con 
(pp. 844-847) . ~ce Art (PP· 
ARTH 305 Jesus Christ and the Virgin Mary in Italian and Northern Renatssa 
848-851) 
ARTS 387 Senior Studio Seminar (pp. 855-860) 



Course Re\'jsjon; 
CDSc 228 title and description change (p. 682) 
Intd 203 Social Foundations of American Education (p. 703) 
Curr 213 Reading and Writing Processes (p. 704) 
Educ 214 Dimensions of Teaching and Inquiry (p. 705) 
Curr 313 Classroom Reading and Literature Programs (p. 706) 
Curr 316 Teaching Science and Mathematics to Children (p. 707) 
Curr 317 Social Studies and Curriculum Integration (p. 708) 
SpEd 319 Diversity and Inclusion in Classrooms (p. 709) 
Educ 326 Classroom Management in the Elem. School (p. 710) 
Educ 354 Family and Community (p. 711) 
SpEd 231 Introduction to Special Education (p. 712) 
SpEd 234 Instructional Strategies and Inquiry in Special Education (p. 713) 
SpEd 382 Assessment Strategies and Prescriptive Teaching for Students with Disabilities 
(p. 714) 
SpEd 383 Special Education Classroom Management Skills (p. 715) 
SpEd 385 Team Approaches to Education of Students with Disabilities (p. 716) 
ECEd 351 The Teaching of Young Children (p. 717) 
ECEd 352 Introduction to Early Childhood Education (p. 718) 
ECEd 353 Curriculum Development for Young Children (p. 719) 
ECEd 355 Diversity and Inclusion in EC Classrooms (B-Gr 3) (p. 720) 
H&PE 350 Health and Safety Issues in the Schools (p. 721) 
ECEd!Educ 331 Student Teaching-Primary (p. 722) 
Educ 332 Student Teaching-Intermediate (p. 723) 
ECEd 333 Student Teaching-Early Childhood (p. 723) 
SpEd 391 Student Teaching-Spec. Ed. Prim. Or Intermed. (p. 723) 
PHIL 202 World Religions & Contemporary Issues Revised from PHIL 118 
M/Comparative Religion and cross-listed as PLSC 202 (pp. 829-833) 
ARTH 201 Ancient to Byzantine Art: Religion & Philosophy (3000-c.600 BC) (p. 834) 
ARTH 202 Crusaders, Saints and Sinners: Art and Spirituality in Medieval Europe (500-
1400)(p. 835) 
ARTH 203 Renaissance Europe: Rebirth of Classical Culture (1300-1480) (p. 836) 
ARTH 382 Northern Renaissance to ARTH 213 High Renaissance and Mannerism in 
Europe (1480-1600) (p. 837) 
ARTH 284 Asian Art: The Spiritual Traditions of India, China, and Japan (p. 838) 
ARTH 278 F/ Nineteenth Century European Art from the French Revolution to the Post
Impressionists: The Spectacle of Modernism (p. 839) 
ARTH 287 F/Avant-Garde Modernism (1900-1950): Art on the Edge (p. 840) 
ARTH 300 Major Artists and Issues (subtitle in Art History) (p. 841) 
ARTH 384 The Age of Rembrandt: Baroque Art in Italy, Spain, France, and The 
Netherlands (1600-1750) (p. 842) 
ARTH 387 Art History Seminar: Methods & Theory (p. 843) 
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Revision of Minor PrograOJl 
International Relations - Addition and deletion of courses (p 

8 Urban Studies- Add INTD 120 as elective (p. 828) p. 23-824) 
ARTH Changes in requirements (p. 852) 

Revision of Major Program:. 
CDSc Add CDSc 310 to major (pp. 688-689) 
Early Childhood Education major (pp. 724-734) 
B.A. or B.S. in Liberal Arts with Cenification in Early Childhood Ed . 
739) ucat10n (pp. 735-
Childhood Education major (pp. 740-749) 
B.A. or B.S. in Liberal Arts with Certification in Childhood Educati ( 

7 Ch.ldh dEd · ( · h S · lEd · d on pp. 50-754) 
1 oo ucatwn wtt pecta ucatwn a ded) major (pp. 755-765) 

Changes in Concentrations for SOE (pp. 766-771) 
Acc~unting- Add Mgmt 331 & Mgmt 390 and delete Csci 104 & 300-Ievel Accountin 
electtve (pp. 821-822) g 

ARTH Changes in requirements (pp. 853-854) 
ARTS Add ARTS 387 as requirement (pp. 861-862) 

Additions to F/Core; 
ARTS 205 Calligraphy (p. 863) 
ARTS 225 Watercolor I (p. 863) 
MUSC 222 Stage Musicals (p. 863) 
THEA 204 Asian Theater Survey (p. 863) 

Submitted by 
Terry Bazzett, 
ChairofUCC 

Report of the Professional Leave Committee 1999-2000 

The committee reviewed 21 sabbatical proposals. We met and ranked the proposals 
according to the criteria of clarity, contribution to teaching and professional 
enhancement, necessity of the leave, and evidence of productivity. On the basis of this 
ranking, 1 proposal was not recommended. 1 was recommended with serious 
reservations, 4 were recommended with reservations, 9 were recommended and 6 were 
strongly recommended. 

Submitted by 
Pat Murphy, Chair 



Academic Freedom Conference 
Jointly sponsored by SUNY Chancellor's Office, UUP, 

and University Faculty Senate 
March 31-Aprill, 2000 at SUNY-Albany 

Six members of the Genesco campus community (the largest contingent from a single 
institution) attended the conference with financial support from President Dahl, Provost 
Dixon, and UUP. The speakers were excellent and the conference was very thought
provoking. The attendees from Geneseo originally wanted to stage a panel discussion on 
campus to share what we had learned, but the end of the semester reared its ugly head to 
make both a meeting time and an audience difficult to come by. 

We opted to brieny write up what each of us found to be most interesting. Hopefully, 
these reports will be a springboard to further discussion on campus. 

Attendees: 
Marion Fey 
Becky Glass 
Bill Gohlman 

Ken Kallio 
Meg Stolee 
Laura Wrubel 

Brief and Selecth·e Summary of Walter Metzger's Presentation 
at the Academic Freedom Conference 

March 31, 2000, SUNY Albany 
Submitted by Kenneth D. Kallio 

The opening keynote speaker of the conference was Walter Metzger. Professor 
Emeritus of Columbia University. Metzger is well known for his work on the history of 
academic freedom and has been deeply involved with the work of AAUP's Committee A 
on academic freedom and tenure. Metzger began by offering his observations on the 
development of AAUP's statement of principle on academic freedom and tenure and the 
workings of Committee A. 

The AAUP statement on the principles of academic freedom and tenure was first 
adopted in 1915. It was later revised in 1940. It is the 1940 draft that continues to serve 
as the defining statement for the connection between tenure and academic freedom. 
AAUP's Committee A has used this statement as the basis of its investigations of 
allegations of violations of academic freedom. Usually the violations concern cases in 
which institutions have not followed appropriate due process guidelines in terminating a 
faculty member's appointment. 

Metzger reported that such cases could be classified as involving a violation of 
academic freedom in one of three domains of faculty activity. In the past century, 
Committee A has had to investigate relatively few cases wherein the violation of 
academic freedom seemed to be related to research or scholarly activity. Violations of 
academic freedom in the area of teaching are also relatively uncommon now. There have 
been periods in the past century where such charges were more common. Metzger noted 
that, in his opinion, the surest way for an institution to announce that it was second mte 
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was to have a case that involved academic freedom in the domain of teaching. Most 
often, such cases involved institutions with religious affiliations. 

The third domain and the one that is responsible for by far the most investigations 
of violations of academic freedom is the civic domain. In this domain, faculty members 
should feel free to engage in public discourse on controversial issues without worry of 
employer retribution. Although Metzger did not cite it, a recent example of this kind of 
case is the firing of a professor of philosophy at Bennington College over what appears to 
be his criticisms of the college's administration. In connection with this incident, AAUP 
is planning to hold a demonstration at Bennington on Friday, May 5. By the way, UUP 
will be participating. If you would like to participate, contact Ken Kallio. 

In all three of these domains, Metzger clearly pointed out that the right of 
academic freedom carries with it a responsibility to conduct one's work using the 
strongest methods and highest standards of one's discipline. Metzger concluded his talk 
with some observations of his on the appearance of speech codes on college campuses. 

In his opinion, speech codes by their very nature are inconsistent with the canon 
of academic freedom. He believes that the line between the substance of speech and the 
style of it is a very difficult one to discern. In his view, the only way to modify speech of 
an unpleasing style is through education, not through codes. 

New Challenges: Technology and Business 

Submitted by Marion H. Fey 

The second session of the Academic Freedom Conference addressed the 
challenges of technology and business to academic freedom in the 21st century. Three 
speakers spoke to these issues: Margerie Hodges Shaw, of Cornell University, discussed 
the new frontiers of intellectual copyright; Don Wagner, of the State University of West 
Georgia, described the chal1enges of distance learning; and Michael Zweig, of SUNY 
Stony Brook, questioned the influence of "corporatization" on the university. 

Describing the Internet as "the largest functional organization of the world" and 
also the "largest photocopier the world knows," Shaw noted that the Internet has shifted 
the way we think in opening access to information at all levels. At the same time, 
colleges and their faculty have new questions to ask about copyright of information they 
prepare for the Internet. For Shaw, money drives copyright. Though faculty traditionally 
have owned the texts they produced, when these materials are encoded works such as 
CD. ROMs, the question of freedom of ownership may be raised. This is particularly 
true since the production of these electronic media may require more of the university's 
resources than for traditional works by faculty. In the future, Shaw projected, universities 
may claim joint ownership with faculty for such works. 

Don Wagner raised similar questions in the context of distance learning courses 
taught through the Internet. With the use of expensive technology for courses, Wagner 
feared that faculty may lose the freedom of control of their instruction. Since faculty's 
responsibility for cuniculum matters has been its source for academic freedom, faculty 
should be wary of any reduction in control of curriculum for distance learning. To 
protect this freedom, Wagner urged faculty to determine guidelines for the teaching of 
distance learning courses through the Internet. For example, guidelines for teaching 



loads that also include faculty Internet "office hours" should be established. Faculty 
should be given a choice in teaching distance learning courses. and when they select this 
method of instruction, they should receive suppon for developing the courses and should 
be guaranteed the right to control future usc of these materials. Wagner also 
recommended establishing special guidelines for evaluating faculty who teach distance 
learning courses. He concluded by stressing that for faculty to retain the academic 
freedoms they have enjoyed in face-to-face classrooms, they will have to be diligent in 
identifying the issues that may affect faculty who usc the Internet for distance learning 
courses. 

Still another challenge to academic freedom in the 21" century surrounds issues 
relating to what Michael Zweig termed "corporatization" of the university. For Zweig. 
academic freedom and the pursuit of money arc incompatible. Too frequently. he stated, 
the search for knowledge and the search for money arc in conflict. Though the intention 
is not to discourage external funding. faculty still must be diligent in upholding a process 
of learning that is not beholden to sponsoring firms . Zweig questioned the extent to 
which faculty may become pan of the "invisible business" that suppons their work. 
Because of these concerns, in 1999 the UUP Chapter Executive Board of SUNY Stony 
Brook adopted guidelines for faculty work that involved corporate funding at that 
institution. The document outlines seven challenges to academic freedom that arc created 
by corporatization of the university, and it encourages faculty to pursue activities that will 
raise awareness of these issues. 

The increase in relationships involving technology, business, and academic 
institutions challenges academic fr::cdom as defined in the past. We at Genesco need to 
be responsive to these new relationships as we seck to assure that faculty in the 21" 
century enjoy the rights of academic freedom . 

Two hot issues: Speech Codes and Politicized Trustees 
Submitted by: Meg Stolce 

One impressive feature of the conference was its willingness to take on 
controversial issues. One of the most hotly debated topics was whether or not a campus 
speech code was a violation of academic freedom. These are speech codes where 
members of college and university communities vow to refrain from using hateful 
speech. They vary from campus to campus with some colleges simply asking people to 
be sensitive to the concerns of different constituencies while others actually mandate, for 
example, the use of gender neutral language in all public forums. Prof. Daphne Patai of 
the University of Massachusetts at Amherst bravely argued (to a primarily liberal 
audience) that these speech codes arc indeed a violation of academic freedom . She 
believes that such codes in truth represent an attempt by liberals to control the free 
expression of ideas within the academy. especially those ideas from more conservative 
individuals. Others countered by saying that the most important aspect of academic 
freedom is its inclusivity; therefore, a speech code that forbids the exclusion or 
marginalization of various groups is the epitome of the meaning of academic freedom. 
While neither side managed to convince the other, all participants in the conference 
gained an awareness of the imponant issues connected to the speech code issue . 
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While the conference was willing to tackle the sensitive issue of academic 
freedom and speech codes, there was a distressing lack of willingness to address the issue 
of trustee involvement in the curriculum. This was also surprising given that the 
conference was made up of participants from SUNY and CUNY faculty senates ·and 
UUP, many of whom had participated in the public censure of the SUNY Trustees over 
this very issue just a year previously. Finally speaker Sandi Cooper of the CUNY 
Graduate Center and College of Staten Island broached the subject. In a paper entitled 
"Who will have Academic Freedom in the 21st Century?" she asserted that the gravest 
threat to academic freedom will be the politicized intrusion into the academy of political 
appointees who wind up in positions of influence such as the SUNY trustees. 

There was a lot of discussion after this, both in the fonnal question and answer 
period and in informal conversations among the attendees. Some people argued that 
AAUP with its recognized national authority was a good forum to use to make this issue 
one of public concern. Other people argued that only faculty unions like UUP offered 
both the individual safeguards and independence to challenge the trustees. Most 
campus representatives reported that they were seeking minimal compliance with the 
trustees in the hope that this would satisfy them and convince them to leave the rest of the 
curriculum alone. A few individuals argued that the curricular concerns of the trustee~ 
were justified and appropiate. Only SUNY-Binghamton had actually looked into refusmg 
to comply. When asked about possible retribution for this non-compliance, the atte,ndees 
from Binghamton responded that they assumed the trustees would do one of two thmgs: 
1. fire some of the administrators and replace them with more politically reliable ones 
(who would also, presumably, be less tolerant of faculty concerns on this matt~r), or, 
2. decertify the University's ability to grant academic degrees. While discussmg this, 

second option, no one was certain what the reaction of students and parents would be If 
this happened. Would they blame the trustees or would they blame the faculty for 
objecting, for example, to a mandated course in US history? The conclusion that 
emerged here was that a public campaign on the importance of academic freedom would 
be a good place to start. 

On the drive home, the Geneseo participants agreed that the issues we had . 
pondered at the conference were so important that we need to bring them to the attention 
of our campus community. One possibility that we wish to investigate is to bring one ?f 
the speakers to this campus so that students and colleagues here can have the opportumty 
to debate the complexities of academic freedom. 

Voices from the Front Lines 
Notes from Prof. Susan Lehrer (New Paltz) and Pres. Sean Fanelli (Nassau C. C.) 

Submitted by Becky Glass 

Although Lehrer and Fanelli spoke in different sessions at the Academic Freedom 
Conference, both had had the experience of having their college's offerings challeng.ed by 
the larger community as "inappropriate." Lehrer was Coordinator of Women's Studie~ at 
SUNY-New Paltz when their notorious 1997 Women's Studies Conference on Se~uahty 
was held; that incident was the impetus for this conferen~e. Fanelli has been President of 



1'\assau Community College for 18 years: recemly. two challenges have occurred -- one 
for a play, which was deemed "anti-Catholic", and the other for a human sexuality course. 

Both speakers noted how mundane were the offerings that sparked their heated 
controversies. SUJ'\Y-1'\ew Pahz has held an annual Women's Studies Conference for 
years; Lehrer explained that their biggest problem in the past was allracting a sufficiently 
large audience. Similarly, the human sexuality course at Nassau C.C. had been offered 
for years , with a variety of instruciOrs. and over 3000 students had completed the course 
before it was challenged. 

The point of Fanelli's presentation was that the university must maintain 
neutrality, while the faculty can state opinions and defend the curriculum. The job of the 
.:ollege president is to insure free discussion, defend the facuhy. and "stay the course." If 
the university took a stand on each issue , it would eventually end up contradicting itself. 
Fanelli also saw his role as educating his Board of Directors [similar to our College 
Council] about academic freedom. This effort was very successful; his Board backed him 
and his faculty throughout the controversies. 

Reporters and opponents repeatedly contacted Fanelli, trying to bring him to 
debate the stance of his college -- was it anti-Catholic, was it promoting sexual 
promiscuity. And he repeatedly refused to enter into the debate, referring the reporters to 
his faculty. who did an excellent job defending the merits of their curriculum. He 
reminded the audience that originally the faculty~ the university, that administration 
was an add-on. The controversies were a unifying experience for his campus. The 
faculty carried on a stimulating dialog about academic freedom, which was educational 
and enlightening for the Board of the Directors and the students. 

The challengers did not really want to enter into an elucidating debate, however. 
The "thought vigilantes," as Fanelli called them. were ideologues. The majority of the 
community supported the college. but the "vocal minority" got the media's attention. 

Fanelli, who won the 1995 AAUP Award for Academic Freedom, concluded by 
pointing out that college should be uncomfortable because it's a broadening experience, 
and that as long as the institution maintains a neutral viewpoint, students and faculty arc 
free to pose different viewpoints. This is what the court upheld when it ruled in the 
college's favor about the content of the human sexuality course. 

Lehrer spoke lillie on the specifics of the New Paltz controversy, although she did 
say that the allegations and accusations about the conference were considerably more 
imaginative and salacious than the conference itself. It appears that there were 
commonahies in the ways New Paltz and Nassau handled their academic freedom crises. 
Like the Nassau faculty, the New Paltz Women's Studies faculty were called upon to 
defend the merits of the conference. Lehrer reported that she and the two other people in 
their Women's Studies office had a "crash course" in mass media; they were approached 
by dozens of reporters from around the country. New Paltz also had its own dialog about 
academic freedom; a bound volume of highlights is available. And like Pres. Fanelli, 
Pres. Bowen of New Paltz received an AAUP academic freedom award for his role. 

Lehrer made two points related to academic freedom in public institutions. An 
argument advanced against the New Paltz conference was that it used taxpayers' money, 
and thus its content should be appropriatclacceptable to all. Lehrer provided the insight 
that "when public funds arc at issue, then allention to diYersity is even more important." 
Lehrer went on to say that she feared a broader agenda was behind these and other auacks 
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on public education, especially public higher education -- that attempts to control the 
curriculum and discredit public education destroyed options and relieved private 
educational institutions of competition from excellent public institutions. 

Lehrer used the remainder of her speaking time to present a well-researched 
account of the attempts nationwide to have "creationism" included in the curriculum, and 
the reasons its inclusion cannot be supported on the basis of academic freedom. She 
ended with a concern that even when conservative challenges to the curriculum are 
overruled, they may have a chilling effect -- that a consequence of the challenges may be 
self-censorship by the faculty. Consequently, "we must take steps to support intellectual 
integrity." 
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Minutes---7 March 2000 
Agenda---28 March 2000 
Minutes---28 March 2000 

958 

PAGE 
952-957 

154 
169-170 
607 
651-653 

13 
12-13 

934-935 
935 
937-944 
944 
945 
951 
945-946 
936-937 
946-951 
935 

2 
906 
149-150 
150 
150 
606 
77 

30-31 
64-71 
154-156 
170-175 
256-259 
459-470 
474-478 
531-540 
586-588 
611-617 
607 
651-653 
660-662 
798-806 



College Senate Meetings cont'd 
Agenda---4 April 2000 
Minutes---4 April 2000 
Agenda---11 April 2000 
Minutes---11 April 2000 
Agenda---2 May 2000 
Minutes---2 May 2000 
Agenda-- First Meeting of 2000-2001 
Minutes-- First Meeting of 2000-2001 

College Senate Meeting Dates 
Fall Semester 
Spring Semester 

College Senate Membership 
As of September 3, 1999 
As of February 4, 2000 

College Senate Membership Structure (corrected) 
Constitutional Committee Structure of the Faculty 
Election Results 

Fall 
Spring 

Executive Committee Meeting Minutes 
August 27 
September 10 
September 24 
October 8 
October 29 
November 19 
December 3 
February 3 
February 17 
February 24 
March 2 
March 16 
April6 
April20 

Faculty Affairs Committee Meeting Minutes 
September 28 
March 14 

FAC Subcommittee on Criteria for Promotion and 
Continuing Appointment 
October 5 
October26 

778-779 
806-817 
794-798 
874-884 
890-893 
914-924 
893 
924-925 

3 
255 

6-11 
556-559 
184 
5 

457 
889 

24-27 
32-36 
80-86 
156-161 
188-193 
523-528 
540-543 
567-571 
592-596 
618-624 
654-657 
779-784 
866-871 
894-896 

87 
784-785 



F:\C Sut....-,, rnrmttee on StuJcnt E\ ;llu.:tllm of Tcadllrlf 
o~tobcr ~(, 

:'\o\ embe r 'I 
~o\ ember ~0 
February ~'> 

b culty/Staff l...<1unr e 
(iradu;ste AcadcrnK Aff;ssr > Cornrnsttce ~ltnuto 

O.:toher ~(~ 
February I 

Gcncr;ll EducatiOn Cornrnsttee l.'pdated ~lemher~lup 
lntcr ~c"wn ,\:. Summer Sd10ol Stud~ (iroup ~lc:rnber~lup 
Input on Forespl Lmps;src Requsrcment 
~tmHnatsom for Elec tson~ 

Fall (~omsnallon, , bruit~ l'cr , onncl l 
Spnn).! ( Sen;ste Ofts rcr, , Senator' at Ltr).!e l 

l'ohry Comrnsttec ~lsnutc' 
l"m·cmhcr 30 
Fcbru;sry 15 
Fcbnsary '2'J 
~brch 1 -~ 

Presidential Approv;lls of Collere .Senate Actions 
October I <J, IIJ'J'J 
l'\overnbcr I (l, IIJIJIJ 
December 7. 1999 
Fcbnsary ::!~. '2000 
Apnl II, '2000 

Proposed Constitutional Amendment on FPC Electwns 
Rcpon by Comm ittee on l'\onunatson' 
S:~hh;stteal and Professional Leave ()c;sdhne 
Sample Ballot 

Fall ElectiOns 
Spring Elections 

Senate Funt.l Appeal 
SOFI Fonsms 

Outline , Part I 
Outhnc. Part '2 

Standing Committee Membership. as of 2-t September 1999 
Strategic Plannmg and Ad\'lsory Group 
General Education Committee 
Research Council 

Student Affairs Commrttec ~fcetmg ~fmutcs 
September 28 
October '26 
December 9 
February 15 
April 18 

960 

19~-19 -~ 

-t i O--t7 I 
54 -~-5-~5 

65S 
(>-1') 

1%-~00 

553-555 
I(,!) 

7'2 
1\85-886. !i'JS-903 

:?-J 
55'2 -553 

5 -~IJ-550 

588-5119 
6:?-~-6~6 

77'2-775 

188 
5-~8 

5-HI 
777 
889 
609-610 
607-609 
88S 

167-168 
786-790 
45-t 
5-tS 
56:?-563 
58:? 
73-75 
23-:?-t 
23-2-t 
23-2-t 

88 
19-t-196 
572-573 
596-597 
897-903 



Student Rating Forms: Misconceptions & Beliefs 
Technology Planning Board Membership 
Undergraduate Curriculum Committee Minutes 

September 14 
September 28 
October 5 
October? 
October26 
November9 
November30 
February 1 
February 8 
February 15 
February 29 
March 9 
March 14 
April3 

Undergraduate Student Senators 
University Faculty Senate Meeting Reports 

October 14-16, 1999 
January 28-29,2000 
April28-29, 2000 

926-931 
72 

36-58 
93-107 
108-147 
175-178 
201-253 
261-453 
479-522 
574-579 
597-604 
627-647 
663-669 
669-672 
673-771 
817-863 
30 

187-188 
583-585 
907-911 


