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Members Present: T. Carrol, T. Calahan, S. Edqar, F. Fidura, W. Gohlman, L. House, 
N. Kl en i ewski, G. Moore, C. r~cNerney, R. Owens, W. Rhodes. 

The meeting was called to order at 1:05 p.m. by Chairperson W. Gohlman. 

The minutes of the April 8, 1986 meeting as printed on CSB page 254 were approved. 

Chairperson's Report · 

W. Gohlman reminded all Committee Chairpersons that all new policy items or items needinq 
two readings must be to him by noon on April 17, 1986. 

W. Gohlman mentioned a letter sent to him by a Faculty Member concerning the new policy 
being developed on Internal conferences. A brief discussion followed. 

Committee Reports 

Undergraduate Academic Affairs 

April 15, 1986 will be the last meeting. The ROTC proposal was not in final form for 
consideration by the full Committee this academic year. 

New Business 

Upon request of the International Planning Committee, the following motion was made 
and seconded: The Third World Core Proposal be submitted to the College Senate for 
discussion and approval. 
The reason for this motion was that some members of the Committee felt that discussion 
by a larger body was indicated due to the close vote. Discussion ensued . 

The motion was unanimously defeated. 

The meeting was adjourned at 1:25 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Linda House 
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Members present were: P. Boger, J. Bulsys, B. Clarke, B. Coffey, r.. Cox, 
K. Crabbe, s. Edgar, K. Kallio, G. Keefe, P. Meiksins, D. Norris, M. O'Neill, 
J. Reber, B. Rueckert, J. Schumaker, B. Simon, S. West, J. WilliaMs, L. Wrubel. 

Members absent were: J. Feuerstein, five Central Council student representatives. 

Visitors present \vere: V. Kemp, B. Rhodes, S. Rutherford, M. Teres, G. Towsley, 
D. Watt. 

The meeting was called to order at 4:03 p.m. 

A motion 1o~as Made to adopt the agenda; seconded and passed. 

A ~otion was made to adopt the minutes of the last meeting (no changes); the 
motion was seconded and passed. 

CHAIR'S REPORT 

S. ~dgar reported that the Curriculum Subcommittee has met twice with Captain 
Carey regarding the ROTC Prop.ram ?roposal. The first time there was extensive dis
cussion, including that from some outside visitors, and the Subcommittee Made several 
recommendations for chan~es in the proposal. c'a.ptain Carev brought hack a revised 
proposal, hut the SubcomMittee still had several difficulties with it and spent over 
an hour on 4/14 with him making recommendations for further changes. Presumably a 
revised version of the proposal will come back to UAAC next Pall. 

The Area Clre Committees have been reviewing courses approved for core, to see 
that they continue eligibility , and that thev meet the new writin~ requirement for 
core courses. S. Edgar reported that she has, for example, been getting manv memos 
from the busy Social Science Area Core Committee on courses approved for continuinp, 
eli~ibility. Some of the area core committees will he passing on to UAAC certain courses 
for which the committee has agreed that the writing reouirement is not aoorooriate, 
given the other goals of the course, nature of the material, etc . These recoMMendations 
will be considered bv UAAC and passed on to Senate. UAAC has alreadv approved one ne1~ 
Critical Reasoning course, Hus 210 Theorv of Music I, for ~~hich the '~ritinR reouircment 
was not deemed appropriate, and will be discussing three Art Studio courses today as 
similar exceptions. 

Nith regard to the Guidelines for the Area Core Committees, UAAC will he con
sidering two today: Critical Reasoning and Socia l Science. Joan Schumaker, Stncey 
Edgar, and the Curriculum Subcommittee will be sending ·recommendations to the Fine 
Arts Area Core Committee regarding their proposed guidelines, and presumab ly the Fine 
Arts Committee will be sending a revised version back to UAAC in the Fall. UAAC can 
a l so expect guidelines from the Natural Science Area Committee then. 

Writing Core Guidelines 

S. West moved to untable the Writing Core Guidelines; seconded and passed. 

V. Kemp, in order to place the Writing Core Committee's recommendation in the 
proper historical context, first read to UAAC Section 2 of the College-Wide Writing 
Policy passed by Senate last year [this policy is reproduced on the first page fol 
lowing these minutes for reference]. She indicated that some questions had h~cn 
raised regarding the use of the phrase "continuous prose" and the scpci fication of 
"at least four written exercises" in the Guidelines proposed hy the Committee, and 
showed how these came directly from the policy that had been passed . The Guidelines 
proposed are to implement Section 2 of the Policy; the Policy itself provided 



259 

restrictions within which the Committee operated, taking no leeway. 

D. Watt explained that the Committee had taken the specifications of the 
Se~ate charge to heart. They wanted to come up with sensible guidelines, and a 
maJor concern was to be sensitive to what is required in other areas of the Core 
~such as i~ Humanities, Critical Reasoning, etc., in which significant essay test
lng and wr1tten assignments may be given). The guidelines they developed seemed 
to be consistent with the structure of such courses. Some of the controversy over 
the proposed guidelines seems to stern from the requirement of an in-class writing 
exercise, so he wished to clarify this. By no means does it have to he one long 
essay; it could be a clinical analysis of an experiment, or 3-4 questions each of 
which to be answered by one or several paragraphs. The "three-tiered approach" to 
evaluating writing (q.v.) points out that the form of presentation of papers can 
vary greatly- a speech, a lab report, a critical essay, an oral report, etc. 

Under the fifth guideline, the Committee would have no objection to saying 
that instructors are encouraged (rather than required) to use the materials on 
evaluation of student writing. There ~ould be no objection if an instructor wished 
to use some other guide for evaluation of writing. 

G. Cox, in the interest of striking a balance between excessive particularity 
in the proposal and insufficient particularity, which would leave matters too vague, 
proposed the following amendment: 

1 . To eliminate items 2 and 3 from the propasal. 
2. To revise i tern 5 to replace 0 use the" by "take into account guidelines 

such as those entitled". 
[Items 2, 3, and 5, as proposed, are reproduced here for reference: 

"2. Among the four required writing assignments, there should be at least 
one in· class writing assignment of continuous prose of at least one hour's 
duration. A final essay examination may not be used as the only in•dlass 
writing assignment. 

3. The fourth required writing assignment should be at least similar in 
l ength to the first three, should consist of continuous prose, but its 
nature is to be determined at the instructor's discretion. 

5. In evaluating and grading the student's written work f or these courses, 
instructors are to use the 'College Writing Guidelines' developed hy the 
Writing Core Committee." ] 

The rationale for the amendment was that eliminating #2 does not preclude 
an ins tructor using an in-class writing assignment, but makes it optional; #3 is 
redundant; and changing #5 does not make it mandatory to usc those particular guides. 

V. Kemp said there had been considerable discussion in the Committee over the 
in-class 1~riting requirement, and they had felt that it is important to see how the 
students would write in a pressure situation, how well they could organize material 
within a limited amount of time. It also is a way to be certain that the outside
of-class assignments are written by that student, and not someone else. 

P. Meoksins said the instructor should have the option of deciding whether to 
use an in-class writing assignment or not. We have several means of detecting pla
giarism, and we should use those rather than relying on one in-class assipnment to 
protect against it. 

B. Rhodes said tha t most of us can recognize plagiarism when it i s ~ cas~ of 
harrowing from a hook, but we now seem to have the prohl:m of an incrcnslllg t>1~ 
business of students writing for other students. She s:ud that she has heard some 
students say that their department assigns the "dumbes t questions". becau~e "I can't 
buy them anywhere l". These days Humanities seems to be the craze for hav1ng :mother 
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student write the required paper and sell it. This is sad. The student purchasing 
the paper isn't gaining any knowledge from the course. Knowing that they will have 
to write an extended assignment in class may deter the l a zy student from doing this. 

P. Meiksins said that requiring one in-class writing assignment may not deter 
a student from purchasing three out-of-class papers . The probl em of recycling papers 
can be handled by changing assignments frequently; this is harder on the instructor, 
but it is a way of handling the problem. The issue here i s ho\v much leeway an in
structor can have in designing a course. 

V. Kemp ·'Said .that, on a more positive note, rather than assuming guilt on the 
part of the students, requiring a writing assignment in class gives a student a 
different writing experience, one that r equires different skills. 

J. Reber said that plagiarism may well be a problem, but each i nstructor has 
a different way of dealing with it. In hi s department they have a s trong writing 
requirement, and students have to take a tough oral exnm on what they have written. 
The instructor should have the option of deciding how to deal with plagiarism. lie 
said that writing under pressure while someone is watching you is not a good way 
to learn t o write; he has never written anything while the boss was looking over 
his shoulder. This is not a good test of writing ability. 

D. Watt said there are some areas where writing under pressure may not be 
valuable, but others in which it may be- crucial. Especially in business situations, 
often communications must be developed in a hurry; experience in college writing 
"under the gun" may help later on. The evidence i s s tudents coming back and saying 
they had benefitted greatly from having to write in class , under pressure. The 
purpose is to develop certain writing skills; students can see what they can do 
when directly challenged in class. 

S. West s~id we have to r ecognize the fact that if #2 is deleted, i t does not 
preclude an instructor from using an in-class assignment; it s imply docs not re~uire 
it . If the in-class r equirement i s kept, it may eliminate cert ain courses s trictly 
on that basis that otherwise would be good "Writing" courses . We want to open up 
the writing requirement to a variety of department s, where students can get a varied 
experience o~ writing. The most valuable writing experience is one i n whi ch you can 
sit down calmly and use sources for help with spelling, grammar, etc. But a pressure 
writing situation could be used by an instructor who fe lt it was valuable. 

G. Cox s aid that the rationale for striking #2 does not deny the value of 
writing under pressure. The issue is not whether it is valuable, but rather whether 
it should be required for all instructors to use an in-class assignment. The 
re~uirement seems to exclude an instructor from using a 45-minute segment of a mid
term to satisfy the requi rement, and that seems arbitrary . 

V. Kemp said that the intent was that the in-class essay be one class period. 

The question was called on excluding #2; UAAC voted to stop debate on i t. 

The vote was 11-6 i n favor of deleting #2. 

Discussion moved to the proposal to del ete #3 . S. Wes t said that if 112 is 
deleted, then lt3 isn't necessary. V. Kemp encouraged discussion of 1!3 . 

J. Schumaker proposed the following change to #3: "The rcmainjng two reqllired 
writing assignments should be at l eas t similar in l ength to the firs t two, and 
should consi s t of continuous prose ." The amendment was seconded. 

S. West said it is not necessary to include the phrase "continuous prose", 
since this appears i n the Writing Policy. 
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S. Edgar requested a clarification: does this mean that the last two assignments 

must.als~ b~ at least 3-4 pa~es.long, and wouldn't this exclude using an in-class 
exam1nat1on. W. Rueckert sa1d 1t would be impossible to write more t han 3 coherent 
pages of an essay in an hour . 

G. Cox questioned the necessity of the phrase "at least similar"; couldn't 
we drop the "at least"? 

P. Meiksins spoke in favor of retaining "at least", to allow a professor the 
option of requiring something longer. What do we do in the case of an hour exam, 
if it is not possible to write something of the required length in t hat time and 
have it be coherent and good? It would be simpler to specify that the requirement 
could he met by either an in-class exam or an out-of-class ass ignment. 

J. Schumaker asked what the difference was between this proposal and #2? The 
amswer was that #2 required an in-class assignment, and here it is an option. 

V. Kemp pointed out that the original proposal made use of the phrase "at least" 
consistently, and for that reason we should retain it here. 

J. Williams said that #3 militates against classes one hour in length being 
able to satisfy this requirement with an essay that is part, but not all, of the 
exam. He wanted to throw out #3 and go back to change #1. Why couldn't there be 
one substantial writing ass ignment of 12-15 pages? S. Edgar pointed out that the 
sepcification of four different assignments was in the original policy. 

P. Meiksins questioned what would be a satisfactory way of meeting the rruidelines 
of the last two assignments being at l east similar in length to the first two ; this 
seems to exclude most essay exams. It should be modified to say that the remaining 
two assignments can be satisfied by either an outside-of-class project of sirnilnr 
length or by an essay exam of one class period duration. 

J. Reber said the Writing Policy passed by Senate is very c lear. Why do we 
need additional guidelines when the policy itself is a clear guideline? 

B. Rueckert said that if you read the Writing Policy, Section 2, and #1 of the 
proposed guidelines, #2 and #3 are superfluous. It just takes a little m~thcmatics 
to figure out, if the first two assignments are to be 3-4 pages 111 length, how long 
the remaining two must be to meet the requirement. 

J . Schumaker said that the intent was that there shouldn't be three long assign
ments, and then the fourth be just a paragraph. 

G. Cox said the amendment would only be acceptable if it clearly specified 
that an essay exam could satisfy the requirement. 

K. Kallio questioned why we needed to have such a tight set of guidelines. 
It seems that the policy plus #I are adequate . The Writing Committee will evaluate 
course syllabi to see that the policy i s being met; we should trust the Committee, 
and give it some degree of flexibility. 

D. Norris said that if #3 is retained, it interferes with teaching practices; 
teachers need some flexibility. 

The question was called on J . Schumaker's amendment to #3; a vote was taken 
to end debate. The amendment was defeated 12-2. 

The question was then called on eliminating #3 from the guide lines; the vote 
was to end debate. The amendment to delete #3 passed. 

Attention was then turned to #5. B. Rueckert pointed out that the reference 
in ItS to "College l'lri ting Guidelines" had to be changed, since it was ambiguous, 
referring to two documents (one of which the one in which it appears). It was 
decided, as an editorial change, that the informational documents accompanying the 
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Guidelines be called "Evaluating Student Writing" . The proposed amendment to #5, 
with this editorial change, passed. 

This brought the issue back to the main Jllotion of approving the guidelines, 
as amended, as a whole. J. Reber asked about the writing handbook mentioned as 
required in #6; was it in the process of being developed? 

D. Watt said they were trying to come up with the best handbook, the one that 
would be most useful, and suggest we usc that. It would serve 1n a sj mil ar capacity 
to that of the MLA Style Sheet for courses. 

S. West said that #6 says it is a required resource; does that mean that the 
students have to purchase it? 

D. Watt said yes, and that hopefully they will keep it and use it for all 
their courses. 

K. ~allio asked why they required a resource handbook and not a dictionary 
as well? 

B. Rueckert said that at l east 95% of the students a)ready have a dictionary. 

S. West proposed an amerldment to delete #4. #4 says: "At least 60% of the 
total student evaluation for the course is to be derived from the course's written 
requirements." 

V. Kemp said that originally the Committee had proposed 80%, but then had 
relented and decided perhaps that was too strict. After all, the course proposed 
is supposed to satisfy a writing requirement. 

B. Rhodes said the Committee thought 60% was quite reasonable. A course doesn't 
have to be put in as a Writing course; it is an option . 

S. West said he had difficulty interpreting \.;hat the 60% means. It is said that 
assignments are to be graded on both form and content. People can interpret the 
60% differently. Is the enti r e grade to consist of the four required assignments? 
A physics course might have written lab reports, but they might not make up 60% of 
the course grade. 

B. Coffey said that he doubted that Physics would submit a course for Writing 
Core . In any case, we do need a definite figure to go by; a percent minimum has 
to be specified or we will be unable to evaluate proposed courses. 

P. Meiksins said that 60% is reasonable if these are to be writing courses . 

B. Rueckert said that instructors would adjust the evaluation of form and 
content in the courses. The question was called on striking #4; the vote was to 
end debate. 

The motion to s trike #4 was defeated 13-2. 

The guidelines, as amended, were passed. 

J. Bul sys asked whether jt would be possible to add some recommendations 
after the guidelines as to how the r equirements might be met- essay exams, etc.? 
S. Edgar said that the guidelines, as passed, could not now be changed or added 
to, but tha t the di scussion in the minutes would clearly reflect the concerns over 
the use of essay exams, and the flexib i l i ty to do so. 

Critical Reasoning Core Guidelines 

how 

A motion was made to approve these guidelines; seconded. 

P. ~1eiksins said that he ' finds the guide lines very amorphous. 
they can be used to good effect. It would seem that any course 

lie does not sec 
could pass. 
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G. Tow~ley replied that there is a convenient test for Meiksins' theory. He 

should subm1t a course for Critical Reasoning Core. 

S . Edga: pointed out that the Critical Reasoning Core Committee has a track 
record o~ be1ng tough on what courses satisfy the guidelines. B. Rueckert said that 
he certa1nly could attest to that . 

. _B. Coff~y noted the phrase "if deemed appropriate" with regard to the core 
wr1t1ng requ1rement, and asked if this is a matter that simply rests with the 
judgment of the core committee. 

S. Edgar replied that any exclusions of courses from the writing requirem~nt 
by an area core committee were subject to approval of UAAC and Senate. 

The Critical Reasoning Core Guidelines passed . . 

Exclusion of Art 100, Art 210, and Art 235 from Core Course Writing Requirement 

J. Schum~ker moved approval of the exclusion of these art studio courses from 
the core writing requirement; seconded. 

B. Coffey asked if there is an approved policy for excluding core courses 
from the core writing requirement. He said he has great difficulty imagining 
any course for which a writing r equirement is not appropriate, and thinks it would 
be difficult to justify that it is not appropriate. 

S. Edgar said that the core committees will judge the justification for 
each course exclusion on its merits. If the exclus ion i s approved by the core 
committee, it will still require UAAC and Senate approval, and the justification 
will be passed on to UAAC.by the core committee. 

G. Cox as 1, ed whether this proposal had gone through the Curri cul urn Subcommittee, 
or if it was coming to UAAC directly. S . Edgar replied it was coming to UAAC 
directly. 

D. Norris asked whether we have created a policy with a loophole so big you 
can run a truck through it? 

S. Edgar pointed out that his torically this matter came to UAAC last year as 
a recommendation from the Core Review Committee, asking UAAC to implement some sort 
of \vriting policy. The reconunendation from the Core Review Committee was : 

"(3) that the College establish a minimum writing requirement for all core 
courses, that this requirement be spelled out explicitly in each core-eligible 
course proposal in terms of a minimum of 1500 words of written work, at least 

half of which must be prepared outside of class, and that the only possible 
exception or exclusion to the stated minimum will be for those courses for 
which there is a majority agreement within the appropriate core committee that 
a writing requirement would run counter to or prove unfeasible given the methods 
and practices of the discipline under which the cours e falls." 

-FSB (April 16, 1984) pp.347-8 

Further, when the Policy which subsequently passed Senate was brought to UAAC, 
in presentjng the policy Steve West (as Policy Subcommittee Chair) pointed out, 
rC'gardi ng the section (lt3) on a writing requirement in core courses, that "Scction 
3 provides for the addition of the words 'in written form' to nll core ar~a guide
lines and docs technically provide for exclusions." (FSB [April 1, 1985J p. 213) 

Thus the policy, when it was passed, did clearly contain within it the possi
bility of exclusions from the writing r equirement. It is the responsibility of 
the area core committees to judge whether such exclusions are justifiable, and if 
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they determine that a writing requirement is not appropriate in a particular course, 
this decision also requires UAAC and Senate approval. 

K. Crabbe said that it is important to recall when discussing this issue that, 
when we discussed the inclusion of the Photography course in.corc, the people teach
ing photography explained that there are standard modes of vfsual expression, that 
there is a grammar of·art, a grammar of music. Issues of correctness can be addres
sed even if the means of expression is not primarily verbal, and that in these cases 
it doesn't make sense to insist on an English-language-based assessment. 

D. Norris said he doesn't buy that; he totally rejects it. He doesn't accept 
the philosophy presented. All disciplines can have the same base of expression: 
every course submitted has a bibliography, which shows there are verbal representa
tions of the course material. 

B .. Rueckert said the issue is not the policy, and if it should he changed, 
since it is policy; the issue is whether these courses should be granted an exclusion 
from the writing requirement, as the Fine Arts Area Core Committee recommends. 

J. Bulsys said that in the justification the three courses were dealt with as 
a package, yet the courses are very different. He would like to see some justification 
for each course. 

H. Teres said we are dealing with a general philosophy of fine arts as providing 
another means of expression. It deals with developing skills in the production and 
appreciation of visual materials. There is some writing that takes place in the 
courses, just not 1500 words. But the amount of art production and appreciation time 
spent in any of these classes far exceeds the amount of time spent in \~ri ting in 
any course that does emphasize a writing requirement. 

B. Clarke asked whether it isn't possible to have the students write about the 
work they have produced. 

M. Teres replied that the work produced is the result of what is learned in 
the class. They do have to talk about their work, and critique the work of others. 
But the course material is such that it is preferable to devote time to studio ~x
pcrience rather than to writing. 

V. Kemp said that the intent of the policy was to provide for exclusions 
such as these. 

B. Rueckert asked if there is a way to delay action of this proposal without 
causing problems. We need to have the Fine Arts Guidelines, and more detailed 
justifications for the courses. 

K. Kallio moved to table, since there are more issues here; seconded. 

K. Crabbe asked whether we have now created a situation in which these courses 
are no longer in core, or that they must include a writing requirement. 

S. Edgar said that if this request were to be defeated, it would say that these 
courses must have a \vriting requirement to remain core-eligible. There obviously 
are other courses in other core areas that will request exclusions, but they have 
not submitted them yet. This should all be taken care of early next Fall. 

B. Clarke said we should have a policy that makes it clear \oJhat constitutes 
a legitimate exclusion. 

V. Kemp said that this was all argued out in UAAC last year. Every core course 
would be required to have a writing requirement unless it is specifically exempted, 
and the judgments regarding exemptions rest with the area core committees, who are 
best qualified to judge arguments relating to the nature of the disciplines involved. 
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J. Reber said that the Fine Arts Guidelines should come first, and then we can 
judge about exclusions. 

The motion to table passed. 

S. Edgar r egistered with UAAC the withdrawal of Spe 361 Broadcasting and 
Society from the Social Science Area Core by the Speech Communication Department . 

CURRICULUt-1 SUBC0~1MITTEE REPORT J. Schumaker 

Eng 390 Studies in Literature: 20th Century Expatriates 

J. Schumaker moved approval of this new slot offering; seconded. 
She indicated that the Subcommittee had had some concern that what was 

provided still was not a Content Outline, but that if the first sentence under the 
course objectives ("The course constitutes a study of the effects of World War I 
and of subsequent economic, political, and social conditions on significant 
American and British writers who responded by taking up residence (for short or 
lengthy stays) in other than their native countries . " ) was used to precede the list 
of readings provided, it would give a better sense of the course content. If the 
course is put forward again, it is strongly suggested that something like this be done. 

The course passed. 

Eng 394 Senior Seminar: William Faulkner 

J. Schumaker moved approval of this new slot offering; seconded. 
The onl y concern of the Subcommittee was the mention of "presence in class" 

under the evaluation procedures; B. Rueckert agreed to strike this . 

J. Williams thought the course evaluation procedures should be spelled out more 
clearly in terms of percentages for each category. 

B. Rueckert said that in a seminar class participation is very important, and 
that the grade really comes from an overall picture of the s tudent' s performance. 
He could Jllake up some percentages, but they would be arbitrary . It i s a total process. 

J. Schumaker pointed out that the slot vehicle for the Senior Seminar had ver y 
speCific guidel ines which were followed in this proposal. 

The new slot course passed. 

Speech Communication Major - Minor Program Revision 

J. Schumaker moved approval of the r emoval of Spe 362 International Broadcasting 
from the history category of the Spe major; seconded; passed. 

American Civilization Major (Revision) 

J. Schumaker pointed out that this itelll had carried over from last year, and 
we are finally getting to it. The modification is needed because the major hau 
required His 350-351, which have been deleted by the llistory Department. She moved 
approval of the program revision; seconded; passed. 

American Civilization Minor (Revision) 

J. Schumaker pointed out that s imilar changes were required in the Am. Civ. 
minor, and she had discussed these with John Michael. The Minor will now consist 
of 24 hours, including Eng 235 American Literature, one additional course in Amcric~n 
Literature at the 300-level~ in History, History 251 and a 300-lcvel elective~ 
ArH 280;and three additional American Civilization electives. She moved approval 
of this revi sion; seconded; pas sed. 



DRAMA Course Credit Revisions 266 

J. Schumaker moved approval of the credit distribution changes for the Drama 
courses listed; seconded. She explained that Drama, in their technical theatre 
courses, have a large crew component; to do iustice to what is actually going on 
in these courses, most of them should indicate 4 hours of activity (rather than 2) 
for the 1 credit outside of lecture [this can be done within the Carnegie Unit 
structure] . The motion passed. 

COURSE DELETIONS 

J. Schumaker moved the package of course deletions listed as a cleanup for the 
new catalog; seconded; passed. 

POLICY SUBCO~lli!TTEE - Steve West 

S. West moved approval of the Social Science Area Guidelines, adding the phrase 
"Where appropriate" to item 2, to be consistent with the ~~riting Policy, as an 
editorial change. The motion was seconded and passed. 

S. West, on behalf of the Policy Subcommittee, made the recommendation that 
the Chair of UAAC charge next year's Policy Subcommittee with establishing a 
criterion for creating the composition of the Writing Core Committee and establish 
procedures for appointment of its membership. Seconded. G. Cox added that the Policy 
Subcommittee should also take up the matter of defining the functions of the committee . 
All of this should be to bring the definition and operation of that committee into line 
with that of the other Core Committees. The motion passed. 

OLD BUSINESS 

J. Williams said that the Curriculum Subcommittee had had a fair degree of 
concern this year over the lack of a policy to limit the total number of hours 
that can be required in a major. Even though this year's Policy Subcommittee had 
not seen fit t~ develop such a policy, Curriculum stron~ly felt the need of one. 
Thus he moved that the Chair of UAAC charge next year's Policy Subcommittee to discuss 
this, and to develop a policy addressing the maximum number of hours allowable in a 
major; seconded. He continued that due to the nature of our college, a liberal arts 
college, we have an obligation to our students to s ee they have a broad educational 
experience, not overly specialized; there are many valuable courses in a variety of 
areas. The motion passed. 

NEW BUSINESS - None. 

The meeting adjourned at 5:50 p .m. 

Respectfullv submitted, 

Stacey Edp,ar & Maureen Shannon 
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College-wide Writing Policy 

1. All students seeking a bacca 1 aureate degree from the College at Geneseo must 
exhibit a satisfactory con~and of written expression by fulfilling the following 
requirements: (Note: Proposed revisions of current policy as contained on 
pp. 45 & 46 of the Undergraduate Bulletin are in bold face.} 
a) 

b) 

c) 

Demonstration of minimum proficiency in writing - All entering students 
must take the Language Skills Writing Examination. Those with severe 
writing d~ficiencies, as indicated by an unsatisfactory grade on the 
Writing Examination, must enroll in BSK 100, The Process of Writing. during 
their first year of residency at the College. Students failing BSK 100 
must repeat this course in the next semester.· Pa-55lng BSK 10~ satlSTfes 
llie mi mmum proficl ency1 nwn t u;-g-requl rement. 

All students must successfully complete (with a minimum grade of C-) 
at least two co~rses fro~ an approved group of courses that emphasize 
writing. Courses used to satisfy this requirement may also be used to 
satisfy other graduation requirements such as Common Core, major or 
distribution requirements. BSK 100. Humanities I, and Humanities II 
may not be used to satisfy this requiremenL: 

Any student revealing writing problems in any course may be :cferred by 
an instructor or advisor~ to the director of the Language Sk1lls Center for 
consultation. As counseled by the director, a student may be required to 
(1) participate in a tutoring program, (2) complete successfully BSK 100, 
The Process of Writing, or (3) consult the English department for an 
appropriate course. 

Academic departments will be asked to submit 100 and 200 level courses to 
be used to sati$fy the writing requirement as outlined in l b. These 
courses must include a substantial amount of writing by requiring a minimum 
of 3. 000 words (approximately 12 pages) within at least four written exercises 
of continuous prose. Written work will be graded on both form and content. 
Courses approved by UAAC and Faculty Senate as satisfying this writing 
requirement will be identified in the Bulletin of Undergraduate Studies and 
in the Master Schedule of Course Offer1ngs eacn semester. 

Each set of core area guidelines will be modified to include a statement that 
requires students to "express ideas clearly. coherently and grammatically and 
where appropriate, in written form." If a writing requirement is included, 
it should consist of a minimum of 1.500 words. 

Each major ·department will prepare and implement a strategy, within their 
departmental offerings,that ensures experience and instruction in writing 
in their respect1ve fields. 
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WRITING CORE GUIDELINES 

1. Of the four required written assignments, there should be a minimum of two 

outside-of-class papers of at least 3-4 pages (800-1000 words). 
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2. At least 60% of the total student evaluation for the course is to he derived 

from the course's written requirements. 

3. In evaluating and grading the student's written work for these courses, in

structors are to take into account guidelines such as those entitled 

"Evaluating Student Writing" developed by the Writing Core Committee . 

4. The writing handbook selected by the Writing Core Committee shall be a required 

resource text in all approved writing core courses. 
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EVALUATING STUDENT .'bfRIT!.NG . 

. The 7valuation of writing is as rich and demanding an activity 
as l1sten1ng to a symphony. Like the symphony, a piece of writing 
consists of a multiplicity of activities taking place si~ultaneously 
and, we trust, in a co-ordinated way. Evaluating writing demands 
that we pay attention to the overall shape of the essay, its 
internal organization, its focus and fluency, how its sentences 
group together, how its evidence is handled, its word choice, 
punctuation, spelling, and more. 

Recognizing the complexity of this process of evaluating 
writing, we have a few suggestions on how to impose order upon 
this veritable symphony of words. We have developed a three-point 
approach to evaluating writing, beginning with the larger elem~nts 
of concept, substance, and design, moving to the intermediate 
elements of internal organization and development, ano ending 
with technical competence or mechanics. 

Here are two documents which should be of some help in 
dealing with the problem of how to evaluate writing. The first 
is a description of the three-point approach which raises some 
specific questions a teacher may ask about a piece of writing. 
The second consists of some guidelines for how the three-point 
approach may be applied to different grades of quality in a 
written worJ·. 

-Writing Core Committee 



EVALUATING STUDENT WRITING - PART A 

A Three-Tiered Approach to the 
Evaluation of Student Writing 

I. Overall Concept, Substance, and Design 

270 

Title: Is the title an accurate indication of what the paper 
contains? A five -page paper should not be entitled "Jonathan 
Swift." It could be on "Political Satire in Book I of Gulliver's 
Travels." 

Topic: Is the topic worthwhile a nd appropriate? Is it focus sed 
and de limite d enough to go into specific details? Converse ly, 
i s the topic so narrow that the student has to pad the paper? 

Content: I s there substantive conte nt-at-large in the paper? 
A topic is what the paper's about, the main point . Conte nt 
is the material which explains, i llustrates , and d evelops 
the topic. 

Plan: Is the re any sign of an intelligent and intelligible design 
----for the paper? Is there an introduction, a body, and a conclus ion? 
Introduction: Does the introduction need a t hesis statement? 

Is there one? Is the re an effort to orient t he reader, to 
provide some rationale or context for what's to follow? 
Is the purpose of the paper, and its significance, clear? 

Conclusion: Does the paper simply end or does it reach a conclusion? 
A conclusion is more than a summary; it states the main point(s) 
in a convincing, emphatic, and reinforcing way to bring out 
the essential importance of what's been presented; does it 
draw together the paper's insi ghts? 

Fluencv: I s there an overall flu e ncy with language and ideas? 
Fluency implies a n abil ity to draw connections, hence a logic 
of both writing and ideas. 

II. Oraanization and Developme nt 
Order: Is there a logical arrangement of the ideas? The classi ca l 

methods for organizing an expository or argumentative paper 
are definition , cause and effect , classification and division, 
analysis, analogy, and compari son-contrast. Other broader 
methods of organization include inductive/deducti ve , spatial 
description , chronological account , a nd increasing or decre.:1s.l •1g 
orders of importance. 

Suitabi l ity : Is the type of organization used appropriate to 
the nature of the ass ignme nt? The fo rm of presentation may 
justi f iably range among a broad variety of types of organiza t ion , 
depending on whether the assignment is , for instance, a written 
speech, a clinical diagnosis, a philosophical di~logue, a 
l ab report, or a critical essay. 

Evidence: Is t h e r e sufficient supporting evidence for the ideas 
being presented? Are required supporting arguments strong? 
Are the re appropriate illustrations a nd examp l es? 

Development: Are the paper ' s paragraphs carefully ordered and 
linked together? Do the major paragraphs have effective 
development: do they show un ity , coh e r ence , and empha s i s? 
Is there an e ff ective use of transition paragraphs to keep 
the reader abreast of the argument? 

Tone: Has the writer d eveloped a tone appropriate to the audience 
being addressed? Tone may range from forma l to informal, 
and from objective to subjective . Is the tone too chatty, 
pa tronizing, pompous , bullying , impre ssionistic , or colloqui~l? 



III. 
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Technical Competence 
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Sentences: Are the sentences capably ordered and varied? Sentence s 
should be varied for good pacing and rhythm, e .g. simple, 
complex, compound; loose and periodic. Are there any sentence 
fragments or run-on sentences? Is the sentence structure, 
or syntax, clear and forceful? 

Punctuation: Are there serious errors in punctuation or is there 
superfluous punctuation? Comma splices, the omission or 
misuse of possessive punctuation, the improper use of semi
colons, and inept uses of quotation marks are some serious 
errors in punctuation . . 

Number Agreement: Are there problems with subject-predicate 
agreement or with pronoun-antecedent agreement? 

Diction: Are uses and choices of words apt, vari ed , and pointed, 
or are they jejune ? Is the vocabulary one with r a nge and 
effectiveness, or is it restricted and dull? Are there problems 
with spelling? 

Documentation: If and when it is required, is the documentation 
complete, clear, accura te, and consistent? Is the use of 
source material explicitly acknowledged b~ a system of references 
such as footnotes? Is the bibliography a suitable representation 
of what is being done in the paper? Is it clear when the 
paper is using direct quotation, paraphrasing, or original 
commentary? 

Proofreading: Does the paper show any signs of editing or proof
reading? Does the presentation suffer from carelessness 
or undue hastiness? 
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EVALUATING STUDENT WRITING - PART B 

I. Overall Concept , Substance, and Desi~ 
1. The topic is very solid, focused, thought-provoking. 
2. There is a controlling thesis which is most clearly 

and vividly stated or implied. 
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3. The overall plan or design includes a captivating intro
duction and a compelling conclusion. 

4. The content is substanLive throughouL, with no padding. 
5. T~re is a consis tent fluency of language and ideas 

throughout, with appropriate transitions among the parts 
of the essay and a clear unity to the whole ess3y . 

I1. Q~ganization ar.d Development: 
1. Th0 logical arrangernenL of ideas is clearly disccrnihlc 

and forceful. 
2. The mnjor sections of the presentation are carefuJly 

linked together, in good order, and with flov:ing transitions. 
3. There are ample and pointed supporting details, illustrations, 

examples. 
4. The tone is uniformly and skillfully suited to the audience 

being addressed. 
5. The paragraphs have internal control and development , 

displaying unity, coherence, and emphasis. 
III. Technical Competence: 

1. Sentences are complete, capably ordered, and varied 
to promote interest and comprehension. 

2. No serious errors in punctuation, no s uperfluous punctu <tli on. 
3. Vocabulary has relatively sophisticated range and control; 

there are no misuses of words or misspellings. 
4. No problems with number agreement or with cons istency 

of verb tenses. 
5. Very few if any oversights in typescript accuracy and 

proof-reading. 



A •a• Paper: Above Average 

I. Overall Concept, Substance, and Design: 
1. The topic has some good substance and is focused well, 

though it is not as solid throughout or as notably thought
provoking as the very best materials. 

2. There is clear evidence of a controlling thesis, though 
its statement may be less arresting, vivid, or provocative 
than a superior one. 

3. The overall plan or design includes an effective introduction 
and a convincing conclusion. 

4. There is largely substantive content throughout, though 
there are som'e "soft" or padded spots. 

5. A fluency of language and ideas is apparent through 
most of the essay, but some of the expression is awkward, 
not carefully developed, or inadequate. 

II. Organization and Development: 
1. There is a sound, logical organization of the ideas, 

but the arrangement could be more emphatic or more fully 
developed. 

2. The links among the major parts are identifiable for 
the most part, although some are less clearly focused 
and fluent than others. · 

3. The handling of supporting evidence is generally effective, 
but some of the details need more focus or development. 

4. The tone is appropriate to the audience being addressed. 
5 . The ~aragraphs have unity and order, though the coherence 

is at times shaky and the u se of empha sis weak. 
III. Jechnical Competence: 

1. Sentence constructions are correct, free of fragments, 
run-ons, and syntactic muddle, but are relatively unvaried 
and unsophisticated--just ordinary. 

2. Punctuation may display an occasional error, such as 
a comma splice or an omission of possessive apostrophe, 
but is generally capable on the whole. 

3. Words are used with accuracy, but the vocabulary has 
less range and sophistication, and there may be the 
occasional misspelling or misusage. 

4. Few if any problems with number agrccmr~nt and cons istf:ncy 
of verb tense. 

5. Typescript accuracy and proof-reading generally acc0pt~blc, 
if spotty occasionally. 
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A •c• Paper: Average 

I. Overall Concept, Substance, and Design: 
1. The topic has a moderate degree of substance sufficient 

to satisfy the minimal needs of the assignment, with 
a focus .that. is adequate. for the presentation. 
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2. The controlling thesis is generally apparent and appropriate 
to the assignment. 

3. The overall plan oi . design includes a reasonable effort 
to provide an introduction and conclusion. 

4. There is enough solid content in enough of the essay 
to fill the minimal requirements of the .:1ssignment. 

5 . Some fluency of language and ideas through some of the 
essay, though there are recurring notable passages which 
are banal, flat, awkward, poorly developed or connected, 
or generally mediocre. 

II. Oroanization and Development: 
1. An effort at overall organization of the ideas is discernible, 

though the rationale for the sequencing of part to part 
is unclear, incomplete, or missin~. · 

2. The links and transitions among the m~jor parts may 
at times be apparent, but as often as not they are weak, 
unclear, or missing. 

3. There is some use of supporting evidence, but many of 
the details are haphazard, irrelevant, or vague, or 
there is minimal use of illustrations and examples. 

4. There are some signs of an awareness of the need to 
adapt tone to audience. 

5. The para graphs display some sense of orderly sequencing 
and connection, but are often unbalanced, awkward, or 
barely developed. 

III. Technical Competence~ 
l. Sentence constructions are usually correct, though there 

may be some syntactic confusion, some run-ons and fragments, 
and there is not much effort at variety, pace, and pointedness . 

2. Punctuation problems appear with some frequency, though 
not enough to seriously hinder the expre ssion. 

3. Words are u sed with a fair amount of accuracy, but the 
vocabulary is repetitious and predictable, and there 
are several mi sspe llings or misusages. 

4. Some problems with number agreement or the consistency 
of verb tenses. 

5. Typescript accuracy and proof-re ading needs another 
review by the writer, though the oversights do not 

i seriously interfere with the rea der's understanding. 
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A "D"· Paper: Below 1\.vcrage 

I. Overall Concept, Substance, and Design: 
1. The topic is not substantial enough to satisfy the minimal 

needs of the assignment, and the focus is unclear, vague, 
elusive. 

2. The controlling thesis is too general (or too delimited), 
poorly-stated, or not consistent with the requirements 
of the assignment. 

3. The overall plan or design has an introduction and concl usion 
which are poorly developed or fragmented or missing. 

4. There is not enough solid content in enough of the essay 
to meet the minimum requirements of the assignment. 

5. Generally inadequate fluency of language and ideas, 
little awareness of the need to convey a sense of flow 
from part to part or of the need to create a clear unity 
for the whole essay. 

II. Organization and Development: 
1. The logical method for organizing the ideas is too vague, 

sketchy, or ill-conceived, and the arrangement of part 
to part is confused, disordered, inconsistent, or otherwise 
inadequate. 

2. Generally ineffective or absent links or transitions 
among the major parts of the essay, though the in t ended 
seq Jencing of the argument is remotely discernible at 
least in some part. 

3. Not enough use of supporting evidence, or consistent 
awkwardness in the handling of details, though some 
passing awareness of the need to support general statements 
by specific details manages to be conveyed. 

4. Little awareness of the suitability of tone to audience, 
or an inappropriate, inconsistent, or unskillful use 
of the tone adapted . 

5. Paragraphs weak, unsupported, dull, or too general, 
even though broadly adequate in form. 

III. Technical Competence: · 
1. Some serious, recurring problems in sentencing, t hough 

there is some awareness of the major conventions of 
syntax. 

2. Some recurring difficulties with basic punctuation-
i.e. confusion between possesive usage and plura~ nouns, 
or the misuse of semi-colons--to the point that a smooth 
reading is frequently interrupted. 

3. Vocabulary is limited, repe titious, unimaginative, with 
recurring spelling oversights and awkward or mistaken 
uses of words. 

4. Habitual problems with number agreement or verb tenses~ 
5. Sloppy typescript preparation and proof-reading. 



An •E• Paper: Failure 

I. Overall Concept, Substance, and Design: 
1. The topic is outside the scope of the assignment, or 

is so vague or ill-defined that it is hard to identify, 
and a clear focus cannot be obtained. 

2. It is apparent that there is no controlling thesis, 
or that its statement is too inadequate to provide a 
basic orientation for the argument. 
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3. The introduction and conclusion are n e glected, irrelevant, 
or jejeune. 

4. The content, if there is any, is off the point, insubstantial, 
or jeje une. 

5. Inconsequential or vacuous efforts at fluency of language 
and ideas. 

II. Oroanization and Develooment: 
1. The approach to the topic is e ssentially formless or 

defies logical identification. 
2. Little if any planning evident in the sequencing or 

transitions among the parts of the essay. 
3. Specific evidence is largely missing, ineptly handled, 

or irrelevan~ to the assignment. 
4. Immature use of tone or demonstrable lack of the need 

to suit tone to the audience addressed. 
5. Paragraphing habitually ineffective in form and substance. 

III. Technical Competence: 
1. Sentence constructions too often eleme ntary, monotonous, 

confused. 
2. Punctuation problems diverse and recurring. 
3. Colorless Dick and Jane vocabulary, recurring misusages 

and misspellings. 
4. Unawareness qf number agreement and verb tense consistency. 
5. Attention to careful typescript preparation and proof

reading obviously and flagrantly neglected. 
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CRITICAL REASONING AREA GUIDELINES 

The Critical Reasoning Requirement 

l~o courses emphasizing rational methods and creative problem
solving. Such courses should sharpen the student's critical 
abilities to make sound judgments in a variety of areas; the 
answer to the question, "What do I ' do now?" does not come from 
looking it up in a collection .of pat recipes, but from reasoning 
according to flexible rules which have a sound foundation. 
Courses which teach standards ~or judgments and foundations for 
rational thought and expression and those which challenge the 
student to come to independent, critical conclusions within some 
framework demonstrate the requisite structure for such a course. 
Examples of such courses may be found in mathematics, probability 
and statistics, logic, computer science, style analysis and 
criticism in the fine arts·and in literature, theory of 
knowledge, political theory, economic theory~ and any course in 
any discipline which primarily examines foundations and r.easoned 
methods for making advances in knowledge. 

Criteria 

ill Critical Reasoning ~ courses ~ ~ !!;! following. 

Al 1 core-eligible courses must challenge the student to come to 
independent, well-justified conclusions within a specified 
conceptual frame~ork. A course of this sort will require the 
student to inter-relate his or her findings to the framework in 
an explicit manner and. demonstrate the ability to do so through 
course assignments and examinations designed with this goal in 
mind. · 

All Critical Reasoning ~ £..2Urses ~ 9.£ ll least ~ 2!!!!! 
rorowlng .. 

(1) emphasize creative-problem solving. Creative problem-solving 
involves the ·application of general procedures and/or rules of 
inference, not mechanical decision-procedures. 
(2) emphasize the examination of the foundations of a discipline. 
J\ course of this sort wi 11 inquire into the manner in which the 
subject-matter of the discipline is delineated as well as the 
methods employed by the discipline in making advances in 
knowledge. 
(3) emphasize establishing standards for evaluating a wi de range 
of proposed solutions to problems generally considered central to 
a given discipline. 
{4) require the student to construct hypothese5 explaining a wide 

. variety of data and then to indicate ways in which the hypotheses 
might be confirmed or disconfirmed. A course of this sort will 
not involve following set procedures, as, for example, are often 
found in laboratory manuals. 



- • • · ' J~~ u~ J.llt:J.J.S.l.OH! courses £::1<!:; ~e ":l':·~Se which: 
1~1 ~:edominantly involve rote ~ernor~=~~:o~. 
\!'::} z:=edominantly involve the ste?-!:)y-step, mechanical 278 
appl1cation of procedures and rules. 
{c) 2redominantly involve physical and/or rnanual activitv. 
!d) predominantly involve term:inolo·~i::al ~.:.stinctions, -
classification and/or categori:~tion. 

The criteria them~elves do not ~unction as a decision-procedure. 
!tis anticipated that the Com~ittee ~ill be required to exercise 
discretion in determining whether courses satisfy the criteria. 
In making its decisions, the Com~it~ee ~:11 be parti=ularly 
interested in seeing in a p:opcsed core-eligible course what,. 
ex~ctly, students will be req~ired ~~ =o, ~hat is, whether · 
~~udents are in fact required :~ eng~ge in critical thinkin~. 

~ourses approved for Critical Reasoning Cor~ must require students to express 
1deas clearly, coherently, and. g:ammatically and, ;,·here appropriate, in written 
~cr~1 : In cour~e: where the \\'n tmg reC1ui :-cnent i s .!eC'mC' d :1ppropriat!:', it ~ hou ld 
~, or:::- 1st of a mrmmurn of 1500 \~· ords. 
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Administrative P~oced~res 

Pronosal For ! ~ C~itical Reasoning ~ Course 

Proposals should be sent to the Chairperson of the Critical 
Reasoning Area Committee, with a copy ~ent to the VPAA's Office 
at the same time. 

The Committee requires seven copies of the document entitled 
"Proposal for a Core Course" (Form 5}, seven copies of the course 
syllabus or prorosed course syllabus, and seven copies of the 
course proposal approved by CAAC and the Faculty Senate. If 
the=e is a substantial difference between the original course 
proposal and the core proposal, this will be nrought to the 
attention of the person(s) submitting the proposal, and the 
Committee will take no further action until the discrepancy is 
rectified. · 

FormS must state in detail why the course should be counted as 
core-eligible within the Critical Reasoning Area {hereafter 
referred to as the Critical Reasoning core credit justification 
for the course). The Critical Reasoning core credit 
justification should stipulate exactly which Critical Reasoning 
Area Criteria are being mE'!t and exactly how the course meets each 
of those criteria. For exampl~, specifically how do things ~uch 
as the course content as shown in the · syllabus, the examinations, 
the paper~, the tasks the students are to perform during the 
semester, etc., satisfy the Criteria. 

The Committee will forward its deci51on to the Chairperson of the 
Under~raduate Academic Affairs Committee, and to the office of 
the VPAA. If the course is approved by the Committee, the 
appropriate number of all materials must then be submitted to 
UAAC through the o!fice of the VPAA by the person(s) propos ing 
the course for Critical Reasoning core credit. 



Continuing Eligibility 
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To ensure that a course remains core-eligible, the Committee will 
.. . ·-- ~-~ ..... _ .... ~' ---· ---

examine the course every time it is offered. To make its 
decisions, the Committee must have the course syllabus, copies of 
major paper/project/laboratory assignments, and copies of major 
examinations includin~ the final examination. These materials 
should reflect in what ways students are required to m~ke 
critical judgments, ·do creative preble~ solving, inguir~ into 
establishing the foundations o! the eiscipline or standards for 
judgm~nt, etc., and the criteria by which the students' work is 
judged. This information will allow the Committee to assess the 
continuing appropriateness of the course for core eligibility. 
The course syllabus must contain a Critical Reasoning core credit 
justification showing how the course meets the Criteria for 
Critical Reasoning Core. The materials and any correspondence 
ore placed on file in the VPAA's Office after review and can·not 
be returned. The Committee does not have adequate budget to make 
copies of the materials submitted. 

All materials for the semester in which the course is taught are 
to be submitted within four weeks of the end of that semester. 
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ANY 

SOCIAL SCIENCE AREA GUIDELINES 

Course Evalu~tion Criteria 

A course proposed for core credit in the area of Social Science should stres s 
the development of the following characteristics of a responsible member of 
society: 

1) a capacity to reason critically and constructively; 

2) a capacity to express ideas clearly, coherently, and grammatically and, where 
appropriate, in written form as one component of the evaluat i on procedure; 

an acquaintance with and an appreciation of major problems , issues, insti
tutions , practices and trends in the social world; 

an acquaintance with major alternatives in the search for moral , so c i al, and 
political values; 

an acquaintance with major empirical and/or theoretical approaches to human 
behavior. 

While the Departments of Anthropology, Economics, Geography, Polit i cal Science, 
Psychology, and Sociology shall be primarily r esponsible for the administrati on 
of t his area, it is to be understood that any department i s invited to submit 
courses which it feel s satisfy these criter ia . 

Please be as specific as possible when indi cating which core criteria arc 
addressed in the course and how they are addressed . Cours e justifications 
shoul"d inclL:ie indications of how subjects covered in the course re late to 
the core criteria above. You may choose to consult the proposa l s for Eco 105, 
PSc llO, or Soc 102 which are on file i n the office of the Ass i s tant Vice
President for Academic Affairs. 
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NEW COURSES 

Eng 390 Studies in Literature: 2oth ~entury Expatriates 

Studies in American and ~ritish expatriate literature in the 1920s and 1930s, 
selected from, e.g., Fitzgerald, T.S. Eliot, e.e. cummings, Ezra Pound, Robert 
Graves, and William Carlos Williams. Prerequisite: any· £~0-level 3(3-0) 

literature course. 
EnP, 394 Senior Seminar: William Faulkner 

An intensive study of the major novels of William Faulkner in the contexts 
of his career, his life, the ongoing critical response to these novels, and the 
South. Particular emohasis will be placed upon developin~ a contem~orary way of 
reading these novels, individually, and in relation to each other. Students will 
be required to do a fair amount of independent research and will be required to write 
a longer essay as a seminar project. Prerequisite: Eng 270 plus a minimum o~ three 
300-level literature courses, or permission of the instructor. 3(3-0) 

Register with Senate the Withdrawal of Spe 361 Broadcasting & Society from Social 

Science Area Core by the Speech Communication Department 

PROGRAM REVISIONS 

Speech Coromunication Major - Removal of Spe 382 International Broadcastin~ 
from the history category 

AMERICAN CIVILIZATION MAJOR (B.A.) 

Eng 
His 
Eng 
His 
ArH 
Int 

23j 
251 
3 
3 
280 
391 

American Literature 
Issues in Social History of the U.S. 1800-1960 
Upper-level elective in American Literature 
Upper-level elective in American History 
History of Art in the U.S . 
American Civilization Seminar 

Thirty credits in other courses with an American Civilization content, 
with 6 credits to be in 300-level courses 

AMERICAN CIVILIZATION MINOR (24 credits) 

Eng 235 American Literature 
One additional course in American Literature 
His 251 Issues in Social His torv of the lT .S. 1800-1960 
One 300-level elective in American Historv 
ArH 280 History of Art in the U.S . 

Three additional electives in American Civilization courses 
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COURSE REVISIONS (Course Hour Changes) 

Dra 130 Introduction to Technical Theatre 3(2-2) to 3(2-4) 
Dra 131 Fundamentals of Des ign for the Theatre 3(2-2) to 3(2-4) 
Dra 230 Scene Design I 3(2-2) to 3(2-4) 
Dra 231 Stage Lighting Design I 3(2-2) to 3(2-4) 
Dra 235 Cos tume Construction 3(2-2) to 3(2-4) 
Dra 236 Scene Painting for the Theatre 3(1-4) to 3(1-6) 
Dra 330 Scene Design II 3(2-2) to 3(2-4) 
Dra 331 Stage Lighting Design II 3(2-2) to 3(2-4) 
Dra 233 Stage Makeup 3(2-2) to 3(2-4) 
Dra 332 Production Stage Management 3(2-2) to 3(2-4) 
Dra 333 Technical Direction 3(2-2) to 3(2-4) 
Dra 334 Costume Design 3(2-2) to 3(2-4) 
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MEMORANDUM 

TOI Department Chairpersons, Deans. and Directors 

From: Joan Schumaker, Dean of Undergraduate Studies 

Date: . March 25. 1986 

Subject: Courses to be deleted from 1986-88 Bulletin of Undergraduate Studies 

Attached you will find a list of courses.currently contained in the 1984-86 Bulletin 
of Undergraduate Studies which are scheduled to be deleted from the new Bulletin. 
This list was compiled by reviewing the latest offerings of courses and applying 
the six-year policy and with some courses added by department.request. I would 
appreciate your reviewing this list and' informing ~e of any necessary additions. 
If you have submitted course deletions to UAAC which are currently being considered, 
it will not be necessary to have those courses listed in this comprehensive list. 

If you wish to retain a course which is currently being deleted as a result of the 
six-year policy, it will be•necessary for the department to offer the course in 1986-87. 
Most of the courses listed have been included with scheduling information over the 
past few semesters and since the department.did not elect to offer them during 
this time or in Fall 1986, I have assumed that there is no plan to offer specific 
courses on this list in Spring 1987. Please notify me if this is not the case. 

It is essential that a department make a commitment to offer a given course if 
it is to be reta~ned in the 1986-88 Bulletin of Undergraduate Studies. I will expect 
to hear from you by Monday, April 7, if you have additions or if you request rleletions 
of courses from this list. The list will be revised accordingly and submitted 
to the Vice President for Academic Affairs to be sent on to UAAC and Faculty Senate. 

Thank you for your attention to this request. Please call 5541 if you have questions. 

pk 

cc: Dr. Colahan 
Dr. Kemp 
Dr. Harke 
Dr. Crabbe 
Ms. Ash 
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Course ID 

ArH 379 
Art 336 
Ast 112 
Bio 310 
Bio 311 
Bio 350 

Eng 246 

His 230 
His 246 
His 250 
His 252 

I Ris 350 
IRis 351 

Mus 313 
Phi 104 
Phi 351 
Phi 375 
Phy 102 
Spa 327 
Spe 318 

Courses to be Deleted from 
1986-88 Bulletin of Undergraduate Studies 

Course Title 

History of Modern Architecture 
Cinematography 
Astronomy II 
Taxonomy of Vertebrates 
Taxonomy of Vascular Plants 
Anatomy & Morphology Vascular 

Adolescent Literatur~ 

English History Until 1688, 
Intelligence, Espionage, Subversion 
Afro-American History:l619-1877 
Topics in American History :(Subtitle) 
The Social & Cultural History of U. S. to 1865 
The Social & Cultural History of U. S. Sincl865 
18th Century Counterpoint 
The Nature of Death 
Philosophy of Mathematics 
Philosophy of Science 
N/Energy Concepts 
Contemporary Latin American Theatre 
Stu~ies in Listening 

Last Dept. 
Offered Request 

F 80 
F 80 
F 80 
F 80 
s 80 
Never 

F 80 
,. . 

F 82 
F 84 
Never 
F 79 
s 84 
s 83 
Never 
F 80 
s 79 
F 80 
s 81 
F 80 
s 80 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

I Replaced by New Course within the department. 

March 1986 
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Six-year 
Policy 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 


