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Change in Agenda: 

ALL-FACUL'l'Y MBE'J'IRG 

MARCH 5, 1985 - NEWTON 204 

4:00 p.m. 

1. Report of Nominations and Elections Committee 

March 4, 1985 

2. Constitutional Amendments - Not accepted by the Executive Committee 

FACDLrY SERA'l'E MBE'l'ING 
- . 

MARCH 5, 1985 - NEWTON 204 

(Following the All-Faculty Meeting) 

Agenda 

Call to Order 

Adoption of the Agenda 

Approval of the Minutes of February 5, 1985 (FSB, pp. 136-137) 

President's Report - President Jakubauskas 

Chairperson's Report - Ms. Hogan 

Committee Reports 

- -- -- - -· -· 

Budget. . . . . . . . . . Ms. McNerney 
Faculty Affairs . . . . Mr . Blackman 
GAAC • . 

New 
. . . . . . . . . . Ms • House 

Courses, Second Reading, FSB p. 182-184 

FRE 405 French Literature of the Middle Ages 
FRE 407 French Literature of 17th Century 
FRE 416 Grammar and Syntax 
FRE 417 French Phonology 
FRE 418 Advanced Grammar and Composition 
FRE 423 Linguistics 
FRE/SPA 419 Romance linguistics 
SPA 407 Early Spanich Literature 
SPA 408 Spanish Literature of the Golden Ages 
SPA 410 Spanish Literature of the 18th Century 
SPA 411 Sapnish literature of_ the 19th Century 
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SPA 416 Grammar and Syntax 
SPA 417 Phonology 
SPA 418 Advanced Grammar and Composition 
SPA 423 Linguistics 
ANT 315/415 Iroquois Field School 

New Workshops, Second Reading, FSB p. 184-185 

CSC 479 Workshop/Pascal Programming for Teachers 
CSC 479 Workshop/BASIC Programming for Teachers 
CSC 479 Workshop/Microcomputers in Elementary Education 

Revised Courses, Second Reading, FSB p. 185-186 
-

FRE 404 French Literature of the 18th Century 
FRE 409 French Literature of the 19th Century 
FRE 410 French Literature of the Renaissance 
FRE 411 French Literature of the 20th Century 
FRE 413 French Civilization: Contemporary Problems 
SPA 409 Cervantes and LopedeVega 
SPA 412 The Generation of 198 
SPA 413 Spanish Literature of the 20th Century 
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SPA 414 Latin American Literature from the Colonial Times to the End 
of the 19th Century 

SPA 415 Latin American Literature at the 20th Century 

Course Deletions, Second Reading, FSB p. 122 

ENG 462 
ENG 463 
ENG 485 

FRE 417 
FRE 504 
SPA 418 
SPA 419 
HIS 435 
HIS 440 
HIS 441 
HIS 445 
HIS 450 

American Dialects 
English as a Second Language 
Studies In Film Literature 

FSB p. 186 
French Romanticism 
Eighteenth Century French Literature 
Contemporary Mexican Literature 
Puerto Rican Literature 
Democratic & Liberal England 
The French Revolution . 
·Napoleonic Europe 
European Thought Since the French Revaluation: 
Economic Concepts in American History 

Program Revision·. - Second Reading, FSB p. 122 

Master of Science in Education- Secondary English 

FSB p. 186 

Master of Science in Education - Secondary French 
Master of -Science in Education- Secondary Spanish 

• . ' . 

The 19th Century 



Student Affairs. . . . . . . . . 
UAAC • . • • • • . . . . . . . . Mr. Meiksins 

Ms. Gentleman 
New Courses, Second Reading, FSB, pp. 151, 174 

SPH 142 Communication Disorders: An overview 
ANT 315 Iroquois Field School 
ANT 205 Environmental Archaeology 
ANT 235 S/Ancient Civilization in the Americas 
ENG 331 American Realism 
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HIS 251 Issues in the Social History of the United States, 
1800-1960 

BIO 380 Biology Seminar: (Option) 
INT 269 Topics in the History of Science I 
GEO 388 EXP/Market Area Analysis and Gee-demographics 

New Core Course, Second Reading, FSB, p. 151 

ANT 235 S/Ancient Civilization in the Americas 

Minor Course Changes, Second Reading, FSB, p. 151, 174 

ANT 208 Classics of Ethnography 
esc 230 C/Digital Electronics 

Course Deletions, Second Reding, FSB, p. 151 

ANT 222 Pre-Columbian Mesoamerica 

University Senator •••••••. Mr. Rhodes 

Old Business 

New Business 

Adjournment 

Information relative to the open Board of Trustees meeting at Geneseo on Tuesday, 
March 12, 1985, is printed on page 190. 
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Office of the Board of Trustees 

Muth~ J. Downey 

State University of New York 
State University Plaza 

seaetary of the University 

Marilyn A. Huber 
Assist~nt to the Seaetuy Albany, New York 12246 

February 12, 1985 

TO: All Concerned Individuals 

FROM: Mr. Donald M. Blinken, Chairman, Board of Trustees 
State University of New York 

SUBJECT:. Announcement of Public Hearing to be Conducted by the 
Board of Trustees of State University of Ne~ York 

DATE, PLACE AND TIME: March 12, 1985, College at Geneseo, Hunt Room, 
bottom floor of the College Union, Geneseo, New York 
(This facility permits barrier-free access to the 
physically handicapped.) 1:30 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. 

PURPOSE: The purpose of the State University of New York Board of 
Trustees' Regional Public Hearing is to receive testimony 
and statements from concerned individuals about 
university-wide issues. Please allow me to emphasize 

SPECIAL INTEREST: 

the latter! If you have issues which are oriented to a 
single campus and ~ould like to bring them to the at
tention of the Trustees, please feel free to do so by 
writin& the Board at State University Plaza, Albany, 
New York 12246 

1. Persons wishing to present prepared testimony to the Board are requested to 
write to Miss Martha J. Downey, Secretary of the University, at the address 
given above; such communication to be received no later than noon on 
March 11, 1985. In your letter, please identify in a brief fashion the 
subject of your testimony and provide Miss Downey with a telephone number, 
as well as an address to which she can send a confirmation that you have a 
reserved place on the agenda. Such testimony will be limited to five minutes, 
and the speakers will be requested to provide six copies of their written 
testimony to the Hearing Registration Officer on the day of the Hearing. 

2. Persons who wish to make brief extemporaneous comments (no more than three 
minutes) are requested to file their names with the Hearing Registration 
Officer on the day of the Hearing. Time for such comments will be set aside 
at the end of the Hearing, and such persons will be called upon in the order 
in which they register with the Hearing Registration Officer. 
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Present: L. Blackman, J. Chen, J. Gentleman, L. Gibbons, B. Godsave, W. Gohlman, 
J. Hogan, L. House, C. McNerney, P. Meiksins, D. Norris, W. Rhodes, 
T. Colahan, E. Jakubauskas. 

The meeting was called to order at 12:35 p.m. 

The Minutes of February 19. 1985 printed on pages 153 and 154 of the Faculty 
Senate were approved. 

President's Report: 

President Jakubauskas reported that the Governor has amended the budget and has 
opened up the possibility of total flexibility for SUNY. After talking with 
D. Wesley. President Jakubauskas feels there is a good possibility of the concept 
being approved. CUNY Central still favors a public benefit corporation. 

Treasurer's Report: 

Darrell Norris reported that the Research Fund balance is $1,385; by June about 
$1,200 will be available. D. Norris recommends $1,000 be released to award 
research grants. This is in keeping with past practices. Considering the needs 
for the remainder of the semester little more could be offered. This will be 
an atypical year in terms of retirements . The $1,000 was approved. 

~ittee Reports: 

Faculty Affairs CO..ittee - Larry Blackman. The Committee will meet on 
March 12. 

GAAC - Linda House. Linda House reported that GAAC acted upon several courses 
for Foreign Languages. The next meeting will be March 12. 

Student Affairs eo..ittee - P. Heiksins. P. Heiskins reported that campus 
safety continues to be discussed. A suggestion was made that perhaps 
Faculty Senate could sponsor a speaker on the topic of awareness and self
protection. President Jakubauskas has a committee on personal safety 
which meets weekly and they have integrated talks on personal safety 
during orientation and other times during the year. One real problem is 
what people do to themselves. This would be a problem for Faculty Senate 
to tackle. 

Also on the safety issue was the procedure for summoning an ambulance. 
The Committee checked with Dr. Satryb's office which stated that if an 
ambulance were needed, Public Safety wouldbecalledand they would make 
the determination of the need for an ambulance. It was suggested that 
perhaps there might be a special code for faculty to use to get an ambu
lance. There are problems with false alarms. D. Norris said that in 
light of the procedures he feels that alternate procedures should be 
available for faculty. He was concerned aboutabalf-hour delay in 
response to an emergency earlier in the year. President Jakubauskas 
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stated that one must use their discretion. If they felt an ambulance 
were needed, the faculty could call. A decision regarding appropriate
ness would be made later. J. Hogan recommended that the Personal Safety 
Committee discuss the issue. 

Students are still concerned about the off-campus housing situation in 
the village. 

UAAC - Judith Gentleman. J. Gentleman reported that UAAC has formulated 
a college-wide writing policy. All input is invited. 

Old Business: 

It was recommended that the term "professional staff" be used instead of "non
teaching professionals" throughout the new constitution. The question was raised 
about changing the function of the Budget Committee while making other changes. 
It was recommended that the Executive Committee consider all the articles being 
proposed for consideration. J. Chen indicated that a change in Article IV, 
Part E would necessitate a change in Article II. L. Blackman asked for a 
clarification on the reordering of Sections to Parts. He felt that it might be 
confusing to others trying to interpret the changes. Several people felt that 
it was important that the existing constitution be printed along with the changes. 
J. Chen asked about the functions of the Nominations and Elections Committee as 
being on a separate page, not part of Article III, Section I. J. Hogan indicated 
they would be combined in the final form. 

On Article 8, L. Blackman asked why the membership for this committee was to be 
elected as opposed to appointed. He felt that the committee would be more likely 
to be representative through appointment. P . Meiksins stated that if the members 
were to be elected might not the larger departments control its membership. 
Others felt that the existing process has worked well and perhaps it would be 
best to keep it the same. Some discussion as to the perceptions of people who 
receive nonfavorable recommendations led to a discussion as to the advantages 
and disadvantages of electing or appointing members. J. Hogan asked ~hy the 
membership of the Professional Leave Committee should be selected differently 
from the Personnel Committee. P. Meiksins stated that he has not heard complaints 
of the Leave Committee whereas often one hears of complaints about the Personnel 
Committee's decisions. T. Calahan recommended changing "comments" to "recommenda
tions" in the Faculty Leave Committee. L. Blackman indicated that the Faculty 
Affairs Committee was still discussing the issue of the Faculty Personnel 
Committee and recommended that these amendments await his Committee's recommenda
tions. J. Hogan felt it was appropriate to share the proposed amendment of the 
Faculty Affairs Committee with the Executive Committee . T. Colahan felt that 
this was a critical item and that the issue needs to come from the Faculty 
Affairs Committee. 

On Article III, Section 3, J. Gentleman felt that crossover between Undergraduate 
Academic Standards and UAAC would be helpful. T. Colahan indicated that the Dean 
is on both committees providing crossover. 

New Article IV, Section 2 was discussed. There was concern about a more than 
one year commitment. President Jakubauskas said that he has worked with six 
presidents and felt that each brought a freshness to the position and each had 
done an admirable job. It was also felt that this might be too much of a commit
ment to ask from a faculty. 



193 

There was discussion as to whether all the proposed Articles and Sections were 
to be released for discussion. What was the purpose of today's meeting and the 
purpose of the March 5 meeting? It was felt that having published the Articles 
for discussion by the Executive Committee that some faculty might have inter
preted the publication as a release for faculty discussion. D. Norris recommended 
leaving Article IV, Section 2 in for discussion by the faculty, but that it is 
not necessarily. the recommendation of the Executive Committee. There was some 
confusion as to the role of the Executive Committee at this meeting. J. Hogan 
stated that there would be two times for discussion on any proposed amendment. 
The Executive Committee will take comments from the faculty on March 5, then 
discuss the proposed amendments along with the comments from the all-faculty 
meeting, and generate the .final form of any amendment to be voted upon by the 
faculty. 

Due to the time and the loss of a quorum, the meeting was adjourned at 2:24. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Bruce Godsave, Secretary 



Checking Accowt: 

Research Fund: 

General Fund: 

Timed Account: 

Recommend: 

EACULTYSENATEEUND 

INTERIM REPORT, FEBRUARY 1985 

Balance brought forward from 1983-84 
Faculty contributions 
Interest on checking account 
Fund transfer from timed account 
Research small grants awards 

Research Fund balance: 

Balance brought forward from 1983-84 
Faculty contributions 
Other income 
Expenditures and gifts 

General FW'Mf balance: 

Balance brought forward from 1983-84 
(Rene wed 12 mo., due 6/30/85 @ 11.25% 
interest) 
Interest due 6/30/85 

Year-end balance: 

Assign to Research Grants 

Carry over to 1984- 85 
($450.00 + $385.25) 

$1,000.00 

$1,143.58 
202.00 
39.67 

$1,385.25 

$ 257.95 
315.00 
69.00 

356.47 

$ 285.48 

$4,000.00 

450.00 

$4,450.00 

$ 835.25 
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Executive eo.mittee Minutes 
February 28, 1985 

1Y~ 

Present: L. Blackman, J. Chen, J. Gentleman, L. Gibbons, B. Godsave, w. Gohlman, 
J. Hogan, L. House, P. Meiksins, D. Norris, w. Rhodes, T. Calahan, 
E. Jakubauskas. 

The meeting was called to order at 1:02 p.m. 

Old Business: 

Continuation of the Old Business of February 26, 1985. 

W. Gohlman described the procedure for the day's meeting. T. Calahan, using the 
constitution, indicated that it would be more appropriate to discuss all amend
ments in Executive Committee and determine which of the proposed amendments to 
release to the faculty. W. Rhodes stated that the issue is a question of procedure. 
It is the function of the Executive Committee to di scuss and approve the proposed 
amendments. T. Colahan stated that since the proposed amendments were already 
printed it is the perception of the faculty that the Executive Committee had 
already discussed the amendments where in fact the Executive Committee was only 
now going through them. 

W. Rhodes moved that the March 5 meeting be held for the purposes of the presenta
tion of the Nominations and Elections Committee and acceptance of nominations from 
the floor only. (Seconded by L. Blackman.) J. Hogan stated that many of the pro
posed changes are minor and are intended to clarify language and standardize 
procedures . T. Calahan felt that discussion and deliberation by the Committee 
should come first. J. Hogan stated that that was the intention of the meetings 
of February 19, February 26 and February 28 - to approve the release of proposed 
amendments and accept faculty input, then for the Executive Committee to formalize 
the amendments for release for voting. T. Calahan reiterated that the package 
of amendments he considered as a whole and presented to the faculty as a complete 
package. P. Meiksins felt that the discussion and voting of the amendments could 
be very lengthy and confusing considering the magnitude of the number of changes. 
L. Blackman stated that whatever is done will take a long time. There are many 
changes, several which may require a great deal of deliberation. J. Hogan asked 
if it were not the case that if we did not make the changes then we would be in 
violation of the constitution in the manner by which we now do business. By the 
present constitution the President and Vice-President are not members of the 
Executive Committee . L. Blackman said that we must follow the constitution. 
W. Gohlman reinforced J. Hogan's comments. P. Meiksins said that because we may 
have violated the constitution in the past does not imply we should continue to 
do so on a different matter. L. Blackman called the question. Motion passed. 

J. Hogan asked when the Committee might begin considering the amendments. P. 
Meiksins asked if it were possible to get assistance in trying to get the amend
ments typed in standard form. President Jakubauskas asked if the entire Executive 
Committee or a small group would be looking at the amendments. It will be the 
full Executive Committee. President Jakubauskas offered the assistance of his 
Office in having the amendments typed. 

J. Chen moved to adjourn. Motion c · d Th t• dj d arr1e • e mee 1ng was a ourne at 1:26 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Bruce GodsavP- . secretarv 



UNDERGRADUATE ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

26 February 1985 

Meeting #8 

Chair J.Gentleman called the meeting to order at 4:06PM. Members present 
were P.Alley, P.Boger, B.Clarke, B.Coffey, K.Crabbe, J.Dechario, S.Edgar, 
J.Feuerstein, C.Garbarino, J.Gentleman, K.Kallio, M.o•Neill, B.Rhodes, 
W.Rueckert, J.Schumaker, R.Sells, R.Simon, S.West, J.Wilbur, D.Woznick, 
L.Wrubel. Visitor present: V.Kemp. 

The agenda was adopted without discussion and the minutes of the last 
meeting were approved. 

CHAIR 1 S REPORT 

The committee will not meet next week as there is a Faculty Senate 
meeting scheduled for that date . (5 March 1985.) 

SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS 

Curriculum Subcommittee - K.Crabbe 

No report 

Policy Subcommittee - S.West 

The subcommittee will meet 5 March 1985 at 2PM in Fraser Lounge. 

S.West moved to untable the proposal for the College Wide Writing 
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Policy. The motion was seconded and passed. S.West proposed the following 
amendment to the second segment of the proposal (ii): 11Core courses in 
the area of Mathematics, Computer Science, Studio Fine Arts and Logic 
be exempted from the requirement ... J.Dechario stated that MUS 100 should 
be included in the exemption as it does not lend itself to a writing 
requirement. S.West agreed to include MUS 100 in the amendment. K.Kallio 
pointed out that the concept of exemptions had been voted down at the 
committee•s last meeting. S.West indicated that it had been defeated 
because of a fear that it would open the floodgates of requests for 
exemptions. S.West argued that his amendment would prevent this. J.Wilbur 
stated that there was no reason why Logic should be exempted, and that 
there was no reason to restrict courses. The committee ought not to decide 
which courses are incapable of including a writing component. S.West 
pointed out that mathematics is its own language, with its own simbols 
and that it does not lend itself to prose. P.Boger responded by stating 
that symbols are symbols and that they can be translated back into 
English words. S.West observed that what would be produced would not 
be functional writing but merely an exerdse. P.Boger maintained that 
the situtation is similar to that of labs. R.Simon suggested that 
mathematics should perhaps be exempted but not others. J.Wilbur stated 
that Logic uses symbols and proofs, but that they could be explained 
in an essay. S.West responded that the question had already been put 
to UAAC as to whether or not a mathematical proof constituted prose 
and the response was that it did not. 

P.Alley asked if Art History would also be exempt. J.Dechario responded 
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that he didn't believe that Art History would be exempt but that MUS 100 
should be because the course is designed to help students make distinctions 
about what they hear and thus can't write about it properly. J.Dechario 
continued that they lack the common terminology to be able to do so. 
J.Feuerstein asked how the students were tested on what they had learned. 
J.Dechario responded that they were given "listening exams" P.Alley stated 
that the introductory lab reports weren't great works and that what is 
expected is that the students present a logical report demonstrating 
that they had understood the lab. J.Dechario replied that it would be 
possible to include MUS 100 but that he wasn't sure it would be worth 
the sacrifice because papers are what students tend to become concerned 
about in a course and wondered if this were really necessary. 

P.Boger noted that the proposal for a change in the Natural Science core 
area requirements (to be considered by UAAC) requires an additional com
mitment from Natural Science and that the willingness to do it is there. 
Similarly, he added, the Science departments are receptive to the college's 
wish that students pursue numerous writing assignments and fulfill this 
objective via lab reports. If other departments such as Math and Computer 
Science were to be exempted from such an obligation, then, he inquired, 
why shouldn't Science be exempt as well? S.Edgar responded that a lab 
report stands for what has been accomplished and that a mathematical 
proof and a computer program stand for what has been accomplished as well. 
L.Wrubel asked if MUS 105 would also be exempt. J.Dechario indicated that 
it would not be. P.Alley moved to call the question. The motion passed. 
The amendment was subsequently defeated. 

Discussion turned to a consideration of the third segment of the proposal 
and K. Ka 11 io proposed an amendment to change the word "experience" to 
"competence." W.Rueckert pointed out that competence couldn't be ensured. 
K.Kallio stated that experience didn't ensure anything, and that a lot 
of writing r.er se doesn't accomplish much. He added that the word 
"experience • didnot imply instruction. P .Alley suggested changing the 
wording to 11develops competence ... W.Rueckert maintained that experience 
is valuable for its own sake and that we can't guarantee competence. 
J.Wilbur suggested that the amendment should read "that will continue 
the emphasis .. and that experience-competence shouldn't be dealt with. 
J.Gentleman pointed out that given the resource constraint that required 
a "Writing across the Curriculum" approach, what we should hope to offer 
was experience with writing and that more experience does potentially 
produce improvement. Competence is difficult to measure and demonstrate. 
Instead of offering formalized writing instruction in every course. 
we would hope to be able to offer experience with w~iting. J.Feuerstein 
suggest~d the use of the words "experience and instruction". K.Kallio 
agreed to this language change for his amendment. The question was moved 
and the amendment was approved. 

P.Alley then offered a substitute proposal authored by K.Kinsey. (The 
language of that proposal follows: 

********** *********** ************* 
Writing Proficiency 

The ability to express oneself clearly, effectively and 
grammatically in written English is expected of every 
Graduate of this College. As a minimum. demonstration of 
this ability each student shall prior to, and a condition 
for graduation: 



a. Achieve a grade of or higher on the writing prof-
iciency test. This test will be administered at the time 
of entrance to the College and may be re-taken no oftener 
than once each Semester. A Student who is unsuccessful 
on his third attempt must satisfy option b. 

or 

b. Pass with a grade of C or higher one of the following 
courses: Eng 100, Eng 200, Eng 201, Eng 205. 

Rationale: The policy is direct and simple to administer: 
no committee need make value judgements about detailed course 
justifications. Faculty effort can be focused upon making 
the proficiency test effective and seeing that it is 
accurately graded. 

The existence of a sufficiently demanding test will, without 
further legislation prompt Departments to do what is needed 
to ensure that their students will graduate. 

It should be clearly understood that this policy provides a 
minimum standard, in the same sense that a 2.0 in the major 
is a minimum requirement. We hope and expect more of our 
students. Individual faculty, departments and core review 
committees are encouraged to do whatever they can to 
raise the writing abilities of our students above the minimum 
acceptable level. 
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************ ************ ************ 

P.Alley suggested, with respect to the substitute proposal, that the 
test is already being administered and that a higher level would have 
to be set to ensure that students are not incompetent. The proposal 
would ensure that graduating students are not incompetent in writing. 
He suggested that a reasonable passing score for the BSK exam would 
be used rather than the current policy of basing the cutoff number 
on the number of students the Language Skills Center can feasibly 
handle. P.Alley stated that the other proposal lacks "teeth" whereas 
the substitute proposal mandates that if students don't meet the 
requirement, they don't graduate. Moreover, he maintained that the 
program would not require any additional resources. 

W.Rueckert stated that the proposal really did not address the issue, 
that it would not provide for more writing. He added that the inclusion 
of Eng 201 and 205 was unrealistic. J.Wilbur observed that the proposal 
was not a real substitute. L.Wrubel asked where BSK 100 would fit in 
and P.Alley replied that it would serve remedial purposes only. K.Kallio 
suggested that more information concerning the current writing test 
was needed. 

B.Rhodes stated that the current test has been scaled down in terms of 
length and type of scoring. Now, the intent is to identify the most 
inadequate students. The exam is 70 minutes long and approximately 
one and a half pages are obtained from each student. B.Rhodes noted 
that the test has been pared down to the point where the test does 
not discriminate between the reasonably good writer and the truly 
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sophisticated writer. Content items have been removed that have bearing 
upon the stylistic aspect of a student's writing. The exam would have 
to be doubled in length in order to make such determainations. That 
change would produce grading problems in terms of time and financing. 
J.Schumaker suggested that the proposal is really suggestive of 
another screening test. She also argued that the BSK test ouoht not 
be tampered with. Discussion continued concerning the possible use 
of other tests including those produced by ETS and various reservations 
concerning these instruments were expressed. P.Alley noted that students 
from the Business School would immediately be factored out of the 
problem because the School itself requires an English writing examin
ation. Fully one quarter of the graduating class is thus already involved 
in such a process. After further discussion, W.Rueckert moved the question 
and the motion for the substitute proposal was defeated. 

J.Schumaker indicated that K.Crabbe had researched the issue · of 
the number of courses and available places now in the curriculum 
that would be conceivably included as alternatives to Eng 100 as 
stipulated under the terms of segment 11 i" of the original proposal 
as amended at the Committee meeting of 19 February. In investigating 
the question, K.Crabbe had defined the concept of a "substantial 
writing requirement 11 in a 100 or 200 level course as a requirement of 
at least 4 written exercises that may include essay exams. K.Crabbe 
indicated that the number 114" was chosen to eliminate those classes 

with only an essay midterm, a final exam and one paper. K.Crabbe found 
that there were fully 15,000 spaces that fulfilled this requirement. 
K.Crabbe did note, however, that the figure is somewhat misleading as 
some spaces are obviously offered in specialized courses that would 
not be feasible for a broad cross section of students. 

P.Alley stated that item "i" could be deleted. J.Schumaker noted that 
the groups identified in item u;n might be separated into two categories. 
V.Kemp observed that if item "i" were deleted, then only item "iii" 
would remain. S.West stated that item"i 11 wouldn't be deleted, just 
altered. J.Schumaker proposed that item "i 11 be deleted to be replaced 
by a new statement. V.Kemp proposed the following amendment: 11BSK will 
be continued to be administered to all incoming freshmen. Freshmen 
who do not meet the mandated minimum score will be required to take 
BSK 100. Those who are exempted will be required to include 11X11 number 
of courses that have been determined to include a substantial writing 
requirement. M.O'Neill stated that these courses would be drawn from 
the list developed tentatively by K.Crabbe's research. J.Gentleman 
suggested that the question be tabled for a rewrite of section one. 
P.Alley ased if the amendment would increase the core requirements. 
J.Schumaker said that one class could be used to fulfill a both the 
existing core requirement and a new wr_iting requirement. P .Boger stated 
that he would be against tabling the question as the committee is running 
up against a deadline. R.Simon questioned whether the committee's 
intention had been established. W.Rueckert suggested that item "iN 
be refered to the Dean's office for reworking. 

J.Schumaker .suggested that the committee should pursuea policy 
that would include: a) maintain BSK as is, ensuring that the work 
be done in the first year; b) require "X 11 number of courses with 
substantial writing for .those exempt from BSK; c)consider work done 



in Humanities as a second level of writing exposure; d) a substantial 
writing requirement in the major departments. This would avoid the 
difficult issue of which courses might be exempted from the writing 
requirement. P.Alley stated that the committee had already voted 
twice to reject the concept of exemptions .for the writing require
ment in core courses. R.Simon noted that departments could modify 
existing core courses to fulfill the writing requirement if they 
chose to do so. K.Kallio noted that the action taken on "i" would 
affect 11ii. 11 

200 

After further discussion, J.Gentleman moved that the rules be suspended 
to facilitate more open discussion as had been suggested by V.Kemp. 
The committee then was polled to determine sentiment regarding items 
11 ii" and 11 iii" and a revised item 11 i." 

Regarding a revised item "i" the vote was positive. J.Feuerstein stated 
that a revised item "i" would eliminate the need for item "ii. 11 

S.West agreed stating that the original intent was to improve writing 
rather than to pursue any particular policy toward that end. The focus 
should be on the improvement of writing regardless of the vehicle. 
He suggested that a revised "i 11 would do this. 

B.Clarke asked how "ii" relates to present core guidelines and J. 
Gentleman responded that some core area guidelines do not have a 
writing requirement explicitly expressed. W.Rueckert called for a 
vote on the original item "ii. 11 The committee voted favorably upon 
the inclusion of the original item "ii 11 and subsequently also voted 
favorably upon item "iii. 11 Discussion on the full proposal will 
continue at the committee's next meeting, tentatively scheduled for 
March 12. 

OLD BUSINESS- none 

NEW BUSINESS- none 

ADJOURNMENT - the meeting was adjourned at 5:17PM. 

Respectfully submitted, 

l) l! tL lrt L q uci-/!r_ 111-«- , L. 

Judith Gentleman 
with thanks to Christy Simonsen 


