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The Report of the Core Revi ew Committee 

April 1984 

The Core Review Committee was charged to examine the implementa
tion of the core during the past three and one half years discover 
any difficulties or problems, and recommend improvements ~here 
needed. This report could have been shortened considerably by 
confining it to grade distribution patterns, student opinion of 
faculty instruction data, enrollment patterns, the concerns of 
area core committees, and a few recommendations. But a report 
which failed to address questions about the core raised by various 
students and faculty would simply be a bad report. Those questions 
are addressed in the following pages. They have been used as 
bas is for organizing this report, with the broadest issues, such 
as "Why have a core?", appearing first. Much of the data we have 
collected will be cited in our answers. Mos t of this data are con
tained in the appendices of the report. 

There is little evidence that any particular question raised 
is a burning issue for a majority of the college community. At 
the beginning of the Spring semester, we invited (in The Lamron, 
The Compass, and the Faculty Senate Bulletin) all students and . 
faculty to submit their concerns about the core to the Core Rev1ew 
Committee. We received exactly four letters, all from faculty. 
One student called a bout a personal problem which could only be 
resolved in the Office of Academic Advisement. Class surveys and 
SOFI data also suggest that most people are concentrating more on 
getting the job done than on changing the job to be done. Th7 
preceding observations are not intended to suggest that q~est1ons 
can be dismissed if not asked by a majority of the commun1ty. A 
reasonable question should be answered if only one person chooses 
to ask it. 

Four major questions determine the bulk of the following report 
outline. 

I. Why have a core? 

II. Why should we have all of the core areas, and the 
particular core areas, required in the Geneseo core? 

III. Should there be any additions to the present core? 

IV. What problems have emerged in the implementation of the 
core during the past three years? 

V. A summary of the Core Review Committee's recommendations. 

Appendix A. SOFI data for each semester by core area 
beginning with Fall 1981. 

Appendix B. Grade di stri bution data for each semester 
beginning with Fall 1981. 
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I. Why have a core? 

For some this question is genuine, for others it is an ex
pression of opposition to the core. The question is answered by 
the stated .purpose of the core: 

The acquisition of skills, capacities, dis
positions, and knowledge in a common core 
should depend on the characteristics that 
ought to be possessed by responsible members 
of society and not on occupational goals. 
The most important of these characteris
tics are: 

-a capacity to reason critically and 
constructively, 

-a capacity to express ideas clearly, 
coherently, and grammatically, 

-an acquaintance with and an appreciation 
of problems, issues, institutions, 
practices, . and trends in the contempo
rary and natural world, 

-an acquaintance with the past and an 
appreciation of its relevance to our 
times, 

-an acquaintance with major alternatives 
in the search for moral, social, and 
political values, 

-a heightened and broadened aesthetic 
awareness 

A common core should provide a reasonable de
gree of shared, cultural experience and be de
signed to implement the acquisition of the 
characteristics indicated. 

Five reasons have been given by those who oppose a core: 

(a) The capacities to write well, think clearly, and so on are 
not valuable. ("The core is useless"., "The core is a 
waste of time"., "The core is worthless".) 

(b) The capacities emphasized in the core cannot be taught, at 
least not in the classroom. 

(c) The capacities emphasized in the core are not being taught 
because of poor course design and/or poor delivery. 

(d) I simply don't want to learn how to write well, to think 
clearly, and so on. I want a degree and a job, and I want 
all of my courses to pertain to that job. 

(e) There are enough students who hold the attitude expressed in 
to threaten future enrollments. This is especially true in 
the case of transfer students who may face another half year 
of core requirements even though they ·bring two years of 
college credit with them. 

(d) 

1 
I 
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A decent defense of (a) requires the capacities dismissed as 
valueless. It is possible that some who hold (a) do so because of 
a bad experience in one or more core courses. The problem then 
is with those courses, not with the intent of the core, nor with 
the design and delivery of most core courses. The remedy for the 
problem rests with course improvement, not with throwing out the core. 

The skeptical charge in (b) is simply false. Most people 
who are repeatedly required to write, and whose writing is corrected, 
become better writers. Those required to solve problems in logic, 
mathematics, and physics generally become better problem solvers. 
Those exposed to the range of moral, social, and political alterna
tives presented in the humanities tend to become more sensitive 
to and thoughtful about such alternatives. Problem sets, examina
tions, and papers in hundreds of sections of core courses docu
ment such claims. These examinations and papers also defeat the 
charge that the core merely duplicates what was learned in 
school. In most cases it would be disastrous to give examinations 
at the beginning of the course. The skeptic's charge sometimes 
takes the form of demanding, for example, scientific proof that 
critical reasoning courses make people better critical reasoners. 
If "scientific proof" is intended to mean "scientific studies where 
all relevant variables have been controlled or accounted for," then 
such proof probably cannot be obtained. One who doubts this should 
consult with experts on experimental design (available on this 
campus). Most successful practice in everyday life is conducted in 
the absence of scientific proof of its success. One who doesn't 
know that requiring writing improves writing is simply not attending 
to the world in which we live. 

The charge in (c) has two parts: that core course designs do 
not reflect core goals and that core courses are not well-taught. 
The first part of this charge ignores the operations of the area core 
committees. Each committee screens each course proposed for core 
credit in its area by determining if the course satisfies 
the criteria for a core course in that area. The screening process 
has been critical enough to irritate more than a few faculty 
who proposed courses. The fact of committee screening has surely 
influenced course design. Some courses have been rejected for core 
credit, others have been redesigned after the screening process 
and resubmitted. The area committees are also charged with moni
toring every section of every core course taught in their area 
by checking syllabi, examinations, and other formal requirements. 
The screening and review processes have not been perfect (diffi
culties are cited in Section IV of this report) but, given the 
efforts of these committees, the burden of proof rests with those 
who claim a mismatch between course design and core intent. 

It is true that not every course is well-taught. And while 
it is true that the core has its share of such courses, there is no 
evidence that the core has more than its share. We have data as 
to how courses have been received by students (SOFI) and these do 
not indicate great discontent with any area of the core. (Sec 
Appendix A.) Some faculty insist that there is no connection (demon
strated at least) between SOFI data and the quality of instruction. 
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If they are correct, it will be even more difficult to document 
the charge that core courses are, in general, poorly tnught. 

The rejection of the core expressed in (d) is probably mo
tivated by fear of the unknown and a corresponding perceived 
threat to one's GPA. But many upperclass students have found 
such fears to be unfounded, and returning graduates have often 
commented on facing career difficulties because they had too 
few core-type courses. Anyone who believes that the skills and 
capacities emphasized by the core are not needed after graduation 
is unacquainted with the world of work. Those who wish to avoid 
developing these skills have a confused view of their own interest s. 

The charge that a demanding core will threaten enrollments 
was made on the Faculty Senate floor in 1978. The core was im
plemented and, although there is no demonstrated connection, en
rollments went up. There is little evidence that high school 
students select a college because of its core requirements or 
its lack of core requirements. There is evidence thnt if someo~e 
receives a good education at a college and tells othe rs about th1s, 
the college's enrollment prospects brighten. It has become pain
fully obvious to at least one sister institution that being viewed 
as an easy college is not the key to healthy enrollments. Geneseo's 
survival depends on high standards and a curriculum which en
hances intellectual and aesthetic development. 

Some who concede that high school students will not be in
fluenced by our core requirements are concerned that transfer stu
dents will be so influenced. There are four alternative re
sponses to this concern: drop core requirements, set one standard 
for freshmen and another for transfers, revise our core to conform 
to the practices of community colleges, maintain our present core. 
Good reasons have been given for rejecting the first of these 
alternatives. The second should be rejected on the ground that 
double standards are irrational. Thus, the interesting issue 
is whether we should revise our core to conform to community college 
practices or to ask transfer students to meet Geneseo standards. 
This issue lies at the heart of our second major question. 

II. Why should we have all the core areas, and the particular 
core areas, which are required in the Geneseo Core? 

The general answer to this question consists of a review of 
the reasons for the core (given at the beginning of this report). 
A more detailed answer must proceed by core area. We begin with 
humanities . 

(a) Humanities 

It is not wise for the citizens of a democratic society 
(where, in principle, everyone is an author of laws and policies) 
to be unfamiliar with the history of mistakes and successes of 
those before us, to be unfamiliar with the many alternatives pro
posed to resolve social and political problems, to be unfamiliar 
with arguments for the worth of radically different lifestyles, or 
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to have little practice at reflecting rationally about "Wh t 
should my society be like" and "What sort of life is best foa " 
Th . · · 1 h r me . 1s 15 prec1se y w y transfer students should not be exempted 
from the humani~ies courses. The fact that most community colleges 
have not emphas1zed these concerns does not detract from their 
importance. A democratic society is no better than its citizens. 
In a government by the people, the people should be prepared to 
govern. 

SOFI data and student comments indicate that the humanities 
courses are more demanding than the average course at Geneseo. 
This should dispel the view that these courses repeat material 
covered in high school. It does not meet the occasional objec
tion that the information in the course is worthless. The rebuttal 
to the latter objection is the humanities course itself. Mount 
a rational attack against the humanities course and you end up 
doing the humanities course. But that is what some people wanted 
to avoid to begin with. One who claims that the writings of 
Sophocles, Thucydides, Plato, Aristotle, Dante, Shakespeare, and 
so on aren't worth much has a very large job on his or her hands, 
to wit, showing that serious thought about moral and political 
issues is worthless, or that the authors read in the course make 
false claims, provide bad arguments, or are really writing about 
other matters. Anyone who took this task seriously would probably 
fall in love with the course. 

"Why is each humanities course four credi'ts?" It is because 
of the scope of the course. More students complain.about the amount 
of work in the course than about the number of cred1ts. If the 
course were reduced to three hours without a reduction in content, 
complaints would increase. 

"Then why not reduce the content of the course?" The humanities 
courses were not designed as an introduction to a few unrelated 
famous books. They are an attempt to show the major lines of 
Western moral, social, and political development. The course loses 
coherence if some of these lines are removed. On the most important 
issues facing us, we have a tendency to accept uncritically 20th 
century assumptions about human nature, human worth, and human 
purposes. Alternatives to these assumptions become quite clear 
when we examine our traditions back to ancient times. It can be 
argued that some of these alternatives are superior to assumptions 
now held. Of course, each student must attempt to determine which 
alternative is best. But this cannot be done if he or she does 
not know what the alternatives are. Again, the best defense of 
the humanities course is the course itself. 

"Why isn't there a single syllabus for every section of the 
humanities course?'' That is, why is there so much variation from 
one section to the next? The course requires that at least fifty 
percent of the readings be common to all sections and that at least 
fifty percent of examination questions be on the required common 
texts. The reason for choosing fifty instead of one hundred 
percent rests with the diverse educational backgrounds and interests 
of the humanities faculty. Given this diversity it was difficult 
to insist on a single format for every section of the course. 
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Most humanities instructors have settled for the required readings 
as the bulk of the course readings, if not as the readings for 
the course. A review of section syllabi suggests, with a few 
exceptions, a reasonably uniform course from one section to the next. 

"But the workload and grading criteria differ radically from 
one section to the next. Why is this?'' Different humnnities 
instructors have different views as to the amount of work to reason
ably expect in a college course. This is true in every department 
and in every other section of the core. To remove these differences 
we would have to force every faculty member to adopt one style 
of teaching and one set of educational strategies. Uniform grade 
distributions would have to be established and enforced. Examina
tions and papers would have to be standardized. Merely giving the 
same examinations to a thousand people constitutes n logistical 
nightmare. The complete fairness sought in this case would require 
a regimentation worse than the problem. We can, and will, suggest 
to some of our faculty at the extremes to think about the con
cern expressed here. 

"Why is it impossible to get a good grade in a humanities 
course?" It is not impossible. Appendix B shows that the grade 
distributions in the humanities do not differ significantly from 
other areas of the core. It is true that in some humanities sec
tions it is quite difficult to get an A, but this also is true 
in some fine arts sections, some social science sections, and so 
on. We would have to clone instructors or enforce a particular 
grade distribution to change this situation. 

Some humanities sections reportedly have not gone well. Horror 
stories have circulated. But the SOFI data collected is for all 
humanities sections for all semesters the course has been required. 
The data suggests that horrors are the exception not the rule. 
(See Appendix A.) 

The humanities sequence is one of the good things that dis
tinguishes Geneseo from the other colleges in the state system. 
Other schools held conferences about putting a similar course to
gether, but never went beyond talking about it. If one turns to 
Appendix A one notes that the humanities courses were not as 
well received as the other areas of the core in the Fall of 1981 
(the first semester the course was required). Most humanities 
facutly were teaching the course for the first time, and much of 
the material in the course was new to them. If one continues 
through Appendix A, one finds that the course quickly became 
as well-received as those in any other area of the core. Human
ities faculty are generally enthusiastic about the course and the 
evidence suggests they are getting better every semester in de
livering it. 

(b) Critical Reasoning 

Asking penetrating questions, finding arguments buried in a 
heap of rhetoric, knowing how to test arguments, being familiar 
with the canons of evidence, and protecting oneself against falla
cious reasoning are not instinctive abilities. They are learned 
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and then sharpened by practice. Thinking critically isn't a 
luxury, it is a necessity. 

Most concerns about the critical reasoning part of the core 
have come from faculty who find this requirement redundant for 
one of two reasons: "Every course employs critical reasoning, 
so there need not be a separate part of the core for this." 
"Students are pretty good critical reasoners when they arrive 
at college, so special courses in the area are not needed." 

It is probably true that every course requires some critical 
reasoning. It is not true that all courses require this to the 
same degree. Some courses are more oriented toward disseminating 
information than they are toward the generation and analysis 
of arguments. Other courses employ critical methods (deductive, 
inductive, and analogical reasoning), but they do not focus on 
these methods. They employ critical reasoning but they are not 
about critical reasoning. Logic was not a discipline until 
Ar~stotle made it one. People reasoned logically prior to 
Aristotle, but they had not formulated a precise definition of 
valid deductive argument nor developed a system for testing 
such arguments. Critical reasoning core courses are primarily 
about critical reasoning, and not merely courses in which some 
reasoning happens to take place. There are criteria which a 
course proposed for critical reasoning must satisfy and the 
Critical Reasoning Core Committee has been particularly tough 
in enforcing these criteria. Perhaps the most interesting dis- . 
cussions of course core-eligibility have taken place in the meet1ngs 
of this committee. The Critical Reasoning Core Committee has 
been the most conscientious of committees in reviewing the offerings 
of approved courses to see that these offerings are consistent 
with the outlines approved by the committee. 

An illustration (because it is representative) may be 
sufficient to answer the charge that high school students are 
well-equipped in this core area. Many students who begin Intro
duction to Logic say they have covered the material being pre
sented in the course. Within two and one half days this refrain 
ceases and it is not heard for the remainder of the semester. 
Again, students cannot pass examinations in these courses at the 
beginning of the semester. 

(c) Fine Arts 

Notable among distinctively human traits are the capacities 
to make music, drama, and art and to appreciate and to enjoy 
these creations. If one of the major aims of a college is aes
thetic development (and we believe it is), then it would be a 
grave error to omit the arts. For these reasons there should be 
a fine arts component to the core. 

Questions concerning the appropriateness of the fine arts 
portion of the core have come mainly from students. Faculty have 
had some questions about the administration of this part of the 
core, and these will be treated in Section IV of this report. 
The primary student concern centered onaperceived major 
orientation in most fine arts core courses (the acknowledged ex
ceptions to this were ArH 170, Dra 100, and Mus 100). It was 
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observed by some that "too much natural talent was required to 
get a good grade". 

In this section of the report, our principal question is 
whether we should maintain the current areas of the present core. 
If the charge in the preceding paragraph is well-founded, the appro
priate action would be to revise the array of course offerings in 
the fine arts core, not to eliminate that portion of the core. 
The question of such modifications is treated in Section IV 
of this report. 

(d) Natural Science 

Advances in the natural sciences have had and continue to 
have a huge impact on our lives. Decisions must be made concerning 
the allocation of research funds and the appropriateness of various 
research projects. Decisions must be made concerning the appro
priate use of scientific discoveries. It is dangerous for one 
to be a scientific illiterate in a democracy where such deci
sions must be made. Thus, it is important to have a natural 
science component to the core. 

Concerns with the natural science component of the core 
have been voiced mainly by students. First, more than one 
student suggested that not much was learned during lab sessions 
and that the labs be dropped. Second, some students f e lt that the 
science core courses were major-oriented and thus either too 
difficult or too time-consuming for the non-major. 

Natural science is to a great extent experimental and this 
point should be driven home in the laboratory. Perhaps some labora-

1 tory sessions fail to meet their purpose. If this is so, the natun 
science core committee should review such cases and make recommenda
tions for course improvement. An introduction to science which 
ignored its experimental component would be a very poor intro
duction. 

Natural science faculty have been concerned recently with 
whether their core courses are too watered down. Some have been 
bothered by existence of two tracks in the sciences, one for majors , 
the other for non-majors. That there are two tracks can be seen 
by comparing Phy 111 with Phy 121, Che 111 with Che 113, Bio 103 
with Bio 123, GSc 100 with GSc 111. The lower level courses are 
intended for non-majors. But at any tevel, some may find 
science difficult. It is, nevertheless, important. 

(e) Social Science 

The reasons for keeping the social science portion of the core 
are essentially those given for retaining the natural science com
ponent. Social science theories and research have a major im
pact on our society. Our economy, our ideologies, and our public 
policies are affected by such theories and research. Responsible 
citizens should be informed of such matters. 

Questions concerning the social science part of the core 
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have focused on the details of its implementation, not on its 
inclusion in the core. We shall treat these questions in 
Section IV. 

III. Should areas be added to the core? If so, which? 

The committee considered five suggestions for the addition 
of new components to the core: (a) library skills, (b) a required 
writing course, (c) a course in computer literacy, (d) a course 
on "the third world", (e) a course in quantitative reasoning. 
Please note that to consider is not necessarily to recommend. 

(a) Library Skills 

When the humanities courses were first implemented, one of 
the papers required in each semester of the sequence was a re
search paper. Most faculty thought it necessary to take time from 
the main body of the course to provide a lecture on how to usc the 
library so that students could begin their research for the paper. 
In time, the humanities faculty discovered that too many demands 
had been made on_ the course, and that a lecture on library re
search inserted into, say, an analysis of Aristotle's Ethics 
amounted to a major discontinuity in the course. Subsequently, the 
humanities courses were modified so that the research paper was 
optional (a critical paper could replace it). This modification 
was accompanied by the disappearance of most lectures on library 
research. Since the humanities sequence is the experience 
common to all Geneseo students, where else could all students 
be introduced to library research? The humanities faculty main
tained, despite this problem, that too much pressure had been 
put on the humanities course, to wit, that is unreasonable to dem~nd 
an introduction to library research in this course in addition 
to a connected view of developments in history, literature, and 
p~ilosophy over the last three thousand years. At the moment th7 
hbrary research problem rema'ins unresolved, except for the willing
ness of library staff to counsel students one at a time as they come 
for help. A credit course, even for one hour, was viewed as more 
than the situation required. Pam Baxter ~orked u~ ~ series of 
pamphlets to help students with research 1n Human1t1es I and II. 
Perhaps, this could be done for each major area of student re
search. 

(b) A required writing course 

After much discussion the following proposal was moved 
and passed by the committee: 

that the College establish a minimum writing 
requirement for all core cour~es, th~t this re
quirement be spelled out expl1citly 1n e?ch core
eligible course proposal in terms of a m1nimum ~f 
1500 words of written work, at least half of wh1ch 
must be prepared out of class, and that the only 
possible exception or exclusion to the stated 
minimum will be for those courses for w~ich there is 
a majority agreement within the approprlfJe core 
committee that a writing requirement wou run 
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counter to or prove unfeasible given 
the methods and practices of the discipline 
under which the course falls. 

The committee reasoned that one course would not r emedy · 
most writing problems encountered by students, but that the re- l 
quirement of writing in most core courses would significantly 
improve writing skills. Thus, the committee does not recommend 

1

. 
an additional core course, although it recommends a continuance 
of the requirement of Basic Skills for those students who have 
more pronounced writing problems. 

(c) Computer literacy 

Committee members acknowledge the importance of computers 
in contemporary society and thus the importance of a basic under
standing of how computers work and how they can be used. Harsh 
economic facts prevent us from recommending that a computer science 
course become a graduation requirement. The computer science 
faculty has been taxed to meet the demands of the minors and of 
other "users" in the college community. The computer science 
major begins this Fall, increasing the burden on the department. 
We simply do not have the staff, or the resources to create the 
necessary staff, to require a computer science course of every 
student in the college. Perhaps future circumstances will make 
such a requirement more feasible than it is at this time. 

(d) A course on "the third world" 

The humanities courses are bursting at the s eams in their 
attempt to cover Western civilization. But obviously the r e is 
much more to the world than the West and even more obvious ly 
our future is entwined with non-Western attitudes and deve lopments. 

It is not responsible to act as though the third world doesn't 
exist when preparing students for the future. Two problems arise 
when considering a "third world" requirement: (1) Exactly what 
should be the focus of this course, or of these courses? (2) 
How can the course be staffed? An answer to question (2) depends 
on the answer to question (1). A group of interested faculty 
have been called together to study question (1). Their delibera
tions will extend beyond the tenure of the current Core Review 
Committee. At this time, the Committee can do little more than 
acknowledge the importance of their task. 

(e) A course in quantitative reasoning 

Such courses would primarily be found in mathematics, logic, 
and computer science (according to the authors of this recommenda- . 
tion). The Committee's response to this proposal involves the stafftq 
problem. Mathematics and computer science already have more than 
they can do. (Incidentally, one objection to the core revision of 
1979 was that it would result in a significant reallocation of 
faculty resources. This has not happened as expected. Departments 
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heavily involved in the core tended to suffer losses. Gains, when 
they occurred, were found in departments not primarily involved 
in the core. ) 

IV. What problems have emerged in the implementation of 
the core during the past three years? 

During its deliberations, the Core Review Committee considered 
the reports of the area core committees and interviewed each of the 
area committee chairpersons. Some concerns emerged in each of 
the five areas. 

(a) Humanities 

The Humanities Core Committee generally meets about twice per 
semester. The faculty involved in teaching Humanities I and II 
have met once or twice per year. The Humanities Core Committee has 
collected each semester the syllabi, examinations, and paper 
topics of every section of the humanities courses. These docu
ments were screened to see if the minimal conditions of the course, 
as passed by the Faculty Senate and approved by the President, 
were being satisfied. In a few cases the minimal conditions were 
not satisfied, in some other cases they were marginally satisfied. 
The Committee consulted with the faculty in question and, if 
that failed to bring results, consulted with the appropriate depart
ment chairperson. A few faculty have been disturbed by this 
monitoring process. But the Committee, quite reasonably, has 
tried to insure that the course being taught is the course passed 
by the Senate. Faculty are free to teach other courses, but 
they should not teach one of these under the guise of Humanities 
I or II. 

The Humanities Core Committee is aware of concern over the 
diverse grading practices of several humanities faculty; but has no 
resources stronger than peer pressure to try to remedy this. Given 
the subject matter of the humanities, consider the difficulty in 
insisting on uniform answers to the following questions: How 
much work is required for an A, for a B, etc.,? Exactly how 
good does A work have to be? How many pages constitute a 
reasonable reading assignment for one week? How detailed should 
examinations be? How much information should be provided about 
the nature and the makeup of examinations? How much weight should 
one give to poor spelling, bad grammar, and sloppy proofreading 
when grading papers? What should the penalty be for bad arguments 
or no arguments? Should one grade with a curve in mind? If so, 
which curve? Find precise answers to these and many more questions 
and the problem of diversity in faculty grading can be solved. 

There has been an ongoing discussion among humanities faculty 
about the number of works covered and about which works to cover. 
This has led to two modifications of the course. Most of the 
humanities faculty ~ave been sensitive to student reports about 
the heavy workload 1n the course. Currently, the required works 
in Humanities I and II constitute about 85 pages of reading per 
week. 
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Some humanities faculty have expressed a desire for more freedom 
in presenting the course . This conflicts with student requests for 
a course which is more uniform from one section to the next, and with 
the idea of having a course which introduces the humanities. Reasons 
were given in Section II.a. for the scope and the focus of Humanities 
I and II. 

(b) Critical Reasoning 

The Critical Reasoning Core Committee reported having difficulty 
obtaining syllabi and requirements from some faculty. In some other 
cases, syllabi did not conform to the minimum criteri a for a critical 
reasoning core course. These faculty members were consulted, and 
either matters were corrected or the faculty in question elected not to 
teach future sections of the course. The issue in the se ca ses is not 
one of freedom to teach what one wishes to teach, it is whether a 
particular offering will count as satisfying the critical r easoning 
core. The committee reported that most sections offered in the area 
have clearly satisfied the critical reasoning guidelines. 

(c) Fine Arts 

The view held by some students that most offerings in the Fine Arts 
area of the core are designed for majors has been referred to the Fine 
Arts Core Committee. Tied to this view is the claim that there are 
too few sections offered in the Fine Arts Core area. The latter problem 
has generated difficulty in transferring credit. A department is 
permitted to submit up to one-third of its course offerings for core 
credit. Some Fine Arts departments have not done this. For example, 
one can obtain core credit for Photography I but not for Sculpture 1: 
A transfer student, thus, could not use a course in sculpture to sat1s~ ' 
the Fine Arts core. It would appear that Sculpture I is not a core 
course simply because it has not been submitted as one. Since this 
problem can arise in other areas of the core, the committee made the 
following recommendation: that the Office of Academic Advisement give 
transfer credit to any course which satisfies the criteria for a par
ticular area of the core even if Geneseo has no corres ponding course 
approved for core credit. The Office of Academic Advisement is to get 
the approval of the appropriate area committee in such cases. How
ever, this recommendation does not create more Fine Arts core course 
sections for students currently at Geneseo. The probl em is not diffi
cult to correct. We recommend that departments increase 
the number of core offerings in the Fine Arts area. 

There has been heated discussion in the Fine Arts Core Committee 
and the Core Review Committee about the criteria for Fine Arts 
Core courses. Some faculty held that the criteria were not 
uniformly applied to courses submitted for core credit. Others 
held that the criteria were designed to exclude courses not taught 
by Fine Arts faculty by emphasizing the studio aspect of these 
disciplines, and that these criteria would exclude "appreciation" 
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courses such as Dra 100 and ArH 170 The i · Th c R · . · ssue 1s not settled 
e ore ev1ew Comm1ttee does not intend to try to settle the. 

issue, but recommends that all area guidelines be reviewed and 
approved by the Undergraduate Academic Affairs Committee (and 
subsequently, of course, by the Senate). 

(d) Natural Science 

Student concern about the usefulness of laboratory sessions 
is a part of a larger concern of the natural science faculty as 
t~ the adequacy of their core courses in enhancing scientific 
l1teracy. Several proposals for revising Natural Science Core 
courses are being discussed in the Natural Science Core Committee. 
Any recommendations for change will be submitted to UAAC. 

The only other perceived problem in this area rested with 
the belief of some faculty that the Natural Science Core Committee 
would not approve a course which failed to have the appropriate 
prefix. Of course, Geo 110 (which has the "wrong" prefix) 
has been approved, but some felt that such approval was unlikely 
to.rec~r. Once again, our recommendation that UAAC approve area 
gu1del1nes may help resolve such concerns (if the recommendation 
is followed). 

(e) Social Science 

Three questions arose concerning the social science core. One 
faculty asked why courses which did not have social sciences pre
fixes could not satisfy the social science core. The answer is 
that they can and some do. Submit the course to the social 
science core committee. Another faculty observed that the social 
science core criteria were so loose that it was virtually im
possible to reject a course proposed for core credit in this area. 
This problem would be best addressed when (and if) UAAC undertakes 
a review of area committee guidelines. Finally, more than one 
faculty member expressed concern over the token writing requirements 
in some social science core courses. If our recommendation in Section 
III.c. is approved, this concern should be dispelled. 

V. A summary of the Core Review Committee's Recommendations 

The Core Review Committee recommends: 

(l) 

( 2) 

( 3 ) 

that all areas of the present core continue as graduation 
requirements for all students at Geneseo. The reasons 
for this recommendation are given in Sections I and II 
of this report . 

that core credit be given to any course acc7pt7d for 
transfer credit in the area of the core sat1sf1ed by 
that course, even if there is no corresponding core 
course at Geneseo. The determination that a transfer 
course satisfies core is to be made by the appropriate 
area core committee. 

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 ~ I 

I 

i 
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terms of a minimum of 1500 words of written work, 
at least half of which must be prepared out 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 course falls. 

(4) that all guidelines used by the area core committees 
in determining the appropriateness of courses submitted 
for core credit in that area be reviewed and approved 
by the Undergraduate Academic Affairs Committee and sub
sequently by the Faculty Senate . 

(5) that the number of sections offered for core credit in 
the Fine Arts area of the core be increased. 

(6) that the Humanities Core Committee make a special effort 
to monitor variations in content, workload, and grading 
policies among the various humanities sections, and to 
try to keep such variations within reason. We offer 
no definition of "within reason", but those concerned 
with the success of the humanities courses should not 
need one. 

(7) that the Natural Science Core Committee monitor the 
laboratory sections in core courses to see that these 
sections reflect the reasons for requiring laboratories. 

One of the major purposes of the core is to stimulate, in 
students and faculty, interest in broad intellectual concerns . 
A planned lecture series designed to have college-wide appeal 
should aid in fostering such interest. We recommend the initia
tion of these lectures and that there be at least two or three of 
them per year. 
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Appendix A 

The following data were taken from the Student Opinion of 
Faculty Instruction returns for each semes ter from Fall 1981 
to Spring 1983. We did not collect data from Fall 1980 and Spring 
1981 because the humanities portion of the core had not been im
plemented during the first year of core operation. Thus, the Fall 
of 1981 was the first time we could compare all five core area s. 
Fall 1983 data are not yet available, and since the SOFI form 
cha nged last fall, comparison of Fall 1983 with earlier semesters 
would have been difficult. 

For each core area (e.g., critical reasoning) two numbers 
appear next to each item. The upper number {e.g., 4.0) is the 
average score on that item for all forms returned in all critica l 
r ea s oning courses that semester . The lower number is the number 
of s tudents responding to that item . Each item below is r a ted 
on a scale of 1 to 5 , with 5 being the highest possible rating. 

-----------------.-r~~ 

1. The course increased my knowledge. skrlls. and/ or understandmg of the subJect. . .. . . .. ... ............. NA 

2. The mstructor increased my knowledge. sktlls. and/or understandmg of t he subJeCt. . ... · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 
NA 

3. The instructor provided adequate evaluat 1ons of my performance during the semester. . .. .. . . · . · . · · · · · · · · · · 
NA 

4. The m et hod of inst ructiOn w as effective . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . NA 

5. The instructor's presentations w ere clear and w ell organtled. . ... .. ... . · . · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · • · · · · · · 

6. The instructor made good use of class time. . . . . . . ..... .. .... .. . ...... · . · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ~-

7. The instruct or had the abi l1ty to stimulate mterest tn th e subject. . • . . . . . . . . . . . · ·. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · NA 

B. The instructo r w as wi lling to consider student op1n1ons or 111terpretat 1ons. . ..... . . . .. . ....•. · · · · · · · • · · "" 

9. The tnstructor demonstrated rapport or harmony w1th the class. . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . IIA 

10. The instructor w as available and wtlling to help whe11 1 sought addtttonal al>StStdncc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . "A 

11. In general the matertal descnbed 1n t he syllabus w as covered '" the course . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . NA 

12. If a t extbook w as required in this course. it w as used effectively by the instructor. • . . • • . • • • . . • • . . . . • . . . . "A 
I ; 
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Appendix B 

The tables on the following pages contain grade distribu
tions for each core area and for non-core courses for each semes 
from Fall 1981 to Spring 1983. The tables show the percent of 
A's, B's, and so on awarded in each area. The total at the 
bottom of each column is the number of grades assigned in that 
area for that semester. 
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