
FI\CULTY SENATE STAT£ UNIVERSITY CDLLCCC AT C£N£SCD, N.Y. 

--~--------.............................................. ... 
September 11, 1981 

WELCOME! 

An all-faculty meeting is scheduled in Newton 204 on Tuesday, September 22, 1981, 
at 4:00 p.m. to receive and add to the report of the Nominations and Elections Committee. 
The first Faculty Senate meeting will convene immediately after the all-faculty meeting. 

* * * * * * * 
N 0 M I N A T E • • 

Please send nominations for members of next year's Nominations and Elections Committee 
(to be elected for a 1-year term) to Randall Bailey (Sturges 304, X5373), Larry Blackman 
(Welles 105B, X5231), Robert Sells (Greene 227A, X5283), or Paul Stein (Blake E 208, 
XS265). The deadline for nominations is Friday, September 18, 1981. Please act immediately 
since we are starting Senate activities one week later this year. 

* * * * * 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

The first meeting of the Executive Committee will be held at 1;00 p.m. on Tuesday, 
September 15, in Brodie 181. 

* * * * * 
1981-1982 FACULTY SENATE MEETINGS (Newton 204) 

September 22, 1981 January 26, 1982 

October 20, 1981 February 16, 1982 

November 17, 1981 March 9, 1982 

December 16, 1981 Apr:l.l 13, 1982 

April 27, 1982 

May 4, 1982 

* * * * * 

This issue of Faculty Senate consists of pages 1 - 19. 
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A good Faculty Senate, like a fine wine~ should improve with age . As it 
matures, it should become increasingly aware of its own strengths and weaknesses; 
it should then capitalize on its strong points and seek to minimize, or at least 
to work effectively within, its shortcomings. A continuity of goals and procedures 
can be maintained in the Senate, even though the particular composition of the body 
changes from year to year. New members provide new ideas and vitality; experienced 
members provide wisdom, and ideas and vitality of their own. A Senate is a dynamic 
entity, changing to meet the needs and vision of the community it serves . Thus, if 
Senate action meets an occasional setback, if it encounters criticism (usually from 
those who are not involved directly with its workings) that it is ineffective, we 
should not give up in exasperation, but rather seek new ways to achieve important 
goals and enlist new allies (or re-enlist others). To do so will insure the Senate's 
increasing effectiveness and vigor; not to do so will insure its demise. 

Imagine for a moment a college without its faculty senate. It is certainly 
true that those who had been involved in the Senate would suddenly have their Tues
day afternoons free; but are there any disadvantages which would weigh against such 
a gain? Lines of communication which are currently open and active among students, 
faculty, and administrators would no longer exist. Decisions on curriculum, academic 
standards and policies, faculty and student concerns, and allocation of resources 
would be made at the administrative level without any forum for input from faculty 
and students (except for an occasional letter of protest). A feeling of working 
together for a common goal (which is a reality, not a myth) would no longer exist. 
Each person - faculty member, student, or administrator - would tend to go on his 
or her own narrow way, without concern for or any interest in w:.at went on outside 
a limited area; not only would each individual suffer, but the college as a whole 
would suffer greatly. It is not just a "noble lie" that we all want the same things: 
a vital college~ of which we can be justly proud; the respect of others outside the 
college; a quality education for our students; recognition for work well done; •.• (you 
finish the list). This is best achieved is a "collegial", interactive relationship; 
it is only thwarted in an adversarial environment. We must keep the lines of communi
cation open, and work together for a better Geneseo State College. Perhaps the stron
gest argument for active participation in faculty governance is one of enlightened 
self-interest: if I don't do it, then others with less understanding of and sympathy 
for my interests, and perhaps whose good judgment I may question, will make these 
important decisions for me. 

The Senate should be able to make informal, as well as formal ("moved and passed") 
recommendations, and to perform evaluative functions. An example of such a function 
is the curriculum review process that the Senate (through UAAC) will perform for any 
dep~rtment that requests it. If we are to keep our curriculum lively and relevant, 
to see that it meets the needs (long- term as well as short-term) of our students, we 
must keep a watchful eye on its development, and be very sure that we do not let it 
stagnate. The Senate has provided a mechanism for departmental curriculum review, 
for any department requesting it; such a review utilizes members of the college com
mun~ty who have an appreciation of the subject-matter in the areat and may include an 
outside evaluator, if the'department so desires . These curriculu~ reviews have proved 
very valuable to the departments involved thus far, and also provide a basis for infor
med judgment when the Senate assesses new curriculum changes proposed by those depart-
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ments. The Middle States accreditation team was enthusiastic over the willingness 
of some departments to take a critical, constructive look at themselves. Such a 
review is beneficial to any department, and all those which have not yet engaged in 
such a review are encouraged to do so very soon. 

It has been suggested (most recently by the Middle States team) that the Faculty 
Senate membership should be "creative participants" in making major choices concern-
ing future planning and priorities for the college, but that limitations connected 
with its "membership, pace, decisiveness, and focus" tend to hinder its effectiveness 
in this area. Certainly we wish to participate creatively, not sit idly by, as 
crucial decisions affecting the future of the college are made. Let us address the 
difficulties suggested: long-term planning takes considered deliberation, often of 
longer duration than the limited yearly meetings of a Senate or its standing committees; 
thus, a group whose constitution remains stable for a longer period of time may be 
needed. Decisiveness rests on the willingness of the persons involved to make tough 
decisions; this makes the composition of such a group a crucial consideration. Pace 
is determined largely by how much else can get in the way of the important job; a 
committee for such a task should be single-minded, not troubled by "busywork". Focus 
is again a question of being able to concentrate undivided attention on the problem 
addressed. Since the membership of the Senate fluctuates greatly from year to year, 
and since each standing committee has many tasks to perform, the job of planning and 
priorities would seem to belong to a special committee, a standing committee of the 
faculty, like faculty research, professional leave review, faculty personnel committee, 
etc. The issue of long-term perspective would indicate that such a committee should 
have continuity in its membership, since such a big job is not accomplished quickly; 
perhaps three-year terms of membership would be appropriate. Many questions arise: 
how should such a committee be constituted, selected? should it be a faculty committee , 
or should it also involve students and administrators? how to compose it of members 
who will be willing to make difficult decisions bravely? how to minimize undue pressure 
(from peers, administration, etc.) that might inhibit decision· .ttaking for the best 
in the long run? and, if all deliberations are made carefully, with all available 
evidence, and without personal gain entering in, even then, what weight will be given 
to the assessments of such a committee? All of these questions are very important to 
consider; they definitely do not imply the impossibility of such a systematic and 
effective involvement in planning, but they do suggest conditions which would be 
necessary for its effectiveness. 

Perhaps one of the greatest difficulties confronting the Senate in a desire to 
engage in long-term planning for the college is the lack of continuity in the leader
ship of the Senate. A Faculty Chair spends a good portion of the year in office just 
"learning the ropes" (this is not really accomplished in the one-year term of appren
ticeship as Vice-Chair), trying to keep everything running smoothly and dealing with 
innumerable unexpected problems which arise; there is not really much time to sit back 
and take the perspective needed to spearhead long-term change or innovation. The 
chairperson builds up some rapport with the administration by the end of the term, 
only to turn over the reins to the next chair. It may well be that a way for the 
Senate to achieve a greater role in college planning would be for the Faculty Chair 
to undertake a longer term (say, two years in office), to allow sufficient time to 
develop and carry through large-scale projects of the "planning" variety, and to try 
to develop a good working relationship with the administration, to allow tqe possibility 
of their being actually carried out. Having just finished a fairly hectic year in "the 
chair", I fully realize the seriousness of undertaking the job fc~ a longer period; but 
I also realize that such a commitment might help the Senate attain its full potential. 

Stab 



FACULTY SENATE TREASURER'S REPORT 
1980-1981 

Savings Account 

Income 

Balance as of 6-27-80 
Dues 
Interest 

Total Operating Budget 

Expenditures 

Hans Huddle Memorial to Boy Scouts 
David Parish - Research 
A. H. Latorella - Research 
Gifts for Retiring Faculty 

Faculty Fund Account as of 5-28-81 

Total 

TIME ACCOUNT (monies~~ be added or removed until maturity) 

Balance as of 6-JQ-80 
Interest through 3-31-81 

Principle set aside for Research 

Interest set aside for Research 

Funds designated for Research 

Total · 

1979, 1978, 
1977' 1976 

1979' 1978, 
1977, 1976 

1980-81 

$467.00 

46.59 

$187.00 

Michael Teres 
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$ 1713.19 
602.00 
83.54 

$ 2398.73 

$ 30.00 
75.00 

200.00 
250.00 

$ 555.00 

$ 1843.73 

$ 2823.16 
359.94 

$ 3183.10 

Faculty Treasure r, 1980-81 
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The Vice-Chairman normally has the responsibility of chairing the Screening 
Committee for teaching award nominations. Since the Vice-Chairman was a nominee 
for the Chancellors Award for Excellence in Teaching, the Committee was chaired 
by Bill Edgar. Two candidates for the award, Wendell D. Rhodes (Professor and 
Chairman, Anthropology) and Donald J. Watt (Professor, English) were recipients 
of the award in May. 

Two retirees were recognized by the faculty: Lawrence J. King (Biology) and 
Margaret H. Giles (Holcomb Campus School). 

Respectfully submitted, 

W. D. Rhodes. 

GRADUATE ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
ANNUAL REPORT 1980-1981 

The Graduate Academic Affairs Committee of Faculty Senate held nine meeting 
during 1980-1981. The majority of business considered by GAAC was curriculum 
issues and programs issues. 

Graduate enrollments and recruitment were topics of early discussions. Several 
issues were raised that could. in the future, be spearheaded by the member of GAAC. 
For example, as long as graduate programs exist on this campus, cost-efficient efforts 
should be made to strengthen enrollments. GAAC could serve as a forum :to encourage 
and organize such discussions among interested parties. coordinate any forthcoming 
plans with the administration, and oversee the implementation of the plans. 

It may also be helpful for GAAC to institute voluntary curriculum reviews for 
graduate programs as UAAC now has for undergraduate programs. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Lanna L. Ruddy, Chair 



Page 5 

Faculty Affairs Committee 

Annual Report 1980-81 

The Faculty Affairs Committee held thirteen meetings this 
year (the minutes of these meetings appear in the Faculty Senate 
Bulletin on pages 31, 51, 84, 120, 121, 189, 190. 240, 246, 264, 
283-292, 326 and 358). 

We discussed a number of issues including the problem of 
grade inflation, making the Faculty Personnel Committee more 
effective, possible changes in the criteria for Senator-at-Large, 
equity in travel compensation, relations between Faculty Affairs 
and the College Priorities Committee, the need for permanent 
faculty identification cards, and publication of the College's 
policy on arbitrary grading and student grievances. 

However, most of the year was devoted to discussion of 
ways to clarify and improve the college's process of making 
recommendations for Appointment, Tenure. or Promotion. To this 
end the committee spent considerable time and effort revising 
the 1970 Guidelines for Appointment, Tenure, and Promotion to 
reflect the Policies of the Board of Trustees, the UUP agreement, 
and the realities of the College. These revisions appear in the 
Faculty Senate Bulletin on pages 284-285. After amendments, the 
new guidelines were approved by the Faculty Senate, but not 
accepted by the President. The committee also proposed some 
revisions in Form H. The revised form appears on pages 288-291. 
After amendments, the revised form was approved by the Faculty 
Senate. The committee also proposed that the President provide 
reasons for promotion or non-promotion decisions. The Faculty 
Senate felt this motion was too ambiguous and so tabled it. 
Finally the committee attempted to revise Form I. It became 
clear in our discussions that the most effective way to clarify 
and improve the recommendation process was not to revise Form I, 
but to abolish it. The elimination of Form I was approved by 
the Faculty Senate and is awaiting Presidential action. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Donald P. Rogers 
Chairperson 1980-81 
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At the beginning of the Committee's meeting on March 3 I heard a member remark 
somewhat as follows: "Finally we are taking up an issue about which I can have an 
opinion and take a stand." Yes, it was that kind of a year for the Student Affairs 
Committee. It met only five times. The most significant meeting was the one just 
mentioned. The result of it was a resolution concerning the arming of campus 
security personnel. 

Another phenomenon involving the Committee, in addition to meeting infrequently, 
was that of having its actions go virtually for naught. Our resolution on guns on 
campus did not reach the floor of the Senate because President Jakubauskas postponed 
a decision on the matter indefinitely. Similarly, our fine and commendable effort to 
arrange a bus for students to take advanced GREs in Pennsulvania met with zero 
response; the joint subcommittee (with Faculty Affairs) on grad inflaction produced 
nothing; our creation of a committee to help Central Council select Geneseo nominees 
for Who's Who in American Colleges was too late; and a discussion on how to increase 
student participation in faculty personnel decisions was fruitless. 

No business, is needless to say, pending for the consideration of next year's 
committee. I recommend, however, that it take up -- very early in the academic 
year -- the matters concerning transportation to take the GREs and selection of 
nominees for Who's Who. Perhaps student will bring a great deal of business to the 
1981-1982 Committee. Possibly even members of the faculty or the administration will 
-- a revolutionary idea! 

In any case, I enjoyed working with this year's Committee. I thank the members 
for their participation. The Committee is a vital one, even when it does 'not 
accomplish a great deal. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Randy Bailey 
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The Committee consisted of Rose Bachem-Alent, Richard Beale, Myrtle Merritt 
(Chairperson), Alan Shank and James Willey. 

The Committee considered the credentials of four candidates for continuing 
appointment and submitted positive recommendations to the President for the 
following: Howard Sanford (Education) and PauhHenry (Milne Library). 

Of the four candidates for promotion to Professor, the Committee submitted 
positive recommendations for Jerry Reber (Physics), and Ronald Sitler (Speech & 
Audiology). 

There were eight candidates for promotion to Associate Professor. Six receiving 
positive recommendations from the Committee were: Henry A. Latorella (Biology), Terry 
W. Browne (Drama), Alan H. Lutkus (English), Russell Judkins (Anthropology) and Karen 
G. Duffy (Psychology). 

Two candidates for promotion to Assistant Professor were r~ommended by the 
Committee. They were Larry Lichtenstein (Business) and Martha Looney (Health and 
Physical Education). 

Milne Library candidates receiving positive recommendations from the Committee 
were as follows: Pam Baxter and Elizabeth Gambler for promotion to Senior Assistant 
Librarians. Barbara Clarke and Diane Johnson to Associate Librarians. J anet Neese 
to the rank of Librarian. 
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FACULTY SENATE, 1981-82 

wendell Rhodes, Chairperson 
Archibald Reid, Vice Chairperson 
Dante Thomas, Secretary 
Phil Boger, Treasurer 
Gerald Smith, State University Senator 

ANTHROPOLOGY 
1980-82: Ellen Kintz 

ART 
1981-83: 
1980-82: 

BIOLOGY 
1981-83: 
1980-82: 

Barbara Minor 
Jay Arnold 

David Brauer 
Henry Latorella 

SCHOOL OF BUSINESS 
1981-83: Paul Fiske 
1980-82 : Joseph Zaremba 

CHEMISTRY 
1980-82: Richard A. Smith 

COMPUTER SCIENCE 
1980-82: Sidney Sanders 

DANCE/DRAMATIC ARTS 
1981-83: Terry Browne 
198Q-82: C. T. Oakes 

EDUCATION/READING 
1981-83: David Strahan 
1980-82: John Herlihy 

ENGLISH 
1981-83: Worth Harder 

1980-82: 
Ron Herzman 
Eugene Stelzig 

FOIU.:IGN LANGUAGES 
19H0-82 : Werner Wanderslcbcn 

GEOGRAPHY 
1981-83: Ray Lougeay 

GEOLOGICAL SCIENCES 
1980-82: James Scatterday 

HEALTH/PHYSICAL EDUCATION 
1981-83: Shirley Toler 
1980-82: Karen Drysdale 

HISTORY 
1981-83: 
1980-82: 

C. Randall Bailey 
James Somerville 

BY REASON OF OFFICE 

Edward B. Jakubauskas 
Thomas S. Calahan 
Van E. Quaal 
Ron Satryb 

LANGUAGE SKILLS CENTER 
1980-82: Nancy Ives 

Douglas Harke 
Joan Schumaker 
Stacey Edgar 
Jim Teahan 

LIBRARY AND INFORMATION SCIENCE 
1981-83: Ivan Kaldor 

MATHEMATICS 
1981-83: William A. Small 
1980-82: Gary Towsley 

MILNE LIBRARY 
1981-83: Paul MacLean 
1980-82: Pam Baxter 

MUSIC 
1981-83: 
1980-82: 

Jack Johnston 
William Leyerle 

PHILOSOPHY 
1981-83: Dennis Bradford 

PHYSICS 
1981-83: Phillip A::_ ley 

POLITICAL SCIENCE 
1981-83: Alan Shank 

PSYCHOLOGY 
1981-83: 
1980-82: 

George Rebor 
Fred Fidura 

SOCIOLOGY 
1981-83: 
1980-82: 

David Gordon 
Michel Richard 

SPECIAL EDUCATION 
1981-83 : Jeri Traub 
1980-82: Bruce Godsave 

SPEECH COMMUNICATION 
1981-83: R. S . Rutherford 

SPEECH PATHOLOGY AND AUDIOLOGY 
1981-83: Linda Infante 
1980-82: Mary Spauld1ng 

/ - ----



1981-83: 

1980-82: 

SENATORS-AT-LARGE 

Bob Beason (BIO) 
Fred Bright (HPE) 
David Meisel (PHY) 
Robert Owens (SPH) 
Ramon Rocha (EDU) 
Nicholas Schiavetti (SPH) 
James Scholes (ENG) 
Donald Watt (ENG) 
Ann Young (SOC) 
Bruce Ristow (ADM) 

Lawrence Casler (PSY) 
Karen Duffy (PSY) 
James Kimball (MUS) 
Bruce Klee (DRA) 
Lanna Ruddy (PSY) 
Walter Soffer (PHI) 
Daniel Strang (BUS) 
James Willey (MUS) 
Zelda Chevalier (EDU) 
Charles Hartness (ADM) 
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ADMINISTRATIVE SENATORS 

ACADEMIC AFFAIRS 
1981-83: Kathryn Crabbe 
1961-82: Richard Story 

BUSINESS AFFAIRS 
1981-63: David Parfitt 
1981-62: Don Pebbles 

STUDENT SERIVCES & STAFF RELATIONS 
1961-63: Kenneth Goode 
1961-82: Catherine Deffenbaugh 

Sidney Sanders 

SERGEANTS-AT-ARMS 

Jim Somerville 
Ellen Kintz 
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Chancellor ' s Report to . 
Faculty Senate of State University 

of New York 
Meeting at Cobleskill 
~-'\pril 1 o. 1981 

CURRICULUM 2 001: 

EDUCATION FOR THE 21ST CENTURY~' 

Clifton R. Wharton. Jr.· 
Chancellor 

State University of New York 

As the United States looks forward to the 21st Century, higher education faces 
a crisis of major proportions. 

You may well ask: What? Another one? 

"Crisi~." after all. has become the permanent condition of the educational es
tablishment -- if not of society as ·a whole. We know all about the fiscal crisis. the 
energy crisis, the physical plant crisis. and the enrollment crisis. Standards of ex
cellence tremble in the winds of the literacy crisis which, in turn. aggravate the 
crisis of public confidence. That contributes to a _ political crisis -- subsequently 
returning us full circle to the fiscal crisis. In the years since the abrupt end of af
fluence at the close of the '60s. is it any wonder so many college and university ad
ministrators have experienced crises in their own careers? 

The decade just past made crisis management the most overworked term in the 
lexicon of bureaucracy. Even so. and at some risk of contributing to wh:;1t is clt:arly 
a cliche' crisis. I want to argue that we face a serious, ve r v r eal c risis in v et a noth e r 

~ w 

area. 

I. The Futuri sm Crisis 

The area is that of curriculum. more spt:!ciiically, the portion of the undtn~
gr:l.dua te course of study that corresponds to what we think oi a s C'JT.'e or g e n e::-al edu-

1 
c a tion. I do not refe r to the complex of issues a ddre ssed relative ly r e centlf :1t fJ :.l t .. ,~ .. ~·~.: .' 

.. ... 
This paper is a modification of my g ue s t ~.ectur~ at Te~chers Colle~e <Jf 
C clurr.hia Unive rsity. March 31, 1881 
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and elsewhere, concerning the reestablishment of ;.'basics" such as composition and 
mathematics in the undergraduate lower-division .... Within SUNY. we recently com
pleted a system-wide review of our general education offerings and found that our 
campuses were most responsive and innovative. ::<::• Indeed, as with most areas, one 
can find successful experiments of any desired type somewhere within the State Uni
versity system. Despite their value, frankly, I consider the recurrent reexaminations 
of general education to be one of higher education's id~e fixe -- a more than slightly 
questionable obsession we use too often to avoid confronting the real issues of social 
and technological change. Like the classic business cycle, the old general education 
cycle rolls around every three to seven years and, every three to seven years, it 
elicits the same alarms and excursions, the same flurry and rhetoric. The results, 
or lack of results, are equally predictable. 

No: the problem I have in mind is equally familiar but considerably more sub
stantial. For want of a better term, I will call it the futurism crisis: the growing 
gap between the real world racing toward the millennia! year of 2001, and our so
·called "liberal" education reposing sedately somewhere in the mid-1950s. 

Perhaps you consider that an extreme statement. 

If so, let me relate what happened early last year at the First Global Confer-
ence on the Future. Held in Toronto, Canada, the Conference brought together some 
4, 500 educators, corporate executives, environmentalists, scientists, engineers, 
doctors, lawyers, government officials, and concerned citizens repretienting 50 nations 
throughout the world. At the opening session, a speaker got up and asked an interestin~ 
question: Are today•s schools, colleges, and universities truly preparing people to live 
and work in the world of the 21st Century -- the world in whic, tomorrow's students 
will spend the larger parts of their lives? 

The participants in the futurist Conference mulled it over for several moments. 
Then they laughed. They laughed quite a lot, and r want to tell you that an auditorium 
echoing with the hilarity of thousands does no good for the self-esteem of any profes
sional academic. Once the chuckling died down, however, the discussion turned serio:.1s. 
r be!icve the issues that were then raised are absolutely vital for modern colleges and 
universities and, indeed, for our entire society. 

II. Disenfranchised by Ignorance? 

.\ very large factor in the futurism crisis has to do with science and tec!1noh>g~.- . 

In an ·~ra when these fields play larger roles in each of our lives than ever before, 
why do so few lay persons -- college-educated lay persons -- have any basic gr:1sp o: 

---------
FCJr my ~houghts on this matter, see my essay em "The N•~w Uarwinitim of Ea.:;u: 
L<:a.rnin~·· ;n .::;~~ng~ magazine, November-Decemher 1 H7!), pp. :W-41 • 

. Ja·.nes E. Perdue, V;cf> Chancellor for Ac-adt''Tl;C Pror"t"a>ns, !'oPcy ·u1d PJ'1noinL, 
StatP. linivc?"sity of ?\ew Yl)r!< Central t\dministration. "General Educ'ation in St<~t.P. 
t.:niversity, ·· .:anuary 29, 1 !180. 
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them? Nof a hundrr-:d years ago, the typical adult was in touch with the dominant 
technology of the culture: you did not have to take a degree in shoeing a horse, 
plowing a field, raising a barn, or repairing a buggy. Today, how many of us 
have even a rough grasp of our own dominant technology of laser communications, 
nuclear power generation, and genetic engineering? Can you name the moving parts 
of a transistor, for example? (Probably not-- it has none.) Could you replace the 
emission control of your Ford Escort, or even the printed circuit in your portable 
radio? 

Let me mention, incidentally, that I am not picking ultra-new developments 
here to underscore our ignorance of things. Peter Drucker points out that, with the 
exception of the computer and genetic engineering, almost all of the developing "in
novations" of the '50s, the '60s, and even the 170s, have been based largely on basic 
science done before 1929 and, in many cases .. before World War I. (Drucker, 1980. 49) 
It takes a long time for technology to penetrate a culture -- which, from the educator's 
vantage, is exactly the problem! 

I mentioned the computer just now. so let us look for ~ moment in that direction. 
No doubt you have all been distressed by news of falling SAT scores and poor student 
performance in reading. writing, and mathematics -- the so-called literacy crisis 
cited earlier. Then. in an epoch when the computer's impact extends into virtually 
every cranny of business, government, and personal experience -- in an epoch when 
you cannot even use an ordinary library properly without sitting down at a peripheral 
terminal -- why are we not equally disturbed by the almost universal illiteracy in 
computer technology? 

The point is, of course, that these and thousands of equa~ly mind-boggling de
V('!lopments are not science fiction; they are here~ -- the fabric of our technological 
environment -- yet. the undergraduate curriculum at many, possibly even most, 
American colleges and universities gives them scarcely a passing glance. -

As a result, more and more people use .modern technology while fewer and fewer 
(relatively speaking) understand how it works. Instead, we are <:ontent to be served 
by cadres of technicians and specialists and, thereby, to cede to them an inordinate, 
even ominous amount of control over our lives. The great mass of people, including· 
many college graduates, are at least arguably in danger of becoming what a recent. 
rather inflammatory book called "techno~peasants": modern-day serfs. nominally 
free but disenfranchised by ignorance -- and fear -- of prevailing technologies. 

By the way. you need not go to popular literature for alarming rhetoric. 
According to a 1980 White House report, our Nation's deemphasis on science and 
engineering education is already threatening our technical and economic competitive
ness with Japan. Germany, the Soviet Union. and other industrial nations. Fewer 
a.nd fewer students are entering scientific and technical careers, in spite of sharp 
increases in demand from the job market. (National Science Foundation/D. S. De
partment of Education, 1980, 3) 
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What complicates matters still further is that technical innovation has ram
ifications far beyond the laboratory. How can you be an effective labor relations 
expert, for instance. if you do not know what is going on in industry right now with 
robotics? The Robot Institute of America predicts sales will grow from $70 million 
!n 1980 to $225 million in 1985. If the U.S. really gets involved in the plant modern
ization and retooling it needs. the 1985 figure will probably be closer to $1 billion. 
~ow. what impact is a billion dollars' worth of robots going to haYc on collective 
bargaining in the United States - - and what are today's college and university pro
grams in labor relations doing to prepare graduates to deal with that kind of issue? 
(Haller. 19<11. B 12) 

IIJ. Internationalism. the Humanities. and Curricular Conflicts 

But. the futurism crisis has facets other than the scientific and technical ones. 

For one thing. it seems to me that very few of our educational institutions are 
incorporating into their programs an adequate understandiag of the interdependence 
that will characterize the future world community. Like it or not. every nation is 
caught in a mesh of economic and political relations with every other nation and the 
net is going to be growing more and more complex with every passing year. 

The recent President's Commission on :Forc:ign Lar.guage and International 
Studies has documented our country's appalling lack of knowledge of other languages 
~nd cultures. Their point is that this parochialism brJ.s ve1·y concrete disadvantages 
in our cornpetitbeness L."l international trade for example. Let me mention a few 
anecdotes not in the Commission report: 

-- The Chevrolet "Nova11 was a near-total failure when exported to Latin 
America. Why? Because its name sounds like~~ which. in Spanish. means 
"no go." 

-- Ir~ many countries. General Motors tried to use its "Body by Fisher" 
commercials to boost sales. In translation. unfortunately. that came out as 
"Corpse by Fisher. " 

-- lr China. the sl\>gan "Come Alive with P epsi11 was also tran~lated a bit 
r~· ;r .. ;:-1-y. It is har-d to ::>ell soft drinks by t~lling custom• ·r5 ~mt ''Pepsi brings yt>ur 
C.dlCt! Stt>l',; n .lCk from the grave. " (Doran and R(l5e, 1 r.nn. 164-5 I 

ll.:~•~ as Sf!::'ic.ns as our ladt of ~dequate intern::.t.tional L"duc ati on i!:l the thront 
.1n•~ f• >~U~> of ~·,hat w·e do have. Most of our coileg<: f'Jr(: i~r! l ;l r ~:u~-~e s ":tidy i ~ Jor:c• in 
Fr•'nch, Spa..r1ish, and Italian. These arc alllov,: ly 1.a np.1:.11!•·; g wL··.h vas t ric be s o"l h•Jth 
ancien: .:..r.d mode rn literatures. However, our almost e.,ctu .;;~ve t:mpllasis on -h,:rn 
nm.pletP.l~ ignores the ;r~·owing importance of the Third Wodd. China. th P. Sovi ,~t linL·m 
ar!d East•' rn Eur·ope. and the A!'rican states. A relative l.atH.iful of collegr:s and · u tnv,~ r· 

~iti~s hav~ strong departmenta~ compctences in Arabic, Ru::.sian. ChinE:se. Jap~nl~s~. 
oc any oi the other major langur:.~es of nations stronf5ly assertin~ their presence on 
the world scene. 
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Incidentally. the same can be said for foreign area studies generally. 
Americans are, for the most part, unacquainted with foreign cultures outside the 
sphere of Western traditions and politics -- and it shows. It shows in our balance 
of trade! our diplomacy and foreign policy. and our relations with other countries 
ranging from Mexico to Iran to Zimbabwe. 

The humanities. as a group of disciplines, are no less affected by the futurism 
crisis. It needs no great insight to see that developments in such areas as genetic 
engineering and life -support systems are posing ethical and philosophical questions 
in an unprecedented way. What is perhaps less obvious. once again, is the extent 
to which new developments in science and technology are going forward without wait
ing for the humanistic examination and assessments they need. You may or may not 
be aware. for example, that the U.S. Congress has before it right now a U.N. treaty 
establishing the disposition of all rights to the Moon -- settlement rights, natural re
source rights, everything -- tothe international community at large. Now, whether 
that is or is not in the interest of the United States remains to be seen. The question 
is, how many discussions of the issue have you seen in the humanistic forums: his
torical, philosophical, legal, or otherwise ? 

:Now, the difficulty of revising and modernizing our curricular approach to 
basic science, language, area studies, and humanities courses is more acute because 
of the conflict existing over the allocation of curricular time or emphasis among three 
clust~rs: (1) the ''basics," (2) career-oriented studies, and (3) courses that foster 
humane values. In a four-year course of study, the student is expected to acquire a 
ready grasp of the culture, the dominant technology, and the moral, ethical, and 
humanistic ideas that lay out the borders of social experience. At the same time, 
the student is supposed to assimilate a range of more or less difficult. more or less 
specific knowledge and skills that will make it possible to earn a living. Finally, the 
student is supposed to have somehow found the time, leisure. and interior resources 
to reflect meaningfully and individually upon who he or she is, what he or she wants, 
aud how he or she fits in with the larger society and its value systems. 

Until a few years ago. the competition among curricular goals tended to be re
solved by students in terms of their own interests and pleasure: there was the cry 
for "relevance," which usually meant courses that were nonacademic -- not partic
ularly difficult and exciting. More recently, growing concern over jobs has led to 
much greater student emphasis on career-oriented offerings. often at the expense 
of the disciplinary basics and in-depth inquiry into values. In every case. conflic! 
over the "right" allocation of curricular time is exacerbated by the poor preparation 
most students have acquired in grade and high schools. I have often had occasion to 
say that all education is, in some sense, remedial, but it does not make higher edu
cation any easier when colleges and universities must condense 12 years of preparation 
into the freshman year before turning to the educational tasks that are proper to 
itself. 
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IV. Futur:__~urric_ulum: Suggestions 

Whether we talk about science and technology, the humanities. or inter
nationalism, the future is now. What worries me is that all too many of our edu
cational institutions appearnot to have noticed. 

Again, let me stress here that what I am talking about pertains to the core 
portion of the higher educational curriculum. Over the last decade and a half, we 
have been progressively undercutting the meaningfulness of the bachelor's degree 
by eliminating basic course requirements in mathematics and the sciences, in for
eign language study, and in the humanities. This has taken place for a number of · 
reasons. but what is notable is that it has happened at a time when the direction of 
social change should have been dictating more science, more foreign language and 
area studies, and more humanities requirements, not fewer:- Everything around us 
tells us that the 21st Century will be more global requiring knowledge of historical 
trends, cultures, religions, traditions, and languages of non-Western as well as 
Western nations. It will be heavily industrialized with great demands for scientific 
and technological literacy. Its interests and issues will be more complex and more 
competitive, demanding the analytical and synthesizing skills of the humanist. 

To incorporate these elements into our rhetoric is not enough. We have to 
make them part of our basic baccalaureate curriculum as well, both to provide a 
basi8 for later specialization to produce the professionals of 2001 and to inculcate 
in all students a worldview more nearly in line with the realities of the 21st Century. 

We also have to begin the process immediately. We are already behind the 
times in too many areas, and society is not likely to suspend change and innovation 
to give us an opportunity to catch up. What is more, developing institutional com
p~tences in new disciplines or greatly strengthening competences in existing areas 
are not actions that can be accomplished overnight. Building a good department of 
chemical E-ngineering, a good department of African languages, a good department 
of philosophy or comparative literature takes years under the best of conditions. 
As you well know. of course, higher education's present poor funding prospects 
may destroy such departments in a few years. 

A. l~~f Form, Se.9uence, and Timinf?: 

But of all curriculum issues, there is one which has received little Clttention 
but which, in my view, is the most important. The inost critical issue is not th~ 
content of undergraduate curriculum but its form, sequence, and timing:. ----- -

Ten years or so ago, there was some L"lterest by Sidney Marland, then u .'S. 
Commissioner of Education, and others, about loosening up thP. so-called "lockstep'' 
of the four-year bachelor's degree. The proposed reforms were r:1ther circumscribed 
in nature; most of them failed to survive t!le vicissitudes of the seventies, when interPsr 
in educational innovathm has been pretty much undermined by our continuing fi::;cc...l 
pr~occupations. 
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. Nonetheless, the explosion of knowledge in many scientific and other fields 
really means that we need more urgently than ever to rethink the traditional time 
frame of higher education. A moment's reflection makes it clear that one simply 
cannot cram into an arbitrary four-year period the same fraction of available knowl
edge in any given field -- or combination of fields -- that one used to do 20 or 30 or 
40 years ago. Moreover, the range and depth of knowledge that is required to pro-
duce today• s "educated citizen" and productive employee is far, far greater than what 
can be acquired in a four-year period. This self-evident fact leads to -several questions: 
How realistic is the four-year baccalaureate? Why not a five-year degree -- or a 
three-year one? Is the baccalaureate even meaningful anymore? I think you could 
argue with some persuasiveness that today's LL.B. or M.B.A. is actually the equiv
alent of what a B.A. used to be -- at least in terms of comparative employability, 
prestige, and so on. For many employers, it appears to reflect today's level of 
mastery which is comparable to yesterday's bachelor's degree. 

Given the almost dizzying increase and turnover of knowledge in so many fields, 
it may well be that curricular format is an even more challenging question than cur
ricular content. Our current structure -- the four-year bachelor's program, followed 
by graduate or professional study -- has evolved for a number of social and historical 
reasons, many of which no longer obtain. At least in the immediate future, however, 
cultural inertia, institutional rigidities, and personal economic circumstances are 
probably going to work against any full-scale restructuring. What that means is that 
we are going to have to think more and more in terms of an undergraduate curriculum 
that prepares the individual for a lifetime of learning: a curriculum that will serve as 
the foundation for a lifelong education including both formal, degree-oriented learning 
and various complementary activities of updating, revision, and, if you will, knowledge
servicing or educational maintenance. Like your automobile, your personal word
processor. or your video disc-player. your undergraduate education is going to need 
periodic overhauls to keep it viable. What will be demanded, therefore, is a basic 
curriculum that a computer hardware specialist might call highly compatible with 
future developments. To use that jargon just a little more, the graduate's intellectual 
situation henceforth is going to be one of an ever-advancing interface between past and 
present knowledge. So long as.higher education clings to the four-year bachelor's 
degree, the least we can do is make that perpetual advance as smooth and efficient as 
poss ihle. 

What elements of the undergraduate curriculum will enhance its compatibility 
\\ ith future developments and social and technological chan~e? Let me specify a few 
that seem to me warranted, though I would not, by any means, claim that these exhaust 
the possibilities. 

-- We need to strengthen the general science requirement for lower-division 
t.~nd<.•rgrc.duutes. Every student should at least have a smr.mary cxpo~·.1re to the his~ory 
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f science and the scientific and technological ''base, " if you will, of our society. 
• .. npopular as it is likely to be initially among undergraduates, we need more thor
rmgh general preparation in mathematics as well. 

-- Here is a new idea for you but one I think makes sense -- if you will think 
it over. Just as almost every college or university has some sort of orientation to 
library research (often carrying degree-credit), I think colleges and universities 
should set up required orientation to computer courses. They would familiarize 
students both with the range of things computers can accomplish and impart basic 
skills for using such things as computer data retrieval systems, telephone inter
facing, and computer-assisted instruction. If you could overcome the initial psy
chological resistance, a computer orientation course really ought to include learning 
at lE-ast one practical computer language such as Cobol. 

-- I will argue strongly !or the reintroduction of meaningful foreign language 
competency as a requirement for the bachelor's degree. By "meaningful" I mean 
just that: a language competency that can be used for communication -- whether 
personal or business. In addition, we need to expand very significantly our institu
tiona! capacities in non-Western languages. I realize that not every college or uni
versity can be expected to develop strong departments of Eastern European or Oriental 
languages. On the other hand, colleges and universities have to work together so that 
U.s. students can, in one institution if not in another, acquire communication skills 
in what I'll call the "emerging tongues" of the world community. In the world of the 
21st Century, being unable to communicate intelligibly with the Third World will be 
as much of a disadvantage as being unable to communicate with the West would be in 
the mid-20th Century. 

-- We need something like a basic course in world history and culture -- a 
serious and non-ethnocentric version of the old Western civilization requirement, 
whose biases are painfully evident in its very name. Among other things. such a 
course would give undergraduates an understanding of the historical suhstructurF> of 
current international relations, as well as a genuine exposure to non-\Vf:stern hum\:...n
ities, arts, literatures. and philosophies. 

v. Conclusion 

.-\s I have said. you could probably think of your own potential requirements for 
a curnc:.1lum for the 21st Century. What is important is that we recogniz~ the nct>d 
for curricular modernization and begin working to~e~her to accomplish J.t. 

Wt? ha\·e to revise our undergraduate core curriculum because. if we do not, 
peopl~ will ~o elsewhere for the knowledge and skills they need to survive and prosper. 
The gr-owth of educational programs within private industries and corporations is fi:-!1'1 
e·;idFn,' e for this. If the State t;niversity of ).;ew York and our sister colleges and uni
·:c>r:.:;itit:s intt':nd to r~main society's central institutions fur the prcsctTatlon. cr-e.:ltiun. 
· ~rHI t.r a11srni~sinn (A 1-mflwlt:·dq€-, we are gning to h :wf• f.o :n ;>kf: :.;ur·~ th~~t tht· kn~l '.\· lerit:i. l: 

·.'i~" provi<h.' is that which 5oci~ty needs and wants. 



(4/1 0/81) 
Page 18 

We also have to revise our curriculum to preserve our Nation's historic 
rna· riage between education and democracy. As Bacon said, knowledge is power. 
The accessibility of education by our citizens has, for 200 years, assured that the 
electorate has the information and perspectives it needs for meaningful political 
prrticipation and control over its own destiny. To ensure that political power re
rr ains with its people, a democracy must guarantee that knowledge remains with 
them as well. In colleges and universities, a curriculum that truly addresses the 
~ .Jture is our best safeguard for preserving full citizen participation in the most 
_;he rished ideals of the past. 

This is the challenge of "Curriculum 2001: Education for the 21st Century." 

References 

1. Marcia Nita Doran and Marilyn Gaddis Rose, "The Economics and Politics 
of Translation." In Marilyn Gaddis Rose {ed. ), T-ranslation Spectrum: Es
says in Theory and Practice. Albany: State University of New York Press, 
1 !:181. 

2. Peter Drucker, Managing in Turbulent Tim~. New York: Harper and Row, 
1980. 

3. Ellis Haller, "Robots: New Force in the Workplace." Albany, New York, 
Time_s..:_Union, February 15, 1981, p. B 12. 

4. ~ational Science Foundation/U. S. Department of Education. Science and En 
gine-_c_ring Edu_£ation for the 1980s and Beyond. Washington, D. C.: U.S. Gov
ernment Printing Office (Stock #038 000 00467 1 ), 1980. 


