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r A N N 0 U N C E M E N T S 

I The report of the UAAC Policy Subcommittee on the Proposed Attendance 
printed on pp. 190-198. 

Policy is 

* * * * * 
The revised Course-Instructor Evaluation form which passed first reading in the 

Senate's January meeting is printed on p. 199. A change in one of the informational . 
items at the top of the form is described on pp. 179-180. 

* * * * * 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

JANUARY 30, 1979 
MEETING NO. 17 

* * 

The meetin~ was called to order by Chairman Watt at 1:00 p.m. Members present were: 
L. Blackman, W. Brennan, J. Bushnell, T. Calahan, J . Deutsch, S. Edgar, R. Foreman, 
D. Innis, J. Kucaba, R. MacVittie, G. Moore, T. Pray, R. Rocha. Visitor: M. Newman. 

The minutes of the January 23, 1979 meeting were approved as printed on pp. 175-176. 

PRESIDENT'S REPORT 

President MacVittie met in Albany yesterday with other SUNY Presidents, Chancellor 
Wharton, and representatives of the Division of the Budget. The purpose of the meeting 
was the presentation of the 1979-80 SUNY budget. Since Governor Carey decided not to make 
the Executive Budget public until January 31, Chancellor Wharton took the position that 
there would be no word regarding SUNY's budget until that time . 

CHARIMAN'S REPORT 

Chairman Watt introduced Mark Newman, president of the Campus Auxiliary Services 
Board. Mr. Newman requested that the election of faculty representatives to C.A.S. be 
changed from the fall semester to the spring semester, and he discussed the rationale for 
this change. In the past, the C.A.S. annual meeting was held in November, but some 
years ago, the meeting date was changed to September. As a result, the C.A.S. business 
year runs from September to May , and the students have changed their election date to the 
sprinq semester to facilitate the operation of C.A.S. Since the faculty does not elect 
C.A.S. representatives until fairly late in the fall semester, C.A.S. must operate with
out a full board for much of the first semester, which limits the amount they can accom
plish. 

Mr. Brennan spoke in favor of Mr. Newman's request, adding that a change in the . 
timing of the elections would enable C.A.S. to operate more effectively. Mr. Newmarr also 
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pointed out that having people take office in the spring would provide better continui-
ty from one year to the next. In response to a question from Mr. Calahan, Mr. Newman 
said there was no real preference as to the month during which the spring election 
should be held. In response to a question from Mr. Pray, Mr. Newman said that continuity 
between academic years is provided mainly by faculty members of C.A.S., since many of th~ 
are elected for two-year terms. Chainman Watt pointed out that the timing of the 
e1e~tion has been largely a matter of tradition, and the c~ange would not require a consti~ 
tut1onal amendment. Mr. Calahan moved that the next elect1on of faculty representatives I 
to C.A.S. be held during the Spring 1979 semester rather than in Fall 1979. The motion · 
was seconded and passed. 

COMMITTEE REPORTS 

UAAC - The Policy Subcommittee has prepared a report on the attendance policy 
which will be presented at today's meeting and printed in the Faculty Senate. 
The Subcommittee's recommended attendance policy will also be discussed. 

GAAC - The Committee will meet today to consider 8 new courses, one revised M.S. 
program, and 2 new M.S. programs. 

FACULTY AFFAIRS - The Committee has made a recommendation to Mr. Calahan regarding 
his draft procedure for the continuing review of all faculty. Their recommenda
tion has been printed in the Faculty Senate and will be forwarded to Mr. 
Calahan. 

STUDENT AFFAIRS - No report. 

BUDGET - At today's meeting, Mr. Teres and Mr. Young will present information they 
have gathered regarding the possibility of a tie-line. The Committee will also 
discuss whether they can play a role in the upcoming tie-line feasibility study 
announced by President MacVittie at last week's Senate meeting. 

UNIVERSITY SENATOR - The University Senate meets this week in Albany. Mr. Kucaba has 
received a copy of the announcement of the 1979-80 Conversations in the Disciplines. In 
response to a question from President MacVittie~ Mr. Kucaba said that he was not sure how 
the Chairman of the University Senate is elected. President MacVittie has received notice 
that the election of a new Chairman is forthcoming, and Mr. Kucaba was listed as being 
eligible for the office. 

CENTRAL COUNCIL CHAIRMAN 

This weekend is Winter Weekend at the College, and many activities have been planned. 
Mr. Foreman invited everyone to attend. 

The members of Central Council are pleased with the proposed C.I.E. form and are 
willing to endorse it. 

The SUNY Unionization Movement is putting out a newsletter on the proposed tuition 
increase. On February 5, a number of students will be traveling to Albany to express 
their views on the proposed tuition hike to members of the legislature. 

A number of Central Council members are opposed to the attendance policy that UAAC's .f 
Policy Subcommittee is proposing, and Mr. Foreman predicted that the policy will face anot~ 
battle in the Senate. Mr. Kucaba pointed out that he has attended the meetings of the 
Policy Subcommittee~ and that two of the three students in that group seem to be in favor 
of the policy. 
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OLD BUSINESS 

Mr. Moore distributed copies of the preliminary treasurer's report for 1978-79. 
Income is ahead of what it was last year at this time, with a larger percentage of the 
faculty contributing than has been the case in the past. Chairman Watt reminded the 
Committee of the problem of funds allocated to the Research Fund being inadvertently 
used to cover other expenses last year, and asked whether the small amount in question 
could be returned to the Research Fund from the 1978 interest income. Mr. Moore felt that 
this would be justifiable. Mr. Deutsch moved that $30.00 of the interest income be 
transferred to the Research Fund. The motion was seconded and passed. 

Mr. Brennan suggested that the treasurer might include a reminder about faculty dues 
in the Faculty Senate periodically. 

NEW BUSINESS 

Chair~n Watt asked what the role of the Faculty Senate will be in the search for 
President MacVittie's successor. President MacVittie said that Chancellor Wharton has 
designated Dr. Murray Block as his representative. Dr. Block will contact Joseph Quirk, 
President of the Geneseo's College Council, and will instruct Mr. Quirk on behalf of the 
Chancellor and the Trustees. President MacVittie suggested that Chairman Watt discuss 
the specific procedures with Mr. Quirk. 

In response to a question, President MacVittie summarized the official procedure 
through which a new president is appointed. After the position has been declared vacant, 
the Chancellor appoints a deputy (in this case, Dr. Block) to contact the College Council. 
The Chancellor's deputy and the College Council discuss the Chancellor's and Trustees' 
recommendations regarding advertising, the timetable to be followed, and other aspects of 
the process. The College Council decides on their own specific procedures, including 
the type of campus consultation that will take place. The Council advises the Trustees, 
and the new President is appointed by action of the Trustees. President MacVittie 
pointed out that most College Councils consult with the faculty, and suggested that at 
this week's University Senate meeting, Mr. Kucaba might ask other Senators how presi
dential searches have been conducted on their campuses. 

The meeting was adjourned at 1:35 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Judith Bushnell, Secretary 

UNDERGRADUATE ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
JANUARY 30, 1979 

MEETING # 9 

Chairman Edgar called the meeting to order at 4:10 p.m. Members present were: J. Barrett. 
R. Black, P. Boger, D. Carrier, J. Clausz, T. Calahan, G. Cox. B. DuBois, S. Edgar, 
R. Foreman, F. Howard, K. Kiely, D. Parish, L. Ruddy. W. Rueckert, S. Rutherford, S. Sanders, 
R. Satryb, J. Schumaker, W. Soffer, G. Towsley, J. Willey. Visitors present were: 
F. Bright, W. Derby, H. Gerber, V. Kemp, F. Klimko, J. Kucaba, D. Mullin, B. Raymond. 

The agenda was adopted. 

The minutes were adopted with the following revision: the word 'description' in the His 
203 Biography discussion on p. 149 be deleted from the end of the fourth sentence, and 
be added to the end of the fifth sentence. 
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Curriculum Subcommittee Report 

Psy 260 Community Psychology - Mr. Clausz moved for deletion of this course. The · 
motion was seconded and passed. 

His 258 The American Presidency: A Survey - Mr. Clausz recommended approval of 
this course. The motion was seconded. Ms. Kemp moved that one of the course objectives, I 
that it serve as a prerequisite to a future Political Science course, The American 
Presidency: Seminar, be removed pending the passage of this course by the Political 
Science Department and UAAC. The amendment was seconded and passed. The main motion 
was passed. 

HPE 317 Recreation Management - Mr. Clausz moved for approval of this course. The 
motion was seconded. Ms. Schumaker pointed out that there are fifteen weeks of instruc
tion in a semester, and not sixteen as are allowed for in the course syllabus. The motion ' 
passed with the understanding that the outline will be restructured accordingly. 

Spa 301 Spanish Composition - Mr. Clausz recommended the approval of this course. 
The motion was seconded. Ms. Schumaker reminded the committee that even though on Form 
Q the course is designated as core-eligible in the area of humanities, under the existing 
core guidelines a foreign language course at this level cannot be used for core credit. 
Th~ ?~s~gna~ion was stri~ken from Fonm Q. The motion was passed. 

Public Relations Minor - Mr. Clausz recommended the approval of this minor with 
~he fo1lowing phrase inserted between the words "hours" and "wi 11" of the description: 
six of which must be at.the 30~ level." "!'he motion was seconded. Mr. Rutherford pro

posed that Art 105 Exper1ence w1th Art Med1a be offered as one of the electives in this 
miryor. He stated that he had conferred with the Chainman of the Art Department on this 
po1nt. Ms. Schumaker commented that, since this seemed to be an inter-departmental 
minor, the total number of hours required should be changed from eighteen to twenty-one 
and that Jou 205 be included in the list of required courses. Ms. Schumaker also 
suggested that there be a limit of six hours which a student may offer from his major 
degree program towards the minor. Mr. Rutherford proposed that the minor be sent back 
to the subcommittee for further deliberation. The motion to refer was seconded and 
passed. 

A proposal to change the titles of Music 210, 211, 310, and 311 Theory of Music 
I. II, III, and IV to Good Vibes I, II, III and IV appeared on the agenda. Mr. Willey, 
who initiated the proposal, told the committee that the title change came to him in a 
seraphic dream. He felt the change would be ideal, for it would make the courses more 
appealing to the students (and perhaps mitigate these courses' reputations for rigor) . 
However, a loosely formed coalition of ultra-reactionaries in his department resisted 
the change and raised superficial issues in defense of their position, such as that 
the new title would not reflect the content of the course. Consequently, he decided 
to withdraw the proposed title change. Mr. Calahan asked him if the title change had 
gone through, did the Music Department plan to get Red Norvo to teach the course? Mr. 
Willey responded saying if the budget provided for this, they would. 

Policy Subcommittee 

Mr. Cox said he hoped that all the committee members had read the Attendance Policy 
Review. He pointed out that the subcommittee's report concerning the attendance policy 
which passed by the Senate last spring and the Proposed Attendance Policy Revision drawn 
up by the subcommittee will be published in the Faculty Senate on pp. 190-198. 
Mr. Cox moved that the subcommittee's report be accepted for filing; the motion was 
seconded. Mr. Foreman stated ~e believed the report was biased and added that he would 
like to submit his own. Mr. Cox said the report had been unanimously accepted, by 
those members who were present, in the last regular subcommittee meeting. Mrs. Edgar 
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agreed that the report should be made available to the faculty at large. Mrs. Edgar also 
stated that there is always an option to present a ·minority repo.rt. The motion to accept 
the report passed. . 

Mr. Cox moved that the Pol icy SubcolllTiittee.-s. Proposed Attend~~ce. Pol icy, wjth a~end
ments if necessary, be accepted by UAAC prior to the February Senate meeting so that 
UAAC may present it to the Faculty Senate on February 20. He also proposed that any 
amendments to the policy be deferred until the February 6 UAAC meeting in order to allow 
sufficient time for consideration of any future amendments. The motion was seconded. 
Mrs. Edgar also asked that the committee begin its discussion on the matter at this time, 
but that no vote be taken on it today. By delaying voting on this issue, the committee 
is allowing the college community more time to consider the report and the proposed 
policy. 

Dr. Colahan began discussion by stating that he felt the students should have 
syllabi of the courses offered in a given semester at least a week before classes begin. 
Mrs. Edgar asked why the syllabi could not be available at pre-registration? Mr. Colahan 
said that if students are aware of the structure of a course before the semester begins, 
a lot of problems could be avoided. Mr. Howard stated that the subcommittee felt that 
the attendance policy established by an instructor may depend upon the size of his class, 
and he would not know this fact prior to the beginning of the semester. Mr. Cox added 
that the subcommittee felt that making syllabi available to students before the begin
ning of a semester will not allow the instructor to "negotiate11 his attendance policy 
with his classes during the first week of instruction. Mr. Foreman said he believed 
few faculty members would use the policy to require their students to attend classes 
and, of these members~ an even fewer number would negotiate the policy with their students. 
He also agreed with Mrs. Edgar that syllabi should be made available to students at the 
time of pre-registration. Mrs. Ruddy pointed out that it doesn't seem to be an advantage 
to the students to have syllabi available to them one week before classes begin because 
the students will not be here. Mr. Colahan said it is simply important to inform the 
students; if the syllabi are available before classes begin, students will have a better 
idea of what to expect in a given course. Mr. Cox responded to Mr. Calahan by saying 
that the subcommittee wrote the policy in keeping with the structure of the existing 
policy established by the Senate regarding the availability of syllabi. Mrs. Edgar 
asked if there was a strong feeling within the subcommittee regarding the need for a 
negotiable attendance policy. Mr. Cox answered by saying no, there was not an overall 
strong feeling, but that it did receive strong support from one member. Ms. Kemp said 
that if there was prior publication of the syllabi and a student decided not to enroll 
in a course on the basis of the established attendance policy of that course, but later, 
the policy was revised by the instructor upon negotiation with his students, the student 
who did not enroll might feel cheated. 

Ms. Schumaker stated that she felt syllabi should be posted ~~made available to 
students as soon as possible. She said that the nature of the course, and not the 
number of students enrolled in it, should detcnnine the corresponding attendance policy. 
Ms. Kemp asked how the committee interpreted "negotiate?" Mr: Foreman said the policy, 
even if stated in syllabus as negotiable, ultimately is not, for the instructor always 
has the last word. Mr. Satryb suggested "consultation" be used in place _of_ "negotiation." 

Mrs. Edgar asked if the possibility was considered by the subcommittee that courses 
which do require attendance be idendfied at the time of pre-registration. Mr. Cox 
answered that the subcommittee felt this action would be singling out attendance .for 
special consideration, and that it shouJd be treated in the same category as other course 
policies. Mr. Calahan said that most courses are taught over and over. It seemed to 
him inconceivable that the course content would not be relatively stable after a few 
offerings, and that the size of the class would not be fairly predictable such that the 
instructor could not have a standard syllabus available ahead of time. Mr. Kiely stated 
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that students should know if an instructor will require attendance in a course befor'e_ 
pre-registation. Mr. Cox stated that he felt the subcommittee would be happy to have 
instructors' attendance policies announced whenever the course syllabi are made avai_l
abre. Ms. Schumaker pointed out that the idea of instructors setting their own 
attendance policies for courses raises the question, how much flexibility does the 

1 instructor have with regard to the syllabi for courses which have been passed and care
fully considered by UAAC? Mr. Rutherford expressed the same concern. He felt that ~he 
course orientation sheets which the English Department makes available to students are 
a good idea:, as syllabi rarely describe the content of a course. Mr. Foreman said (te 
believed some notation during pre-registration to differentiate between courses which 
will require attendance and those which will not is a good suggestion. Mr. Calahan j 
safd that possibly some of the heat surrounding this issue could be removed if the . 
proposal would be referred to as an "Attendance Statement" rather than an "Attendance 
Policy Statement." 

Mr. Satryb pointed out that the appeal procedure in the policy is essentially a 
review to bring about peer and administrative pressure upon a faculty member with arl 
unreasonable policy, and that the policy itself cannot actually be changed by anyone, 
but the faculty member in question. Mr. Kiely stated that nowhere in the appeal pro~ 
cedure is it mentioned that students are to be members of any review committees. Mr 1 
Rutherford said he hoped the review committee established by the department would ( 
include students. Mr. Cox stated that the subcommittee felt it could not pr.esent a 
policy which would overrule or not be in accordance with any departmental constitutipn. 
Mr. Kiely said that there are some departments on campus which either do not have 
students as voting members or have no student representatives at all. Mr. Cox felt that 
the subcommittee would be willing to discuss the problem of a lack of student represen
tation in some departments as part of their next effort, which is to discuss suggestions 
as to how to improve the academic atmosphere of the college -community. Mr. Klimko stated 
that he, too, was concerned that students were not designated as part of the appeal 
process. Mr. Howard closed discussion by stating that earlier, members might have mis
construed his position with regard to the proposed attendance policy, and he now wanted 
to make it clear that he is not in favor of any such policy. 

Old Business - None. 

New Business · None. 

Adjournment - 5:07 p.m. 
:t 
·~ 

~ 
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Respectfully submitted, . 

Bill Boyers, Secretary 
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His 258 The American Presidency: A Survey A survey and criticism of the 
American Presidency; and the consideration of the institution as a microcosm 
of American values. The course will be chronological in its examination of 
the Presidency and its response to major social and political alternatives. 
Selected Presidential themes are analyzed, including institutional structure, 
exercise and abuse of power, leadership roles, personality styles, cons tituency 
relationships, and political ideologies. Slides and films will be used to 
illustrate the history and analysis of the Presidency. 3(3-0) 

HPE 317 Recreation Management Recreation Management is a survey course 
designed to enhance the students' awareness of the Recreation and Leisure 
Industry and the potential for employment opportunities in this and other 
related service fields. 3(3-0) 

Spa 301 Spanish Composition A course designed to develop the students' 
skill in written expression in Spanish. Study and practice of literary, 
journalistic, and commercial writing . Prerequisite: Spa 201,202. 3(3-0) 

[This new course replaces Spa 301 Spanish Readings, which is hereby deleted.] 
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The meeting was called to order at 4:00 p.m. Members present included: W. Brennan, 
F. Bright, G. Hastedt, B. Minor, D. Pebbles, T. Pray, S. Spezzano, D. Strang, M. Teres, 
and D. Young. 

Chairman Pray announced that the next meeting of the committee will be February 6 at 
4:00p.m. in Welles 112. At that time two (2) items will be discussed: (i) the 
Brennan subcommittee report on the impact of wage increases on the rest of the Geneseo 
Budget and (ii) next year•s budget highlights. 

Mr. Teres explained some of the major factors (both cost and control considerations) that 
must be analyzed prior to making a financial commitment to the tie-line. The major 
points are outlined below. 

(1) The tie-line with Albany is a minimum five-year financial commitment with 
the fixed charge at approximately $10,000 per line per year and a set-up 
cost of 1,000 dollars. Failure to maintain the commitment causes the 
phone company to charge (approximately) $3600 per year until the end of 
the five-year period. 

{2) On the surface, the cost of toll services appears to warrant a tie-line 
(e.g., September· toll char9es $5400, October toll charges $5400, 
November toll charges $4400). The issue is complicated, however, by 
part of the toll calls being grant money-related which at a later time 
will be recharged. 

{3) In addition, there are a number of questions that must be answered 
such as: What percentage of the toll charges are within New York State? 
What control mechanisms will be set up to ensure no major abuses of a 
tie-line? How strongly do Academic, as well as Administrative areas 
favor or disfavor the concept of a tie-line? 

Discussion centered around these questions and points. It was decided that the committee 
will send a questionnaire to all Departments, Divisions, etc., to ascertain the pro
portion of out-of-state toll charges, as well as the campus concern for the tie-line. 

Meeting adjourned at 4:50 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Daniel R. Strang 
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ATTENDANCE POLICY REVIEW: THE REPORT OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON POLICY, lJAAC. J.ANlJARY 1979 

On June 14, 1978, President MacVittie informed Dr. Watt,' Faculty Senate 
Chairman, that he had deferred approval of the Proposed Attendance Policy passed 
by the Senate on May 2, until further discussion and review could be given to the 
matter by Senate. President MacVittie requested that UAAC and Senate reconsider 
the proposal. This background information is designed to sketch those delibera- i 
tions which led to Senate's Proposed Attendance Policy as well as those undertaken 
in response to the President's request. It ·is offered with the hope that further 
deliberations in the. College community at large, and in UAAC and the Faculty 
Senate specifically, will be facilitated. · Anyone wishing to review the earlier 
deliberations is referred to the following pages of the Faculty Senate 1977-78; 
360-368, 388-391, 399-402. . 

For a number or years the following statement has appeared in the College 
Bulletin: 

,, ... . 

The College recognizes that· the primary and ultimate 
responsibility · for academic accomplishment rests with 
the student. While attendance in itself is not a 
factor in final evaluation, each student is expected 
to complete satisfactorily all requirements of courses 
in which registered. · 

This policy (the existing policy) ' is understood as prohibiting eve;r instructor 
from counting "attendance in itself" as a basis for determining n student's course 
grade, (even in borderline cases in which a student's work is between, say, a B
and C+). 

Discontent with this policy (see below for objections) led to a policy proposal in 
lJAAC; this proposal (mandatory attendance policy) would have required every 
instructor to lower the course grade of any student who was absent from a course 
without authorization more than three times. in a 3 semester hour course. ~ 
rejected this proposal. 

Instead, lJ.AAC recommended to Senate a policy ("proposal 2 11
) according to which 

individual instructors would determine the attendance policy for their courses, 
which policy would be presente~ at the first meeting of the class. Proposal 2 
would have made it a matter of professional Judgment on the part of individual 
instructors whether or not to take attendance into account in determining course 
grades. More generally, UAAC's proposal recognized the right of individual 
instructors to establish attendance policies for their courses. Such a policy, 
it has since been learned, is the commonest at Geneseo's sister institutions ·in 
SUNY. 

It should be noted that both the existing policy ahd the mandatory attendance • 
policy which UAAC rejected involve substantial restriction of professional conduct. 
lJAAC's "middle of' the road" policy -- proposal 2 - was moved in Senate on April 25, 
1978. Then the mandatory attendance policy which UAAC had rejected was moved from 
the Senate floor as a substitute motion: the mandatory attendance policy proposal 
was then rejected by Senate by a vote of 15 to 43 (3 abstentions). At this point 
another substitute motion was introduced, this one originating within the Student 
Affairs Committee, (proposal 3). According to this proposal, attendance is not 
mandatory; such class work as pop quizzes, oral reports, etc. could count as bases 
for assigning a course grade provided students were so informed at the outset of a 
course. "Repeated tmexcused absences from classes may thus significantly lower a 
student's grade." (emphasis added). This statement invorv;s no departure f'rom 
either the existing policy or current practice at the College. 
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Proposal 3 describes what is a common practice under the existing policy - namely, 
that if students have been so informed at the outset of a course, their course 
grade may be based upon such class activities as pop quizzes, debates, etc. Like 
the existing policy, proposal 3 would implicitly prohibit lowering any student's 
grade for excessive unexcused absences per ~· It was proposal 3 that passed a 
first reading in Senate on April 25. 

On May 2, Senate passed (47 to 18) and .sent to the President a substantiallX amended 
version of proposal 3. This proposal -- Senate's Proposed Attendance Policy-
retained much of the language of proposal 3, but departed from it to agree with 
UAAC's original recommendation -- proposal 2 -- that individual faculty members 
shall decide whether or not in their courses unexcused absences will be a basis 
for lowering grades. Senate's Proposed Attendance Policy reads: 

Students are expected to attend classes on a regular 
basis and will be held responsible for all material 
covered in eaily lectures and discussions. By inform
ing students of their attendance and evaluation policy 
in the written outline distributed at the beginning of 
a course, faculty members may make daily class work 
(for example, class participation, oral reports, 
demonstrations, debates) count as a sizeable percentage 
of a student's final 6rade, may refuse to allow a student 
to make up such work if missed dur·ing an unexcused 
absence, and in determining gra4es may take into con
sideration unexcused absences in excess of the number of 
class hours or laboratory equivalent per week in a semes
ter. Repeated unexcused absences from classes may thus 
significantly lower a student's grade. 

An examination of this proposal nnd the others sh~~s that Senate's Proposed 
Attendance Policy -- like proposal 2 (but unlike both the existing policy and 
proposal 3) -- explicitly recognizes the right of· individual faculty members to 
establish the attendanse policy for courses they teach. 

In carrying out its review of Senate's proposal, the Policy_Subcommittee discussed 
the matter with President MacVittie, solicited and received statements from inter
ested parties, prepared an information sheet containing history and arguments pro 
and con, and called an open meeting on Nov. 30 for the purpose of securing ~ 
arguments relating to Senate's Proposed Attendance Policy, as an aid to the sub
committee's work. There was an airing of arguments and attitudes and a petiti on 
opposing Senate's proposal signed by approximately 1,000 students was presented. 
Although both student and faculty members or the committee agreed that no ~ 
considerations were brought forth, they agreed the meeting was u~eful in con
firming that l) the committee had indeed taken into account all the pros and cons 
likely to be on anyone's mind, and 2) the opposition to Senate's proposed policy 
was based mainly on these beliefs : a.) under Senate' s proposal, a small minority 
of instructors who present virtually nothing in class that cannot easily be 
obtained without attending will abuse the freedom (not _present:y theirs) to con
sider attendance when determining grades and give large penalties for unexcused 
absences, and b) students who find themselves in such situations will be trapped 
-- along with wave after wave of subsequent unfortunates -- without recourse and 
unjustifiably restricted. 

' -· 
The Nov. 30 meeting made it evident to the committee that there are misconceptions 
on the part of faculty as well as students concerning the existing policy and 
Senate's proposal. Some members of the Student Unionization Movement, for example, 
thought Senate's proposal was a. departure from the existing policy in its recog
nition of such things as oral reports and debates as bases for course grades. One 
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instructor opposed Senate's proposal on the ground that he could teach more effec
tively if only students who wanted to attend did so. The cause of accurately under
standing and jointly appraising Senate's Proposed Attendance Policy in a calm manner 
was not, in the committee's judgment, assisted by the picture of the chained 
student and the editorial in the Dec. 1 Lamron (which was distributed ahead of the 
usual time, and just prior to the Nov. 30 meeting). Among the items of false infor
mation (in addition to the misrepresentation of Senate's proposal as a mandatory 
attendance policy) was the editorial assertion that the faculty sees mandatory 
attendance as the remedy for all current ills -- grade inflation, low class attend
ance, etc. It falsely asserted that Senate's proposal would be "harsher than many 
in the SUNY system." In addition to misinformation, the editorial did the dis
service of omitting mention (let alone use) of the most complete and accurate source 
of information on the topic. In misrepresenting the faculty as both stupid, 
unprofessionally concerned with money, and bent on lording it over students, the 
editorial fostered the sort of polarization of attitudes which belongs, if anywhere, 
to an adversary relationship, not to the relationship between members of an 
academic community. 

At the committee's request, Dr. McNally, Director of Instructional Research, carried 
out a study in early December concerning attendance policies at sister institutions 
in the SUNY system. With no assumption that Geneseo's attendance policy should 
"conform" or be "unique", the committee asked for the study because some persons 
were curious to know how the existing policy, Senate's proposal, etc. fit into the 
general spectrum of attendance policies, and because it had been charged in the 
Nov. 30 meeting (and in an earlier issue of the Lamron) that an earlier informal 
study, carried out by our University Senator, was biased and out of accord with 
the facts. 

Having examined all the arguments that have been forthcoming, the subcommittee began 
drawing up and discussing rough drafts of an attendance policy that would not suffer 
from the defects which, in its judgment, characterize existing policy and the pro-
posed revisions. ' 

In what follows, a summary of the considerations for and against 1) the existing 
policy, and 2) Senate's Propose~ Attendance Policy is presented. Following the 
summary of areuments the committee's conclusions are offered. These represent its 
assessment of the main arguments for and against Senate's proposal and serve to 
introduce the committee's own proposal. 

EXISTING POLICY PRO 

1.10 Allows student to miss class when there 
are good reasons for absence even though 
those reasons would not qualify for an 
officially excused absence. 

l.ll 

1.12 

Students who attend do so without resent
Ir.ent over having their freedom interfered 
with; they attend because they choose to, 
so more is learned by these students. 
Allows student whose instructor offers 
nothing in class that can't be more con-

CON 

1.50 The policy encourages absenteeism for 
bad or indifferent reasons, not only 
good reasons, and thus fosters reduced 
academic achievement. 

1.51 It fails to affirm that instructors 
have the right to establish attendance 
policies for the courses they teach. 

1.52 It unjustifiably prohibits instructors 
from considering attendance in decid
ing course grades where achievement is 
on a borderline. 

1.13 

veniently learned out of class to avoid 
Falsely presupposes that course grades 
may only reflect tested learnings. 

the tedious and superf{ous class meetings.l.53 
Attracts applications to and minimizes 
attrition from the college. 1.54 Fails to affirm that class attendance 

1.14 Fosb=•rs self-motivation and responsibile 
adulthoud. 

is important and why it is important. 
1.55 Is unclear: When is attendance being 

considered in itself and when is it 
being consider~d a sign or condition of 
something else. 



SENATE'S PROPOSED ATTENDANCE POLICY 
PRO 

2.10 Allows every student to miss a small 
number of classes, thus precluding any 
penalty for absences when there are 
good reasons that · do not qualif,y for 
an officially excused absence. 

2.11 Is likely to reduce excessive absen
teeism in courses where that exists 
if an instructor opts to make atten
~ce one of the bases :for the course 
grade. 

2.12 Affirms the right of the instructor 
to establish attendance policy for 
the courses he/she teaches. 

2.13 Allows instructor to consider atten
dance in deciding course grades in 
cases where achievement is on one 
of the borderlines. 

2.14 Allows instructors to certify both 
tested learnings and degree of student 
involvement in a course, in the 
assigning of course grades. 
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CON* 
2.50 Some students who would not ordinar: 

attend so often will attend unwill' 
and hence with such negative attitu 
as resentment. 

2. 51 The policy will foster other-direct\ 
ness rather than self-motivation ~ 
responsible adulthood. 

2.52 It will adversely affect the desin 
learn. 

2. 53 It will or can prevent the student 
whose instructor offers nothing in 
class that ·can't be more convenient 
learned out of class from simply av 
ing those tedious superflous class 
meetings. 

2.54 It doesn't prohibit harsh instructo 
from the policy of giving very larg 
grade reductions for small numbers 
unexcused absences. 

2.55 It doesn't prohibit arbitrary instr: 
tors from adopting strict attendMc 
policies in courses where such 
policies would not be justified. 

2. 56 It allows an improper basis for 
assigning course grades; those grade 
should onl reflect tested learnin 

2.57 It is not needed; there are alreaey 
available other means to increase 
attendance: do more testing, avoid 
re-covering material, present in 
class what isn't in the book, test 
for the latter, etc. 

2.58 Penalties other than grade reductio• 
may be more appropriate for excessi 
unexcused absences. 

2. 59 It treats :freshmen the same as aeni 
100-level courses the same as 300-1 
students with high cums the same ~ 
those with low. 

2.60 It mentions specifics which there is 
need to mention. 

2.61 It has an objectionable, negative t 
2.62 It doesn't make clear the values of 

attending nor the social obligation . 
attend regularly. 

2.63 Students will apply to sister insti 
tions with more permissive policies 
rather than enroll here. 

2.64 Attrition will increase since studen 
will transfer to schools with more 
permissive attendance policies. I 

*These criticisms should probably all be preceded by the phrase: 
"To the extent that instructors exercise the right to take unexcused 
absences into account in assigning course grades ••• " 



Committee Conclusions concerning the arguments and the issue. 
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Whatever the explanation, some faculty and students have spoken as if there is 
not an existing attendance policy at the college and have thought the question to be 
answered is, Do we need any attendance policy? But from the fact that there must be 
some practices or others regarding class attendance at a college, it follows that 
there is a ·de facto policy however misunderstood. The committee concludes that a 
policy statement will tend to minimize confUsion and misunderstanding. It does not 
confuse policy with a set of specific rules regulating attendance on a college-wide 
basis. It accepts the position that a college policy statement on attendance should 
give an account in comprehensive terms of attendance practices suited to and to be 
accepted at this college. 

The College is not merely an institution of learning. It is part of the nature 
and definition of the College (and reflected unmistakably in its budget) that it is 
an institution of learning by means of teaching. This bears directly (and not just 
by way of contingent factual connections) on the matter of attendance. For just as 
teaching is inconceivable apart from persons presenting some content (facts, skills, 
principles, etc.) to be learned, so too it is literally inconceivable that teaching 
could occur without potential learners there to be taught • . The correlated obligations 
of teachers to teach and students to attend the teaching and apply themselves to learn
ing are rooted at least in the basic roles that constitute the institution. The sub
stance and manner of the teaching should be such as to justifY the student's investment 
of money, time and effort, as well as the large sums of public money expended for the 
instruction of students. The extent and seriousness of student involvement in their 
courses should also be such as to justifY the providing of those opportunities for 
learning. The interaction between teacher and student which "teaching" implies, itself 
implies attendance (and not merely, of course, bodily presence). 

The committee considers the arguments in favor of Senate's Prouosed Attendance 
Policy summarized on .page 4 to represent real merits in an attendance policy. Students 
are given some flexibility (2.10). Instructors are understood to be free to adopt a 
policy suited to their students- and their courses (2.12). Avoiding the extremes of 
total rigid prescription of beha~r--and the irresponsible suggestion that attendance 
in one's class~s isn't important, the proposal Senate passed could be ~suitable way 
of reducing excessive absenteeism in courses where this occurs (2.11). It avoids the 
unclear prohibition of the exis.ting policy which forbids considering "attendance in 
itself" ·a basis for determining a course grade, and thus avoids an objectionable 
restraint upon professional conduct of teachers (2.13 and 2.14.). 

The committee judged that~ of the .objections to Senate's Proposed Attendance 
Policy lacked merit, while others were well taken. Because of the latter judgment, the 
committee has prepared another proposal which it is s~bmitting for ennctment. E1 
way of introduction to that proposal, we summarize here our jv~i~ of the criticisms 
we have been able to identity. 

Concerning criticism 2.50: Perhaps a student who resents being required to attend 
a course regularly simply misunderstands his position as one who ~as voluntarily enrolled 
in an institution of learning by instruction, and voluntarily (by direct or indirect 
choice of his own) registered for . his courses. Regular attendance is part of the nature 
of the undertaking. To try to ~inimize misguided resentment by building policy on the 
assumption that regular attendance by students in a teaching institution is unimportant 
would be absurd. Such resentment cannot be gi. ven much weight in the design of attendance 
policy (except to try to make the rationale for attendance clear). If the criticism 
means to refer to resentment at being subjected to incompetent teaching, we submit that 
attendance policy is not a device whose prupose is to correct incompetent teaching, nor 
a matter whose character should be substantially shaped by such exceptional cases. If 
the resentment is over the fact that the manner or substance of the teaching lacks 
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attendance policy (any more than other matters such as the presentation ot content 
or the giving of tests which also tend to foster regular attendance regardless ot 
tne immediate appeal of those classtime activities). . · 

2.51 The committe~ judged that this criticism was highly conjectural, and believed 
·that at least as plausible is the view that Senate's Proposed Attendance PolicY: (to 
the extent that instructors exercise the rights it recognizes) might be more con- . 
ducive than existing policy to such marks of responsible adulthood as persistence in 
the pursuit of one's voluntarily assumed commitments in the face ot the greater 
immediate appeal of such ephemeral attractions as yet another hour at the bar or in 
front of the tube. 

2.52 Several members of the committee thought that Senate's proposed policy could 
adversely affect the desire of some students to learn (as a result of the resentment 
mentioned in 2.50). These members added that such an effect could not be given much 
weight in delineating attendance policy (see discussion of 2. 50, pg • . 5). These and 
other members of the committee judged that 9nY diminished learning would be more than 
offset bl the increased learning likely to result from increased attendance in those 
sections. Various members of the committee recalled cases in which students have 
said to them "I didn't really want to do that, but it was a course requirement and 
looking back I'm glad I was required to do what I didn't .want to do." The implica
tion is that valuable education can and does take place even when the inclination· to 
learn is not especially strong. In ~ cases, however, it is m'l.'l.ch more likely to 
take place via attendance in class than via "independent study". 

2.53 The criticism assumes that such an exceptionally substandard instructor would 
adopt a strict attendance policy. This may happen in some cases. Students can 
(after their first semester here , at least) manage to avoid such an instructor. 1! 
it is hls or her teaching that is so substandard, the student has the ri~t (and con
ceivably even the duty) to go to the instructor's chairperson and present the objec
tions. If this doesn't resolve the complaint, other administrators are bound to try 
to resolve the matter. If it is not the instruction itself that is so substandard, 
but rather the attendance olic ado ted that the student ud s ob ectionable, then 
the objection is .either 2.5 or 2.55. 

I 

2.54 and 2.55 These criticisms fOresee the possibility of instructors establishing 
for the courses they teach really unreasonable attendance policies. Possible examples 
of this might be l) a case in which an instructor announces that unexcused absences 
will affect a course grade in some specified way, but then doesn't use reliable -pro
cedures for taking attendance, but does use the results in determining grades; or 2) 
a case in which the announced gr~e modification tor unexcused absences was exception
ally harsh and not justifiable on the basis of professional considerations. (Of course 
it is conceivable that students might object to an attendance policy tor a course that 
was overly permis.sive, but that seems less likely.) What is at issue in 2.54 and 2.55 
is NOT complaints that an instructor might be biased in the appli cation of his or her 
policy in determining a course grade for a given student. That possibilitl is alrea~ 
covered b existin colle e olic on rade a als. What IS at issue 
i s what to do in the admittedl exce tional case of an inst~~tor who under Senate's 
proposal, establishes a professionallz indefensible attendance policy. Senate's pro
~osal includes no provision to prevent nor anl to correct such an undesirable situatio~ 
if it were to arise. The commit~ee's present proposal makes good this defect. . 

2.56 Involves the controversial thesis that course grades should represent onl.Y test~ I 
learnings-. Since attendance itself is no test o'f what has been learned it is an 
improper basis for the determination of a course grade, the criticism concludes. The 
Proposed Attendance Policy is charged with endorsing an improper basis for grade dete~ 
mination. It is agreed that mere bodily presence in a classroom is ~ a basis for 
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grade determination. It is agreed that the point of engaging in learning activities 
is the end-state of having learned some information~ skills, principles, etc. But 
there are those who argue plausibly that a course grade may properly represent not 
only the instructor's objectively based estimate of what a student has learned, but 
also the instructor's ob ectivel based estimate of the extent and ualit of the 
student's involvement in the learning activities in as well as out of class. 
Clearly in some courses such as some physical education activity courses, among . 
others, grades are in fact largely based not so much upon how much has been learned 
as established through tests, as upon regu1ar participation in the teaching-learning 
activities of the class. Senate's policy suggests that students may be penalized for 
excessive unexcused absences. This negative formulation itself seems to susgest that 
course grades would (except for excessive unexcused absences) be based only upon tested 
learnings, and thus seems to take sides on the controversial thesis that {with perhaps 
just one exception) course grades may properly reflect only tested learnings. The 
committee's proposal avoids this stand and makes it a matter of individual professional 
judgment whether or not, or to what extent, regu1ar attendance or unexcused absences or 
both will be represented in the course grade. No challenge has been made to the view 
that at least in cases where tested learnings place a student on a borderline between 
grades it is legitimate to assign the higher grade on the basis of good attendance or 
t _he lower grade on the basis of frequent unexcuseQ. absences. Existing policy, it 
should be observed, seems to prohibit even this, but is unclear (see pg. 3, 1.55). 

2.57 It is !Sreed that class presentations and tests should be such that satisfactory 
performance on the latter will require a grasp of the former. It is asreed that 
refUsal to repeat in class simply for the sake .of those who chose not to attend will 
help to minimize absenteeism. However, from the fact that these defensible practices 
tend to reduce absenteeism, it doesn't at all follow that additional practices should 
not be available to those instructors who judge them appropriate to their courses. The 
committee agrees with the substance of the premises of this criticism, but observes 
that some faculty (who offer substance in class, require a grasp of it on tests, and 
who refuse to waste the time of those who attend regularly by repeating for the sake 
of those who don't) judge there is a need for a college attendance policy which allows 
instructors to consider attendance in assigning grades. The objection fails to con
sider that a revision of attendance policy is claimed to be needed not only to increase 
attendance in some sections, but also to remove some misconceptions as to the rights 
and obligations of faculty and students in the matter of attendance· 

2.58 The committee considered such possible alternative means of discouraging excessive 
unexcused absences as 1) refusal of participation in the C-I E, 2) recommendation of 
administrative withdrawal from course, 3) withdrawal of financial aid. It judged these 
to be ineffective and/or overly harsh and/or of dubious legality. Further, the 
objection implies that taking attendance into account in grade determination is a 
matter of·penalty. (Senate's proposal with its reference to "r .... "!.de reduction" seems 
to assume that taking attendance into account must be punitive.) But regular attendance 
(without which·regular participation in classroom learning activities, let alone overt 
contributions, is impossible) could be counted to the student's credit, at least in 
cases where achievement is on one of the borderlines. And if a course grade represents 
not only tested learnings but, by an instructor's judgment, ex~ent of participation in 
the activities which constitute the course, then takins unexcused absences into account 
is no more a penalty than assie;ning an E to someone '.rho fails a test. 

2.59 Such difteren~iations as the objections mention, when made the bases of college
vide policy on attendance, lead to policies which would h~ve to allow various exceptions. 
To build in the refined distinctions and qualifications that would provide for the 
exceptions strikes the committee as an Herculean task, and pointless since the resulting 
policy would be so complex as to be ignored. Senate's proposal, like the committee's, 
allows individual instructors to make such differentiations as seem best to them in view 
of the sorts of students and courses with which they are involved. 
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2.60, 2.61, and 2.62. The committee concurs with these criticisms and in its propos~ 
has sought to avoid the flaws mentioned in each. 

2.63 This critic:ism is judg~d to be most unlikely both in its assumption that student!! 
applying to colleges give weight to differences in attendance policy, and just false u 
its claim that Senate's proposal is more harsh than the attendance policies at sister 

1 
institutions. . 

2.64 No evidence was offered in support of this prediction. Students resenting a · 
-college attendance policy which affirms the right of instructors to establish atten
dance policies for the courses they teach will have a narrow set of sister institutions 
to choose among if they seek one where that right is not recognized. More importantly, 
although some students with this· outlook may transfer, attrition due to poor academic' 
achievement is more common. A policy like Senate's or the committee's has a chance of 
reducing absenteeism and thus improving academic achievement in some cases. It -seems 
as likely to reduce attrition as to increase it. 

--------- ... .- ..... 
Since the Policy Subcommittee began its review in September, no one (on or off 

that committee) has argued in favor of any attendance policy on the-sround that it 
would be (to quote the Lamron editorial) "the remedy for all current academic ills." 
The fact that no member of the college community believes that (despite what the 
editorial asserted), should not be taken as indication any lack concern with our 
"current academic ills." As one member of the ·committee put it: concern over 
absenteeism is just the tip of the iceberg. Other members suggest that despite its 
importance, there are probably much more important things for the Policy Subcommittee 
to be doing than reviewing a proposed revision of attendance policy. As the thinking 
Underlying those remarks was expressed in discussion it became evident that there is 
a concern in the committee to take some initiatives directed at other aspects of the 
"iceberg," -- some more important efforts to reduce those "current academic ills~" 
or, more positively,to iserove the quality of the academic undertaking at Geneseo . 
for all involved. 

The committee's Proposed Attendance Policy Revision is offered as one genuine 
(if minor) step consistent with that more encompassing _concern. 
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Policy Subcommittee of UAAC, Jan. 29, 1979 

INTRODUCTION 
.. 

There is no uniform or .mandatory college-wide attendance policy at Geneseo. However, 
the following policy statement does establish guidelines for an equitable and educationally 
sound relationship between the rights and responsibilities of faculty and students in the 
classroom experience. It is in the classroom that teachers and students meet regularly to 
establish and carry on the interactive relationship that is so central to a college educa
tion. Education is a communal endeavor requiring the good will and cooperation of· all those 
who participate in it. The question of student attendance, therefore, is of great importance 

ATTENDANCE POLICY STATEMENT 

Instructors have the right to establish a reasonable attendance policy which is appro- . 
priate and educationally necessary for the courses they teach. Every instructor must make · 
a statement on attendance in the course syllabi distributed during the first week of classes 
each semester. It is especially important that any attendance policy spell out the place of 
class attendance and participation in the evaluative procedures for a given course. 

Students are responsible for familiarizing themselves with the attendance policies in 
their courses. As maturing individuals, students should try to recognize the educational 
justification for the attendance policies in their courses, and should adjust their actions 
to these policies. Students should bear in mind that attendance is related to obligations 
they have to their fellow students. 

STUDENTS' RIGHT OF APPEAL 

Normally, discussion of an attendance policy at the beginning of a course will insure 
that a policy has been established which is--and is perceived to be--reasonable and appro
priate to the needs of a particular course. However, any student or group of students 
enrolled in a given course has the right to appeal an attendance policy which is judged to 
be objectionable on educational or ethical grounds. (Grade appeals are described elsewhere.) 

Any student or group of students with such an objection should first present and dis
cuss the objection with the faculty member in question. If this fails to resolve the . 
complaint, the student or group of students should present the objection to the instructor's 
Department Chairperson. (If the instructor is a Department Chairperson, the appeal goes to 
the Vice President for Academic Affairs, who will convene a department committee that will 
select its chairperson for the determination of the matter.) The Chairperson, in accordance · 
with the Departmental Constitution, will convene a department committee to review the matter ,

1 
carefully in an attempt to bring about a resolution. If the student or group of students . 
are not satisfied with the decision of the Department Committee, the appeal may proceed to 
the Professional Standards and Ethics Committee, formed in accordance witn the Constitution 

I I 

of the College Faculty. If the student or students are not satisfied with the decision of 1 

the Professional Standards and Ethics Committee, they may carry their appeal in writing to ·. 
I I the President, who will consider their written appeal and all prior findings in the matter. I 

Students exercising this right to appeal an attendance policy will obtain additional infor
~tion concerning details of the procedure from the Dean for Instruction. . I 

Time limitations: Any objection must be presented to the instructor during the first 
two weeks of a semester. The combined deliberations of the Department Committee and the 
Professional Standards and Ethics Committee shall not occupy more than three weeks from the · 
receipt of the appeal. Otherwise the appeal shall proceed immediately to the President. }

1 

' ~ 
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