BRING YOUR COPIES OF AUGUST 22 (RETREAT) AND SEPTEMBER 14 AGENDA!!

1389-90
ACADEMIC SENATE
California State University, Sacramento

AGENDA

Thursday, September 28, 1989
2:30 = 4:30 p.m.
Forest Suite, University Union

INFORMATION

1. Please bring your copy of the August 22 (Retreat) and
Attachment A of the September 14 Agenda.

2. Academic Senate Meetings:

Thursdays, 2:30-4:30 p.m., Forest Suite, UU

QOctober 12 — '

——— C/O(EF: _— é o g f.-—;'-'r{,:q—-'*_c‘

October 26 97 “FEA 14 Flﬁ?%dﬁm;%fu THERTRE
November 9

November 30
REGULAR AGENDA

[See August 22, 1989 Agenda for original motions and Attachment 2
of September 14 Agenda for proposed amendments/procedural
motions. ] '

AS 89-7b/Ex. G.E. - COMMITTEE RESPONSIBIéiTIES
A5 B9-76/Ex. G.E. - RESOURCE ALLOCATION ;
AS B9-77A/Ex. G.E. - SEQUENCING OF COURSEWORK
AS B89-77B/Ex. G.E. - SEQUENCING OF COURSEWORK
AS B9-78/Ex. G.E. - TRANSFER EVALUATIONS

AS 89-79/Ex. G.E. RATIONALE AND OBJECTIVES

AS 89-BO/Ex. G.E. CONTENT AREA REVISIONS - AREA A: BASIC
SUBJECTS (WRITTEN COMPOSITION)

AS 89-8B1/Ex. G.E. CONTENT AREA REVISION - AREA A: BASIC
SUBJECTS (ALL SUB-AREAS)

AS B89-82/Ex. G.E. CONTENT REVISION - AREA B: THE PHYSICAL
UNIVERSE AND ITS LIFE FORMS

AS 89-~83/Ex. G.E. CONTENT REVISION - AREA B
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AS

89-B4/Ex.

AS

89-85/Ex.

AS

89-86/Ex,

AS

B9-87/Ex.

AS

B9-88/Ex.

AS

89-839/Ex.

AS

89-90/Ex.

AS

89-91/Ex,

AS 89-92/FEx.

G.E. CONTENT REVISION - AREA C: THE ARTS AND
HUMANITIES (FOREIGN LANGUAGE SKILLS COURSES)

G.E. CONTENT REVISION - AREA C-2 {ARTS,-
HUMANITIES, AND FOREIGN LANGUAGES)

G.E. CONTENT REVISICN - AREA D: THE INDIVIDUAL
AND SOCIETY (CODE COURSES)

G.E. CONTENT REVISION - AREA D-1 (FOUNDATIOHNS IN
SOCTAL SCIENCE)

G.E. CONTENT AREA REVISIONS - AREAS B, C, D
{"FUNDAMENTAL" AND "SECONDARY" COURSES)

G.E. CONTENT REVISION - AREA E: UNDERSTANDING
PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT

G.E. CONTENT REVISION -~ ALL AREAS
G.E. CONTENT REVISION

G.E. PROGRAM--ENGINEERING/COMPUTER SCIENCE
VARTATION

The Academic Senate endorses, in principle, the GERT
recommendation that engineering courses taken in lieu of normal
G.E. requirements, or courses in any other discipline so
designated, must be designed to meet G.E. objectives and area

criteria (page 80) and calls for the review of these courses by
appropriate area subcommittees.
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6000 | STREET, SACRAMENTOQ, CALIFORNIA 95819-2694

ACADEMIC SENATE

MEMORANDUM

DATE: September 22, 1989
mprd/

TO: Senators GJ/V

Department Chairs ﬁ?

irad

. Fa u’ v@g
FROM: Juanita Barrena,l’Chair

Academic Senat
SUBJECT: Academic Senate Meeting--September 28, 1989

The Academic Senate will meet on September 28, 1989, from 2:30-
4:30, in the Forest Suite (3rd floor University Union). The
Agenda (enclosed) consists of action items related to ’
recommendations in the General Education Review Team Report.
Please bring your copy of the August 22 Senate Agenda which
contains the text of the main motions and your copy of the
September 14 Agenda which contains the text of amendments to the
motions proposed by the Executive Committee.

I would like to explain (again) how the agenda has been
constructed and what the "position" of the Executive Committee is
on agenda items. It was, in fact, the position of the Executive
Committee that the Senate consider each of the recommendations in
the GERT report. 1In order to enable the Senate to do so, it was
necessary to formulate motions that dealt with each of the
recommendations. As a courtesy to the Review Team, the Executive
Committee chose to present each motion in the form of an
endorsement, in principle. In addition, the Executive committee
chose to place the items on the agenda without recommendation.
That is, the Executive Committee did not take a position on
whether or not the recommendations should be endorsed. I
understand that a number of senators and others members of the
academic community have expressed concern about the manner in
which the motions are presented (i.e., use of the phrase
"endorses, in principle") in that they view it as committing the
Senate to a course of action without sufficient time to consider
the issues. In each case, where the Senate believes that it
would be premature to endorse a recommendation (even in

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY



Re: September 28 Senate Meeting 2 September 22, 1989

principle) or does not believe that it is necessary to express
its sentiment on the recommendation to the individuals charged
with developing proposals, but wishes to have a proposal
developed for consideration, the Senate may amend the motion to
read, the "Academic Senate accepts for consideration" rather than
"endorses, in principle." The Senate may also move to table or
postpone to a definite time any of the motions or it may conclude
its consideration of the recommendation by defeating the motion.
If the Senate wishes to assert, for the record, - its opposition to
specific recommendations, it may, following defeat of a motion
"to endorse, in principle" or "accept for consideration® adopt a
motion stating that the Academic Senate opposes the
recommendation.

Amendments proposed by the Executive Committee also do not
necessarily have the support of the Executive Committee. They
were formulated to enable the Senate to address specific issues
raised during the first reading of the main motions. When each
item is introduced, the Senate must first dispose of the proposed
amendment and then take up the main motion. As a matter of
course, when the main motion is before the Senate, and the main
motion contains the phrase "endorses, in principle" I will
entertain a motion to amend by substitution of the phrase
"accepts for consideration." ~Such an amendment, if introduced,
is subject to debate and disposition prior to the introduction of
other amendments to the main motion.

When the main motion is again before the Senate, it will be
subject to debate and further amendment. When the main motion
consists of several parts, I will try to order the debate to
focus on the parts in sequence. :

Well, I have now either clarified the process or made it more
confusing. Nevertheless, I would like to make a few additional
comments on the matter of the agenda and the process that the
Senate is engaged in. The Senate is not acting on a package
recommended by GERT. Rather, it is considering individual
recommendations. The Senate may, at this time, endorse some,
accept others for further consideration, without endorsement, and
reject others. Finally, by adoption of As B9-73, the Senate
committed itself to considering the GERT recommendations, it did
not commit itself to revising the program. If, in the Senate's
judgment, following consideration of the recommendations, it
determines that no change is necessary, it will remain, as is.

In light, however, of the 1985 WaASC report on CSUS accreditation
which contains recommendation concerning the current G.E. program
(Attachment A) and the new WASC standards pertaining to G.E.
(Attachment B), the Senate must be prepared to provide evidence
to the WASC team that will visit the campus in March 1990 that
the WASC recommendations have been or will be addressed or that
the standard on G.E. is, in fact, met by the current program.



Re: September 28 Senate Meeting 3 September 22, 1989

The only other item that T would like to bring to your attention
is a memorandum prepared by Bob Foreman, chair of the GERT. The
memorandum {(Attachment C) was prepared by Professor Foreman, at
my request, to respond to some of the questions and concerns
raised at the meeting on September 14. Senators interested in
obtaining a copy of the External Review Team Report referenced in
Professor Foreman's memorandum should contact the Senate Office
(x6593) ,

JB:91m

cc: Members, General Education Committee
Attachments a through ¢

Enclosure - September 28 Senate Agenda



ATTACHMENT A
Memorandum to Senators/Department ChalFS:
September 28 Academic Senate Meeting

Association of
Excerpted from June 1985 report of the Wes?ern_ .
Schoogs and Colleges (WASC) on CSUS accreditation, pages 11-12:

Related to these efforts to develop a coherent and

defensible undergraduate program, more attention is needed

in curtailing the demands of certain departments and programs

for so much of the student's time that these students have few,

if anvy, courses that can genuinely be called electives. The

Team notes with approval that Engineering has been asked to
reduce its undergraduate requirements in the major field to the
one-half level by the time the next catalog is prepared.

General Education

Another area that needs serious attention is General
Education. The Self-Study highlights that the General Educa-

tion program is a problem and the Team's findings support this
generalization.

The formal outline of an appropriate General Education
requirement is in place, and considerable progress has been
made in working out certain aspects of the program, particu-
larly within the last three years. Yet we find that at the

present the University does not give ample evidence of compli-

ance with 4.C 2 and 3: there is not a clearlvy enouch stated

rationale for the requirements, nor is there adecuate evidence

of intellectual and internal consistency within the program.

Further, the regquirements are not met by all students and

exceptions seem to _be made for "political" rather than educa-

tional reasons. It could be that no General Education program

at _all is preferable to the artifact born in dissension

and created out of politics and compromise, and which is

perceived bv many students as merely an annoving obstacle to
the earning of a degree. .

The Team recommends that the program in General Education

be reviewed by a carefully chosen external committee to be

invited to the campus for that specific purpose. Such a review

could help bring needed perspective to the many complex issues

of pelicy and alter the nature of the understandable academic

politics_ that make the ‘mplementation of these educational

policles so difficult.




ATTACHMENT B
Memorandum to Senators/Department Chairs:
September 28 Academic Senate Meeting

- Excerpted from the WASC Handbook of Accreditation, dated January
1888, pages 25-28:

STANDARD FOUR: EDUCATIONAL
PROGRAMS

STANDARD 4,A The achievement and maintenance of quality programs is the
GENERAL primary responsibility of every accredited institution; hence,
REQUIREMENTS the evaluation of educational programs and their continuous
improvement is an ongoing responsibility. As it analyzes its
goals and discovers how conditions and needs change, the
institution continually redefines for itself the elements that

will resuit in programs of high quality.

4 A.1 The institution demonstrates its commitment to
high standards of teaching and scholarship.
Adeguate procedures and resources exist to evaluate
and improve the quality of instruction.

4.A.2 The institution provides an environment condu-
cive to study and learning.

4.A.3 The structure and goals of all educational pro-
grams (including special programs and courses as
defined in 4.E) are consistent with institutional pur-
poses: they are developed, approved, administered,
and periodically reviewed under established institu-
tional policies and procedures through a clearly de-
fined process. ’

4.A.4 Degree programs have a coherent désign and
are characterized by continuity, sequential progres-
sion, and a synthesis of learning.

4 A5 In each field of study. degree objectives are
clearly specified: the subject matter {o be covered;
the intelleciuval skills and learning methods to be ac-
guired; the affective and creative capabilities to be
developed: and, if relevant, the specific career-prepa-
ration practices to be mastered.

4 A.6 Efforts are undertaken to develop and imple-
ment ways to measure the educational effectiveness
of programs,

4 A7 Whenever the institution admits groups of stu-
dents with special needs (e.g., international stu-
dents, disabled students, reentry students) or iden-
tifies a group which may have unigue needs (e.g.,
honor students), there are adequate academic sup-
port and enrichment services to meet the special
needs of these students.

25
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STANDARD 4.B
UNDER-
GRADUATE
PROGRAMS

4.A.8 Courses and programs are planned both for op-
timal iearning and accesslble scheduling. Programs
offered in concentrated or abbreviated time frames
are designed to ensure that courses requiring de-
velopment of analytical skills allow sufficient time to
permit reflective analysis of the material. Where such
instructional formats are employed, the institution is
under a particular obligation to meet the expectations
of 4.A.6.

4.A.9 Programs and courses are offered in a manner
that ensures students the opportunity to complete the
entire program as announced.

4 .A.10 Each student is taught by a sufficient number
of different faculty to ensure diversity of instruction
and exposure to different viewpoints.

The undergraduate program is designed to give students a
substantial, coherent, and articulated exposure to the major,
broad domains of higher education.

With a few exceptions, Bachelor's degree programs have a
tripartite structure; the General Education segment requires
students to master enabling skilis for autonomous learning
and to develop an understanding of the fundamental areas
of knowledge; the Major segment requires students to
achieve depth in a specific area; and the Electives segment
provides the opportunity for students to select diverse expo-
sure to other areas of interest.

Undergraduate studies as a whole have a clear rationale, and
the three segments articulate in such ways as to reflect that
rationale. The undergraduate program, as a whoele, Is charac-
terized by clarity and order, characteristics which are visible
in model curricula in official bulletins, and also In student
records of actual programs pursued.

4.B.1 When an institution offers more than one
Bachelor's degree, the differences in structure and
function are clearly stated.

4,8.2 Undergraduate studies ensure, among other
outcomes: (a) competence in written and oral com-
munication; (b) quantitative skills; and (c) the habit
of critical analysis of data and argument. In addition
to these basic abilities and habits of mind, goals also
include an appreciation of culiural diversity.

4 .B.3 Professional and technical terms are clearly de-
fined, e.g., special major, area of concentration, dis-
tribution requirements, experiential learning.



4.B.4 The general education segment of the under-
Eraduate program is based on = raticnale that is
clearty articulated, informs the design of all courses,
and provides the criteria by which the appropriate-
ness of each course to the general education seg-
ment is evaluated,.

4.B.5 In setting the pattern for general education, an
institution specifies the minimum number of general
education units to be required for a/f undergraduate
students working toward any Bachelor's degree,
Where exceptions are provided to special groups of
students (e.g., through double counting), they are
clearly stated and justified.

4.B.6 General education is integrated with the entire
undergraduate program and includes offerings at the
upper division level,

4B.7 The general education program ensures
adequate breadth for all students pursuing the
Bachelor's degree. Offerings are included that focus
on the subject matters and methodolagies of the
humanities. the natural sciences (including
mathematics), and the social sciences: the program
may also include courses that focus on the inter-
relationships between subject matters in these three
mejor disciplinary fields.

4.B.8 The institution has clearly articulated policies
for the transfer of credit to ensure that students who
transfer in with general education course credits
meet its own standards for the completion of the gen-
eral education requirement. Where patterns of trans-
ter from specific community and junior colleges are
established. efforts are undertaken to formulate ar-
ticulation agreements regarding general education.

4.B.9 The equivalent of two years of study toward the
baccalaureate degree will be in general education
and unrestricted electives even if this extends the
basic program. Institutions which offer programs that
do not meet this standard bear the burden of proof
that the tripartite goals of the baccalaureate are
otherwise met.

4.B.10 Advising procedures are designed and main-
iained to meet student needs for information and ad-
vice. Facuity and other personnel responsible for
academic advising are adequately informed and pre-
pared to discharge their advising functions.

27



4.B.11 Whenever remedial work is required of stu-
dents who are admitted to any program, clear policies
govern the procedures that are followed, including
such matters as permissible student load and possi-
ble granting of credit; when remedial courses yield
credit, students are informed whether or not the units
count toward the degree.

4.B.12 A sufficient number of full-time faculty (see
5.A.2) are available to support all undergraduate pro-
grams. The number of full-time faculty is proportion-
ate to the type and range of degrees offered and the
number of students served,

4.B.13 Except as qualified in 4.E.2, full-time faculty
are involved in the delivery of each off-campus pro-
gram, including providing some physical presence
and participating in instruction, in a manner deter-
mined by the institution.

4.B.14 Basic library collections, learning resources,
and equipment are held by the institution to support
all undergraduate degree programs. Library usage is
required in all undergraduate degree programs. (See
also 6.8.1 and 6.B.2.)

4.B.15 Undergraduate degrees are awarded only by
those institutions that offer undergraduate programs.
Graduate or professional schools which do not offer
complete undergraduate programs refrain  from
awarding undergraduate degrees to any of their stu-
dents unless those students meet the undergraduate
requirements specified in this standard.



ATTACHMENT C
Memorandum to Senators/Department Chairs:
September 28 Academic Senate Meeting

Cdli][omid State University Sacramento

6000 | STREET, SACRAMENTQ, CALIFORNIA 95819-2694

DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
Catifornia State Unlversite Tactamentt.

{0 | 3treet g
September 19, 1989 gum;mcmmwaﬂ““
MEMORANDUM sEp1 91989
TO: Juanita Barrena, Chair Poatemic  Semete 2scelved

Academic Senate 413

- Plisber)

FROM: Rober {ffareman

Philaosophy

SUBJECT: basis of GERT findings

charge during our GE review last year. You suggested to me that
it might be helpful if I wrote an explanatory memo for the benefit
of those who had questions about this. So I address the following
remarks to the Academic Senate.

GERT's report was the result of a year long examination of the
CSUS GE program. One of our charges was to develop and administer
questionnaires about GE for faculty, staff, students and
administrators, as well as to conduct any interviews and other fact
finding activities we deemed appropriate. GERT spent much of the
Fall, 1988 semester developing suitable survey questionnaires for
faculty, staff, students, department chairs and deans. We
developed these after studying similar instruments used on other
campuses, and in consultation with some of the faculty from the
Sociology Department and staff from the Office of Institutional
Studies. We obtained advice not only concerning survey questions
but also concerning survey techniques.

The gquestionnaires included a request for written comments.
Because we wanted to ensure that each faculty member had the
opportunity to reply to the questionnaire and to submit written
comments about GE during the review, we decided to send the
questionnaire to every faculty member, both full and part time.

from 448 students in randomly selected advanced study GE sections,
48 librarians and student affairs professional staff members, and
36 department chairs), Analysis of the guestionnaire information
concerning full wv. part time status, length of service, service

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY



teaching area, and so on, indicates that the sample of faculty
responding to the gquestionnaire is a good representation of the
faculty as a whole. That, together with the large number of
faculty responding gave GERT reason to believe that the survey
provided reliable data as to faculty opinions on GE.

The Anthropology Department and Some Senate members have
charged that GERT's report relies on anecdotal evidence for its
findings. I have no idea what they think they have found in the
report to support such an allegation (they offered no instances as
evidence). Our charge was to report our findings, not to present
our many binders full of data, letters and documents. We do not
present all the relevant data in our report, but it is simply false
that we appeal in our report to anecdotal evidence. We often used

examples to illustrate points. But a careful reader can
distinguish that sort of thing from the fallacy of appeal to
anecdotal evidence. When we have quoted "anonymous written

comments," it was always to illustrate a view, not necessarily one
we intended to endorse.

I can assure the Senate that there is a great deal of faculty
dissatisfaction with GE. In saying that, I report a conclusion
for which GERT has ample, solid evidence. However, it must be
remembered that faculty sentiment is not the only thing relevant
to the evaluation of our GE program. GERT's assessment and
recommendations are based on many other things besides opinion
surveys. Our GE program has been the object of other studies,
including the GE Committee self-studies, the last WASC review,
which was critical of many of the same features of our program that
GERT faulted, and the External Review Team report, which was in
some respects much more critical of the program than was GERT and
suggested much more extensive GE reform than does GERT. Our own
report was based in part on the assessments reported by these other
study groups. We also compared our program against existing
standards for GE programs such as Title V, EO 338 and WASC
accreditation standards. -

Those who suggest that there is nothing wrong with our program
may have something to go by in saying this, I don't know what, But
the GERT membership was not rigged to ensure ahead of time that all
GERT members would be unreasonably biased toward finding fault with
the GE program. Our report is the result of a lengthy,
conscientious, earnest study. The written report is an attempt to
explain as carefully as we could do what we found as a result of
our study, and to explain our reasons, There was no dissenting
opinion from GERT, even though the charge to us from the Senate
provided for a minority report. I do not expect that every one
will or should agree with our findings, nor, a fortiori, with our
recommendations. But I assure you that we have come to our
findings honestly and conscientiously, and that we are intelligent
enough to have recognized our limits, When we could find only
anecdotal evidence for a view, that is what we reported to you.

cc: members of the Academic Senate
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I. STATEMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

As affirmed by the faculty of CSUS, the purpose of this University is to
foster the preservation, communication, and development of knowledge, the
cultivation of wisdom and the understanding of values that will help ensure the
survival of mankind and improve the quality of human life. Furthermore, within
the context of free and independent inquiry, the University strives to ensure
that all baccalaureate students have a rich and varied curriculum that includes

a coherent program of general studies as well as in-depth study in their major
field. ' :

In support of the University’s stated purpose, the General Education

Program at CSUS aims not only te prepare students who are knowledgeable and well
informed, but to foster in them:

a taste for learning in a climate of curiosity and wonder,

an independent and critical cast af mind based on a respect for
knowledge, .

a capacity for creativity and imaginatiun,',

humankind and commitment to improve the quality of 1ife.

The Committee seeks to promote these goals by incorporating the following
curricular objectives into the General Education Program at CSUS:

- students are to develop the basic competencies essential for their
self-development and for an active and creative participation in modern
society. ~They are to learn to organize and express their ideas
effectively in English, especially in written form, o :

- students are to acquire outside their major field a core of knowledge
common to educated persons in our society. They are to gaim a
familiarity with the principles of naturai phenomena, the insights
afforded by the social sciences into the human experience, and the
contributions of the humanities to the enrichment of human existence,

- students are to acquire broad perspectives on the human experience
through a study of both western and non-western civilizations. They are
to develop a sensitivity to the dilemmas facing humankind by an
introduction to key social issues of the contemporary era.

The skills and knowledge attained in the 1iberal arts foundations of the
General Education Program are to prepare students not only to pursue advanced
knowledge in their fields of specialization, but also to make rational and humane
examinations of the complex issues that shall confront them in their lives as
educated persons. Consequently, the Advanced Study courses in the program offer

_ RSP ——

the students further o
through an analysis o
of the University.

pportunity to develop their reasoning and writing skills
f complex and significant issues selected by the faculty

~ Note: FS 79-85/GE,FA,Ex. (11-9-79). Program str
i +.-79-85/GE,FA,EX. replaced jin 6-7-87

a sense of ethical responsibility that includes tolerance, sympathy for .

ucture approved as part of FS




