MEMO

To: 
Jill Dumesnil, Faculty Senate President; James Everett, Provost

From: 
Mike Boyer Undergraduate Curriculum Committee Chair

RE:
UAS Curriculum Committee Report for Fall 2008

Date: 
Dec. 7, 2008

I. INTRODUCTION:  A Tale of Two Meetings


It is my pleasure to report that our first meeting went flawlessly with perfect attendance and full passage or withdrawal of all agenda items (09-01- 09-40). It was a tale of two meetings, however, as our second meeting quickly went off course and a number of problems arose. I will attempt to premise, convey, and (ideally) resolve these problems to some degree in this report.

II. FACTS:  A Surprise Policy Attack in the Wrong Forum Sends Our Second Meeting Off Course

In our December 5th meeting we began a few minutes late but with representatives or proxies for business, career education, education, humanities, social sciences, information systems, Ketchikan at large, and Sitka at large. We had a brief special guest appearance by Dean Larry Harris on the nexus between the bachelor’s degree programs at UAS and No Child Left Behind. We then quickly resolved old business, and launched into new business, beginning with 09-59, BA 151 as a GER.

At this point, Social Science Chair Daniel Monteith asked to speak and was recognized. However, the entire tenor and pace of the meeting eroded as he made an attempt to reargue the policy and merits of the BA 151 GER proposal  (09-59) complete with allegations of unprofessional conduct and a lack of collegiality.
 In my opinion, this event blighted what had otherwise been a pleasant and brisk curriculum process in the Fall of 2008. What followed was a lengthy and tense debate that set the second meeting far behind schedule and also resulted in some degree of rancor.
 In fact, we now have a significant number of items of old business (09-50 to 09-58) to resolve in the first meeting of Spring of 2009. Below I will detail why these comments
 and actions were not well suited for the Curriculum Committee; however, I will also suggest an amicable solution and reveal how this conflict could be a catalyst for positive curriculum change at UAS.

III. THE SENATE IS THE POLICY MAKING BODY AT UAS: 

Numerous Authorities Require General Education Requirements To Be Debated and Decided by the Senate & Not The Curriculum Committee

As detailed in the report of last year’s activity, it is well established that the Faculty Senate and not the Curriculum Committee has authority over whether a change to the GERs is acceptable. This is a policy decision clearly in the purview of the Senate. In fact, the form for such a curriculum policy changes itself requires the Faculty Senate approval (Category A for proposal that “affect another academic unit”). More importantly, the faculty handbook gives clear guidance and requires that all items touching multiple departments pass through the Senate. Refer to the flow chart at: http://www.uas.alaska.edu/facultyhandbook/curriculum/Curr_Category_A_Flowchart.pd


Moreover, I have relied on Senate reports and minutes to explain and reiterate the Senate’s power over GER policy in my curriculum report of last year’s curriculum activity. (excerpted here from my 2007-2008 Report to Faculty Senate at p. 2)

Overview of Curriculum Changes and Process Fall 2007-Spring 2008


A. Formalized Shift of Cross Disciplinary Issues to the Faculty Senate Better Delineates Curriculum Procedure and Policy Issues

The formalized shift of curriculum policy issues that impact multiple disciplines, departments or schools-- e.g., General Education Requirements—from the Curriculum Committee to the Faculty Senate was one of the more profound and beneficial changes of the year. Clearly, the Senate is the best forum for debating the merits of curriculum issues that touch multiple disciplines and schools while the Curriculum Committee remains the better forum for looking at the form and procedures related to such a proposal. This allows each body to exercise its competency and better analyze proposals that will be interwoven into the complex web known as the UAS Catalog. Programs often build on existing courses, and this means that even minor changes in one area can ripple through other programs with unintended consequences. Having the threshold policy question debated (i.e., is the proposal acceptable to all programs on the merits) by the Senate before coming to the Curriculum Committee best fits the competency of that body and the expectations and role of its members as outlined in the Constitution. The Curriculum Committee will address the details of how such proposals will appear in the Catalog and interact with other programs and requirements.

(END Excerpt)

a. Why Attacking a GER Proposal’s Merits in the Curriculum Committee is Inappropriate


It is well established and widely known the Curriculum Committee should not be hearing the merits of a GER that has passed through the Senate.
 It is the wrong forum. Above the signature boxes the Category A form calls for “Approvals” and the Faculty Senate President has signed 09-59. Therefore, the Curriculum Committee had before it a proposal properly passed by the Senate. Our job in the Curriculum Committee, as I repeatedly tell members and guests, is to honor that policy decision in the Senate and look only at how to implement the details (language, hours, relation to other requirements, etc) of the proposal. To try and re-argue the merits would be to usurp the Senate, yet this was exactly what Professor Monteith did in asking the committee to reject the proposal outright. Bear in mind that faculty members are always welcome to come and clarify the content of a proposal in our committee, but they should not expect a warm reception if they seek to defy the Senate by revisiting policy issues. The Senate decides if a GER proposal is a good idea and Curriculum Committee implements it, making only minor changes to form, catalog language, etc.. Granted, occasionally a proposal is so defective in its form as to warrant rejection, but this was not the case with 09-59. It is also noteworthy that members of the Curriculum Committee do not come (or have other members come) prepared to argue the merits of proposals. So when a guest does this is can “poison the well” regarding that proposal and can result in great unfairness. I am concerned that Curriculum Committee not be place for such surprise attacks. The merits of proposal are already examined by the relevant faculty, department chairs, and Deans (and the Senate for GERs), so our body looks at the form of the proposal and how it should go in to the catalog—not whether it should be accepted or denied based on our feelings about its content. Asking members to do this as Professor Monteith did greatly offends the integrity of the process.

IV. A VIOLATION OF SHARED GOVERNANCE: “We have met the enemy and he is us” (Pogo).


At a time when faculty are fighting for shared governance, it is ironic that one of our own members (Alex Simon Humanities) and a department chair (Dan Monteith) would seek to scuttle a policy decision of the Faculty Senate—essentially usurping the majority rule of that body. As 09-59 stands now, we are left with a proposal passed by a majority of the requisite bodies at UAS for a GER to be implementing into the following academic catalog. As we struggle for a greater faculty role in shared governance at UAS, at the very least, we ought to honor the majority will of our own internal democratic processes. The proposal in question--09-59--passed the Senate and had only 2 Nay Votes in the Curriculum Committee (Alex Simon Social Sciences; Sara Minton Humanities). Are we to let a small, vocal minority subvert the will of the entire faculty? If so, are we only interested in shared governance when it works for us or produces a pleasant result that pleases everyone and upsets no one? Will we find some technical glitch or cry foul when the majority does not go our way? Or are we really for honoring the majority will of our body as implemented through its processes and committees? Why is a social science veto of the BA 151 GER (as attempted by their chair in the Curriculum Committee) much different from the chancellor’s veto of a Senate resolution?

V. SUBSTANCE OVER FORM: NO FORMAL RULES OF ORDER APPLY TO THE CURRICULUM COMMITTEE NOR IS IT PRACTICAL TO REQUIRE RULES OF ORDER; CURRICULUM CHAOS WOULD ENSUE BY INVALIDATING THE VOTE ON DEC. 5th, 2008 OF 09-59

The substance of the vote should overcome any formal problems. This is an accepted legal maxim. In addition, at least four strong reasons exist for not attacking the technical aspects of the Curriculum Committee vote on 09-59: (1) the curriculum forms do not require any formal order beyond a first and second reading—sometimes in tandem—and a call for a vote by the member, nor does any authority require any prescribed rules of order for curriculum meetings; (2) past practice and precedent reveal a simple vote of members and no formal motions or seconds
; therefore, any technical requirements have long been abolished by precedent and custom in the body; (3) It is simply impractical to have to use Roberts Rules of order for  hundreds of proposals. We would be greatly delayed and stuck in procedural issues most of the time.  Little would get done and no one would want to join the committee or chair it. If the current format, where we simply have the Chair call for votes on a first and second reading--as was done with BA 151; (4) If 09-59--is found procedurally deficient, then so are all the proposals heard at the same meetings, the last meeting, last year’s meetings, and the at least the preceding two years I was on the committee. So, in fairness, we would need to revisit all of the proposals since 2005 if we are going to have such a procedural requirement for 09-59. Moreover, it is very poor policy to allow selective procedural attacks on controversial GER proposals. The end result will be someone simply going to curriculum and looking for procedural errors to derail the GER policies made in the Faculty Senate. This would be chaos.

VII.  OUT OF CONFLICT--A CATALYST FOR CURRICULUM CHANGE

A. An Olive Branch from the Initiating Faculty Member:

The Initiating faculty member of 09-59 has consented to postponing implementation of  09-59 pending and contingent upon the convening of an Ad-Hoc Faculty Senate Committee or Subcommittee charged with reexamining the GERs at UAS. At 9pm on Sunday December 7th, I met with the initiating faculty member and he has agreed to allow the UAS Curriculum Committee to effectively hold 09-59 in a state of limbo—frozen as is—and postpone any implementation of the item (09-59) so long as the UAS Faculty Senate, within 60 days from this agreement, officially creates and charges a subcommittee to re-examine the GERs at UAS, with representation from all schools at UAS. Therefore, as Curriculum Chair, I will hold all discussion related to the 09-59 proposal, including the technical details of the vote itself, off of all future agendas until this committee has been appointed and allowed to complete its report to the Senate and implement its findings. If the Senate does not appoint a subcommittee within 60 days, the Curriculum Chair will re-open discussion and implementation of 09-59 in the spirit of shared governance.


b. A Perennial Issue Avoided: Collegiality Demands Avoiding Revisiting This Issue Every Year.


Two things are abundantly clear at this point. The votes exist to begin to create a new range of professional studies GERs—one by one. However, it is also clear that in this process “there will be blood,” to use the title of a recent film. That is, each event will be a time consuming and caustic battle. Even if BA 151 as a GER and the professional studies GER category do pass (as they clearly have the votes to do in both bodies—as demonstrated by recent counts), there still remains a series of annual battles to integrate professional studies into the GERs at UAS. We will all expend great energy in pushing for or resisting these, and this will impact the academic environment in a negative way—taking energy and resources from teaching and research—and leaving faculty at odds with one another. I feel (and a majority of UAS faculty seem to feel) there may be courses in the professional studies area that might be very viable GER options for UAS students. These courses should at least be a part of the GER menu. So rather than replaying this time consuming debate regarding entry level courses in the professional studies arena (BA, CIOS, ED, LAWS, LS) why not have a representative from every school come to the table in a Senate Committee and, in the marketplace of ideas, vigorously debate, compromise and come to agreement about GERs for the next 25 years. As a goodwill gesture, I will start by providing the future Senate Committee, if convened, a copy of a memo I have started and hope to finish over break covering a brief history of the GERs at UAS 1980 to present ,as well as GERs at similar institutions, complete with trends and patterns. 

VIII: A First Glance at UAS GERs 1980 to 2008: 


Knowing where we have been may help guide where we are going. I have just cracked open the 1980 catalog and held the 1980-82 GERs  up to the 2008 version of the GERs to begin to explore how they have evolved at UAS and also how UAS rates compared to other similar institutions. Here are just a few initial observations:

· Looking at the General Degree Requirements on page 29 of the 1980-82 UAJ Catalog we see English has not changed; it is identical in 2008. Humanities has gone from 18 required credits to 6-9 Credits, but Art has its own category now, so Humanities has lost 6-9 credits in the GERs. Speech is similar (3 credits, but more options today). Social Science had 18 credits of GERs in 1980. 

· Today Social Science has 6-9 credits required, for a loss of 9 -12 credits. But today both Humanites and Social Science can regain 3 GER’s from the “Select one from the remaining” for 3 Credits in 2008. So there losses may be slightly less (plus see “Classifications” below)

·  Most enlightening, however, is that course classifications have changed. In 1980-1982, on page 30 of the catalog in the lower right hand corner under “Course Classifications”, the Social Sciences include: “Anthropology, Business Administration, Economics, Geography, History, Government, Psychology, Sociology, Education” (emphasis added).

· GERs have decreased dramatically over the years. Where did the credits go? The majors have become more specialized and increased from 30 credits to up to 40 or more in many degrees. Also, there was just a bigger pie to go around in 1980 than today. And this provides a fitting final thought: perhaps the GER debate need not be a zero sum game, with one program gaining GERs while the other loses.  In 1980, a BA or BS degree required 130 Credits (not 120 like today) , so you arguably had a broader and denser degree 20 years ago. If the faculty find academic merit in expanded GERs, need they come at the expense of any program? Why not simply increase degree requirements overall? Note that all programs have a minimum number of hours (120) but most student graduate with more anyway. Other UA programs are more than 120 Credits. Can we add GERs without taking from any major or other GER category? Would this improve education, broaden the degree and increase credit hours. 

These are the types of issues the committee will have to address to create GERs for the next 25 years.

Sincerely,

Mike Boyer

UAS Undergraduate Curriculum Chair

� In the future, I am simply going to adjourn the meetings if speakers (1) begin in an overly adversarial manner or (2) attempt to re-debate a GER policy suited for the Senate.


� I described this in the meeting as a “surprise attack” as I have repeatedly told members and even announced in this meeting that the Faculty Senate is the place to argue policy. The Curriculum Committee looks as the form and details of proposals.


�  As our 09-59 proposal advocates were in Faculty Senate, I also entered this melee and tried to make contemporaneous apologies. If I missed anyone—“Sorry.” Also, I should admit that many dear friends are in the social sciences, and at many universities, my position is as well. So I think I am probably in the cult if any exists. 


� Also, note the GER is not a “new program” that requires BOR approval. 


� This Senate’s pre-requisite approval, of course, applies to proposals impacting multiple departments (such as eliminating a course that another discipline uses as a degree requirement, the GER’s, etc) and Curriculum committee is the arbiter of all other proposals. 


� I have in hand 09-59, the BA 151 as a GER (as well as a provision for a “professional studies” GER) in my hand signed in blue ink by Faculty Senate President Jill Dumesnil dated 11/13/2008.


� The Chair did misspeak in asking for these, but this should be seen in light of the overall circumstances and the fact the substance of the vote was clear. The Chair and committee were also subject to a unexpected verbal attack and, in fairness, should be given leeway to vote as needed.
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