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For the past three weeks and more I have immersed myself in the richness of
your advice and ideas for the improvement of our College curriculum. Almost
half the faculty replied to the questionnaire with thoughtful ideas and useful
suggestions. I reread the LRCDTF Report and all of the issues papers prepared
for the Dec., 1 Faculty Meeting. Most of the material contained in the paper
which follows can be traced to that collective input. I have pondered the
issues and weighed the alternatives and am now ready to state what we will do
and how we will proceed.

The overall outline seems clear to me as a result of this study. We can
undertake certain changes now, others will require a continuing process of
planning. The immediate outcome of this effort will not be as much as some had
hoped but more than others may have wanted. It is what we can and should
accomplish at this time. These steps will put us in a position to do more at a
later date when new growth and new conditions make further revision possible.

THE QUESTIQNNAIRE:

Let me first give you some indication of the response to the questionnaire of
Dec. 9, accompanied by my apologies for the difficult timing which this
presented to many of the faculty. Nonetheless, I received 43 responses from a
wide variety of points of view., Only ten of these were from members of the
DTF; many were from persons who have not expressed themselves previously, I
will make available in my office both the original replies and my tabulations
to any who wish to read them. Here is a numerical summary of the results,
recognizing that the wealth of ideas which I received cannot possibly be
appreciated in this form:

1. Role and Mission: 27 felt that there was no necessary dichotomy between
: the two role and mission statements (bridging the
separation between liberal/practical education
and becoming a rigorous Liberal Arts College).
9 felt that there was a serious dichotomy and that
the Liberal Arts role alone should be preserved.
6 gave an indeterminate response.
1l did not respond to this item.

2. Curriculum Pathways leading to Career Options:
25 felt that we should clarify and develop these
further. Most want to avoid narrow pathways.
8 felt that we should reduce or eliminate pathways,




5 felt that interpretation was unclear and
‘definitions were needed,
5 did not answer this itemn.

3. Advanced Work: 26 felt this was a problem for the college.
2 felt it may be a problem.
11 felt it was not a problem for them,
4 did not answer this item,

4, Innovation and Structure:

16 wish to keep Annuals, perhaps modified, renamed,
better defined, screened more thoroughly.

8 favor letting a structure evolve naturally.

7 favor focusing innovation through Specialty Areas
or Divisions.

6 favor Academic Centers (with or without Annuals

~ being continued) as the focus for innovation.
l favors Non-permanent Specialty Areas.
7 did not answer this item.

5, Divisional Structure:

206 favor Specialty Areas or other interdisciplinary
groupings for curricular planning. 8 of these
are vigorous opponents of traditiomal divisions;
4 others would like to have divisions or
disciplines to cross-check the curriculum.

6 were in favor of traditional Divisions as faculty
organizational units and curricular planning
units

7 replies were ambiguous or seeking some other
alternative structures

4 did not reply to this item.

6. Power of Convenors/Divisional Chairs:
18 wanted stronger convenors or divisional chairs
17 wanted weaker or the same convenor authority as
at present
8 thought maybe stronger convenors would help

7. Wholesale or Piecemeal Restructuring:
17 preferred an evolutionary change
6 favored an abrupt change
9 found this a non-issue
1l did not reply tec this item,.

8., Time schedule for Change:

27 feel we should get started very soon, either with
evolutionary or abrupt change.
9 feel we should move slowly.
7 either didn't know or didn't reply to this item.







