IMPAC

Speech/Communication Discipline 

Southern California Segment 

Saturday November 13, 2004   Meeting Notes

Participants

· Andy Alali, CSU Bakersfield

· Diane Auten, Allan Hancock College

· Nancy Briggs, CSU Long Beach

· Bernie Day, Foothill College

· Stephanie Fonder, Santa Ana College

· Leticia Hector, San Bernardino Valley College

· Ira Heffler, Glendale College

· Deborah Kraut, Santa Monica College

· Jane Patton, Mission College

· John Perry, Glendale College

· Andrea Sanders, Allan Hancock College

· Ella Stewart, Compton College

· Rich Turner, CSU Dominguez Hills

· Suzanne Uhl, Mt. San Jacinto College

Jane Patton chaired the meeting in the absence of Sam Edelman, CSU Chico, who was attending the CSU Lower Division Transfer Preparation (LDTP) training meeting.

I. The 2003-2004 Academic Year in Review 

A. J. Patton provided a brief overview of the work completed at the 2003-2004 Speech/Communication IMPAC meetings. 

B. Hybrid Interpersonal Communication Course: The consensus of last year’s group was that a hybrid course would not be appropriate for CSU GE Area A (Oral Communication) unless the course contained a strong public or oral communication component. Attendees noted that they would like the opportunity to review course outlines for approved/denied CSU GE/IGETC courses at the statewide meeting in April, 2005. In order to determine whether their course is appropriate for inclusion on this list, discipline faculty are encouraged to review the CSU GE/IGETC criteria which is available on the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges (ASCCC) website for curriculum developers at http://www.curriculum.cc.ca.us/Curriculum/RegulationsGuidelines/CSU_Breadth.htm  and http://www.curriculum.cc.ca.us/Curriculum/RegulationsGuidelines/IGETC_Standards.htm .

C. Internet-Based Courses: The consensus from last year’s meetings is that online speech courses are appropriate as long as the speeches are presented before a live audience. In reviewing this matter, attendees agreed in principle with last year’s consensus; however, it was generally agreed that speech faculty would not promote distance learning as the most effective way to teach communication. L. Hector reported that she is teaching an online speech course, using the Foothill College Easy to Use Distance Education Software (ETUDES) program. She noted that the students were performing surprisingly well and that she had a tremendous amount of contact with students. A lengthy discussion regarding strategies for teaching courses effectively using mediated technology followed. It was noted that a proactive approach in examining the needs on online learning could help preserve the integrity of the curriculum. (As an aside, J. Patton mentioned that a resolution was passed at the ASCCC to look into establishing a group of “chairs” or discipline reps within the community college system. This could help provide additional CCC leadership within the discipline---similar to the chairs group that CSU has.)

D. Participants discussed the different names used for this discipline (e.g. Speech, Speech Communication, Communication, Communication Studies) and expressed an interest in reaching some consensus, noting that the term “speech” has many connotations.

II. California Articulation Number System (CAN) Course Descriptors

A. J. Patton provided a brief overview of the CAN process, the new model that is being finalized, and recent legislation regarding common course numbering. See SB 1415 and SB 1785, which were signed by the Governor in September 2004 for more information.

B. B. Day distributed a list of the current Speech CAN descriptors.

C. Issue: CAN is intended for lower division major preparatory courses; however, some courses taught at the CCC include curriculum considered upper division at some CSU/UC campuses. This is confusing to students. (example: Intercultural Comm.).

III. Lower Division Major Preparation

A. B. Day distributed a matrix identifying the current lower division major preparatory requirements for the Speech/Communication major at all CSU and UC campuses. The grid identified both similarities and disparities between the requirements at the institutions. 

B. Lower Division Transfer Preparation (LDTP). J. Patton explained this project briefly. Sam Edelman will be the lead for our discipline; J. Patton will participate as a CC liaison. There was discussion regarding whether this project would actually result in developing common courses for the speech/communication major.

IV. Hot Topics 

A. Core Major Preparation Courses. After a lengthy discussion regarding the best preparation for the major, the group determined that the most critical courses were Public Speaking, Group Communication and Interpersonal Communication. The second tier of important courses consisted of Communication Theory, Argumentation and Intercultural Communication. There was interest expressed in exploring the creation of CAN descriptors for courses in Voice and Diction and a hybrid in Communication Studies. The most significant difference between the system faculty is that the CSU faculty regarded Communication Theory as a vital lower division major preparatory course; however, the CCC faculty did not. (and few CC’s offer theory). 

B. GE Versus Major Courses. The group engaged in a discussion regarding the differences between the content/focus of a General Education course and a major preparatory course. J. Patton offered to bring input from this group to the LDTP meetings, where she is serving as the CCC representative. 

C. Improving Communication Between CSU, UC and CCC Faculty. There was consensus that increased dialogue between faculty was desired. Some suggestions included: sharing syllabi and course outlines, holding regional intersegmental meetings, presenting jointly at conferences (Western States Communication Association http://www.westcomm.org/index.asp ), encouraging CSU and UC faculty to invite local CCC faculty to attend a department meeting, or other, more informal, gatherings. There was interest expressed in posting course outlines, syllabi, and comments on a central speech/communication website (IMPAC website?).

D. The Inclusion of Learning Objectives/Outcomes in CAN Descriptors. The new CAN descriptors will allow course objectives but not require them.  J. Patton referred the group to a recent paper on this topic published by the ASCCC. titled  “The 2002 Accreditation Standards Implementation” (available at www.academicsenatate.cc.ca.us).   For more information about learning outcomes, faculty could access excellent information on the website of Janet Fulks, Bakersfield College at http://online.bakersfieldcollege.edu/courseassessment/Default.htm 

V. Future Discussion Items 

A. While not specific to the goals of IMPAC, community college faculty expressed an interest in reviewing the various associate degrees and certificates offered in speech/communication.

B. Non-native intelligibility issues.

C. Trends in establishing supporting courses and speech/communication laboratories.

D. It was suggested than the lead faculty/meeting facilitator distribute an agenda for the discipline meeting prior to the next IMPAC meeting. 

The Northern California segment will meet on Saturday, January 29 at the Westin SFO. The statewide meeting will be held Saturday, April 30 in Los Angeles at the Radisson LAX. 

  Please refer to the website to keep current on IMPAC     http://www.cal-impac.org

From notes taken by B. Day 11-13-04.


