Grand Valley State University

General Education Committee 

Minutes of 11-29-10

PRESENT: Deborah Bambini, James Bell, Zach Conley, Jason Crouthamel, Phyllis Curtiss, Chris Dobson, Roger Gilles, Keith Rhodes, Paul Sicilian, Ruth Stevens, Guenter Tusch, David Vessey, Michael Wambach, Judy Whipps 

ALSO PRESENT: C. “Griff” Griffin, Director of General Education, Krista Rye, General Education Office Coordinator 

ABSENT: Emily Frigo, Gamal Gasim, Monica Harris, Penney Nichols-Whitehead,
GUESTS:  Maria Cimitile
	Agenda Items
	Discussion
	Action / Decisions

	Approval of November 22 Minutes
	
	Approved as submitted.

	Approval of Agenda 
	
	Approved.

	Revision of GE Goals 
	Revision of GE Goals:

1) We are discussing nine goals for the GE program: written communication, oral communication, critical and creative thinking, information literacy, integration (revised), ethical reasoning (revised), teamwork (new), problem solving (new), and civic responsibility (new).

· With help from David, Judy, and Paul, we need to confirm what we mean by ethical reasoning.

· With help from Ruth, Gamal, and Jason, we need to confirm what we mean by civic responsibility.

· Do we want to keep and/or combine the goals of ethical reasoning, problem solving, and civic responsibility?

2) We are proposing to redistribute all the Skills/LEAP goals into specific GE categories.

· We need to look at and adjust or confirm the distributions we made last week. We have not 
       yet distributed writing and critical and creative thinking.

A draft spreadsheet with the goals was distributed for review.  The Chair gave an overview and stated that the number of content goals is irrelevant to our current discussion; right now it would be easy for us to have 2-3 in each category, but it is possible to get down to two content goals.  Reminder, we are looking at how we would like to distribute the skill/knowledge goals, decide what we mean by the goals (definition), and decide if we want to include them in our final proposal.  The spreadsheet was updated during the committee discussion.
Ethical Reasoning

A handout drafted by David, Judy and Paul was distributed for review and discussion of the ethical reasoning goal.
The committee discussed the two possible revisions included and sample classes that they would address.  Revision 1 is a more explicit view of moral views – yourself and others.  
The Chair asked since Revision 2 is more inclusive of classes in the F-P&L category, does that satisfy our sense to have an ethical reasoning component?  It will mean a change to many of these courses.  Revision 1 is pretty flexible for courses of all kinds. A committee member was more comfortable with Revision 1 core perspectives rather than core beliefs.    

The Chair noted that Revision 1 is more focused on concepts and principles.  A committee member shared the goal with faculty that teach LIB 100 and they responded that the goal would require some course revision, but it was certainly possible to do.

There was considerable discussion about what is mean by “activities” in the Revision 2 bullet point. The Chair added that activities could be fairly broad and include discussion, or thought-oriented assignments, and not necessarily a community activity.  A committee member recommends removing the term activity, but the guest commented that the goals need to be measurable, so it should be an activity.  The committee discussed each of the bullet points and agreed that if bullet 3 in Revision 2 replaced bullet 5 in Revision 1, than Revision 1 would be the preferred description.
A committee member suggested changing the word “alternate”.  The committee discussed options and there was consensus to change “alternate” to “differing”.
There was committee consensus to keep the ethical reasoning goal in the group of goals to pursue.  There was agreement to keep the goal in the F-P&L category.  A committee member suggested perhaps also adding it to the Cultures category.  The goals results survey was referenced and the F-P&L and F-SBS categories had the highest percentages of classes that could easily achieve this goal.  A committee member also noted that when the survey was conducted we used the previous definition of ethical reasoning which would be more difficult.  Under the new definition this goal would be easier.

The Chair asked how the committee would feel about reducing information literacy and adding ethical reasoning  to F-P&L.  A committee member responded that the information literacy is much more of a natural fit and ethical reasoning would be a skill to add. The Chair noted that perhaps ethical reasoning and civic responsibility should not be combined together. A committee member suggested moving ethical reasoning to the F-LS category. A committee member responded that this would be a relatively minor adjustment.  It would be okay for a non-major course, but could be more different in major’s courses because they are more content heavy.

Civic Responsibility 

A handout drafted by Ruth, Gamal and Jason was distributed for review of the civic responsibility goal. 

A committee member asked what is meant by scholarship in the “identify scholarship” bullet point. Scholarship tends to mean formal training and that is not necessarily always the case.

The committee discussed what term should be used.  There was committee consensus to replace scholarship with “academic study”.

There was committee discussion about the 3rd bullet point of “…using various communication strategies…” not fitting very well with the others listed.  It was agreed to remove that bullet point for not and adapt it if the committee received feedback.  

A committee member asked about the difference between foundation and upper level.  If we have the same goals in both can we add objectives?  For example, writing.  There should be different objectives in the foundations versus the upper level.  The Chair responded that, yes, this is possible with a couple of the goals.  These objectives would be in the syllabus of record and in the CAP (course assessment plan).
There was general committee consensus to include the civic responsibility goal; a shift from civic engagement.   There are four student exposures to this goal in the lower level. A committee member asked if we need four.  It was decided to leave it for now and see what happens when we talk about critical and creative thinking.
Teamwork

 A committee member had concerns about the teamwork goal being in the F-MS category.  A lot of the classes are content heavy and it might take a few class sessions to really get going on a group project. She wonders if it could turn into a real problem for some F-MS courses to add this goal.  A review of the goals sheet indicated widespread support by courses in the F-MS to achieve this goal.
A committee member asked if we are talking about group projects, or teaching teamwork.  A committee member responded that currently students do this work outside of the classroom in her course, but this change would mean it would need to be brought into the class time. The guest mentioned that the Honors College engaged with students on this issue and talked about ways to teach faculty how to accomplish this. Their faculty received a work book that we could borrow if would like.
A committee member noted that team work is in Foundation - physical science.  Maybe we should add teamwork to F-AR or C-US as an alternative, so that teamwork is not in both F-PS and F-LS.  There was consensus to remove teamwork from F-MS.

The revised list of the goals spreadsheet was reviewed. 

Problem-solving

In reference to the goals chart, there is currently one lower-level exposure to problem solving. A committee member asked what employers want to see as far as problem solving.  It is probably an upper-level skill.
The committee discussed the number of goals assigned to each category and continued to update the spreadsheet.  The Chair noted that it might be a good sell if we propose 4-5 exposures of each goal, plus skills goals. It may be that we need to increase critical thinking, writing and information literacy to four exposures in each category.  The sell for the proposal would be that, yes, we are going from 5 goals to 9 goals in course, but we have reduced the number of goals courses must do in most categories from three to two.
A committee member said they felt bound by having only two skills/knowledge goals in each category.  He would like to sprinkle writing and critical thinking everywhere.  The Chair responded that one way to achieve that would be to add them everywhere and put all at 3 goals and find an alternate goal for F-MS.  A committee member liked the idea in terms of selling it is easier (it’s easier to do two goals rather than three.  
The Director encouraged the committee to also reduce the content goals down to three.  Chair – in this committee could assign group to do information literacy – could get to know those categories to know information literacy and get to know who is working on assessment and ask for help.  

The Chair will have a rough draft of the proposal to review next week.  Teamwork, integration and problem-solving will definitely be included as goals for the upper-level component.  A committee member thought that ethical reasoning could be excluded from the upper-level.  The Director thought that civic responsibility should be included in the upper-level.

	There was committee consensus to keep the ethical reasoning goal in the group of goals to pursue.   


 It was agreed to change the word “alternate” in the ethical reasoning handout to “differing” and to replace one of the bulleted objectives.

There was general committee consensus to include the civic responsibility goal in the proposal.   

It was agreed to replace scholarship with “academic study” and to remove the third bullet point in the civic responsibility handout.
There was consensus to not include teamwork as a goal in the F-MS category. 

The Chair will prepare a rough draft of the proposal for the committee to review at the next meeting.

	Revision of Basic Skills
	Revision of Basic Skills:

1) We are proposing to eliminate the “basic skills” designation.

2) We are proposing to make MTH 110 a prerequisite for the Mathematical Sciences Foundation category.

· We need to approve the prerequisite change to PHI 103.

· We need to find a way to make the MTH 110 prerequisite clear for the entire category.

3) We are proposing to eliminate the WRT 305 requirement.

· We need to develop a rationale.

· We need to recommend a transition plan. When should the change take effect?

4) We are proposing to move WRT 150 into the GE program proper.

· We need to name the box or category for the course.

· We need to develop content goals for the category.

PHI 103 is in currently in the on-line curriculum process. 
The MTH 110 change is more of a design issue (clearly articulating in the F-MS box that every course requires MTH 110).
WRT 305 
 A document was distributed for reference.  The Chair asked the committee if they found the rationale persuasive enough for the draft proposal.  WRT 305 will still remain on the books and in a variety of courses in place of the WRT 305 requirement.  
The Chair asked when the committee though the change should take place?  A committee member said as soon as possible. The Chair believes that the Provost would be happy if the change happened at the same time as the approval rather than as a phased out plan. 
A committee member asked if we would have to revise assessment in SWS.  The Director responded that GE doesn’t oversee SWS.  The committee member added that it should be considered a companion.
A committee member asked whether the change would have to be in an official catalog before we can say it has changed. The Chair responded that it should be easier to do since we will be removing it as opposed to adding.
There was general agreement for the WRT 305 rationale and an end date of May 1, 2011 to be included in the proposal. 
Naming of Writing Box
WRT 150 will move from the basic skills requirement box over to its own box.  What should it be called?  Written Communication?  WRT 150? It is just the WRT 150 course, but down the road other courses could be added, but it may be unlikely.  There was committee consensus to name the box Writing for now and the name of the category can be reopened for discussion.  The Chair will work with Keith to develop the content goals for the Writing category.
The Chair requested to clarify in the Minutes that the draft document that will be submitted to ECS will not be submitted to the entire campus community.  It might be better to send out the document in January.  We are not asking ECS to do anything other than notify them that we have a proposal and are continuing to work on.   In the cover memo we would outline our plans for dissemination.  We would also provide courtesy copies to the Provost and the Curriculum Committee.
The Chair will draft a proposal for the goals and basic skills.  We still have a few questions for discussion related to Themes.  The committee briefly discussed whether there are practical benefits to not having thematic categories.  The guest asked the Student Senate representative if he though students would care about the category being on their transcript.  The representative responded that he thought that some students would and others wouldn’t, but he would support having it on the transcript. We have not decided to not have thematic groupings.
A committee member through there might be more flexibility to not have to fit in a category.  The Chair asked committee members, over the next week, to weigh the issues of transcript worthy labels versus leaving this open. Students wouldn’t be able to self define, but they should be encouraged to include on their resume.  The Director noted that the challenge of not assigning in a category is how to identify the course.  You can change the course name in the discipline, so if you want the benefit of adding to transcripts we would have to assign course in categories. 

	There was general agreement for the WRT 305 rationale and an end date of May 1, 2011 to be included in the proposal. 
There was committee consensus to name the box for WRT 150 to “Writing” for now.

The Chair requested to clarify in the Minutes that the draft document that will be submitted to ECS will not be submitted to the entire campus community yet.

	Revision of Themes:
	Revision of Themes:

1) We are proposing to eliminate the Theme categories and create 6 or so “Global Issues” (GI) or “Big Question” (BQ) upper-level categories.

· We need to confirm that the thematic groupings are important enough to keep. The idea was that the categories would guide course proposals and funnel students to areas of interest.

· We need to decide the degree to which we want to include specific categories in the draft proposal. Should we use the six categories created by the AAC&U? Should we just cite one or two as examples? Should we propose our own categories, along the lines of those we developed last fall? Should we leave it completely open?

· We need to recommend a timeline for implementation of the new upper-level component. When can the new courses be ready?

2) We are proposing to invite faculty to propose upper-level courses.

· We need to decide the degree to which we want to discuss and describe the GE 4XX senior seminar course as an upper-level elective.

· We need to develop a process by which we will create the GE 4XX courses—and the specific topical sections.

Revision of Themes will be discussed at the next meeting.


	Revision of Themes will be discussed at the next meeting.



	Adjournment
	Motion to adjourn; seconded.


	Adjourned at 4:30 p.m.
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