Grand Valley State University

General Education Committee
Minutes of 10/4/10
PRESENT: Deborah Bambini, James Bell,  Zach Conley, Jason Crouthamel, Phyllis Curtiss, Chris Dobson, Roger Gilles, Monica Harris, Sheldon Kopperl, Penney Nichols-Whitehead, Keith Rhodes, Paul Sicilian, Ruth Stevens, David Vessey, Michael Wambach, Judy Whipps
ALSO PRESENT: C. “Griff” Griffin, Director of General Education; Krista Rye, General Education Office Coordinator 
ABSENT: Hugh McGuire, Emily Frigo
GUESTS: Provost Gayle Davis, Maria Cimitile
	Agenda Items
	Discussion
	Action / Decisions

	Approval of September 27 Minutes
	
	Approved as submitted.

	Approval of Agenda 
	
	Approved.

	Preparation for the Provost’s Visit
	Review of the GEC discussion of Themes, 2008-10

The Chair gave some background to previous Theme discussions:

Back in 2008, both Larry Burns and the Student Senate proposed waiving the theme requirement for minors and/or double majors as if they achieved the same general goals.

In Winter 2009 the GE committee responded that we didn’t want to allow such a substitution because we didn’t think they could achieve the same goals. However, there was willingness on GEC’s part to look at Themes, and this turned into charge from ECS to look at Themes and review.

Last fall we looked at the original Theme documents and confirmed which goals we still supported. (The Director inserted that if we make changes to Themes that we should look at goals before structure. That is part of our strategic plan purview, to look at institutional and curricular goals.
Based on the Fall 2009 discussion, we identified the following values:

· upper-level (4 year program)

· advanced course work outside the major
· multi-disciplinary approach

-within courses

               -across courses

· integration (of previous learning, of the major, or larger social issues)

We reported toe ECS last December that we (GEC) would like to remain committed to these.

At that time we (GEC) said we were open to considering these:
1) Consider minors and double-majors that meet the GE goals (e.g.,  healthcare)
· Response:  Effective assessment was a barrier.
2) Eliminate Themes altogether and have an upper-level cafeteria approach.

· Response: Not very programmatic.
3) Establish a single-course GE capstone.  
· Response: Not much to put on a transcript.
4) Reduce the current 22 Themes to roughly 6 global issues.

Time to graduation was considered with all of these variables.
The Chair reminded everyone that he sent out the April 2010 minutes which acknowledged we had a lot of possibilities on the table and also that we needed to look at what those newly proposed courses might look like.  The summer working group was started to help give us an idea of what the courses might look like.

The Chair passed out a document from April 2010 that reviewed the various structural models we ended the 2009-10 year with. This is where we are today and where we were about to reenter the discussion and come to a consensus for a revision proposal.
The Chair stated that his preference would be to come up with consensus model to put out there and get reaction to.  The committee tried to do this last winter, but couldn’t come to consensus until we had a better idea of what the courses might look like.

A committee member explained what the difference would be between a course taught in the discipline versus one taught as a GE course.  For example, a theme course such as NUR Death and Dying.  In Nursing it is taught by Nursing faculty and focuses on disciplinary issues.  A GE capstone 4xx could have a thematic focus on health care or similar, with faculty teaching the issue/problem solving/collaboration.  If you are teaching the capstone you are teaching for the university, not for your program. Students would not be looking to take the course from faculty in their major. It really comes down to skills vs. content.
A committee member asked who would assign faculty to teach them.  The Chair responded that is part of what we would need to figure out.  We (GEC) would also need to make sure this would not be a disincentive since faulty would not be teaching for their department.  It would take training since it is a different way of teaching.
A sample syllabus created by the summer working group was shared on the projector screen.

	

	Discussion with the Provost
	Provost Davis will meet with us
The Chair told the Provost what the committee has been focusing on to this point in the year.

The Provost said that she had been thinking about the work GEC has been discussing around Themes.  The GE Director met with the Dean’s Council last week and that got her thinking about how she could like to be of use to us (GEC) as we progress.
The Provost had several comments and remarks:

· She would really like to focus on students. We know what they need now given the economic climate they are in.

·  The LEAP goals are exactly what we need to be doing and focusing on.
· The committee should not worry too much about implementation details.

Before coming to GVSU, the Provost was very impressed with the Themes program. It was truly an indication of liberal education values.  After she got here, she found the Themes had slipped from those goals of liberal education and integrative learning. It seems we have traded off general education, liberal education, and integrative learning for just dipping our toes in with slight exposure. It ended up being not liberal, not integrated, and not multi-disciplinary.  At the same time, eight years ago was a much different time. Now students have to be even more responsive to the needs of employers and grad schools.  We want our students to be at the top of line for jobs and grad schools.

The Provost shared a list of her thoughts that she would like to be considered as we discuss our next steps with Themes.
· She doesn’t  want there to be 2-3 years more years of Theme discussions
· Students say they don’t “get” the Themes, even when they enjoy individual courses. The Student Senate has been talking about this for all eight years of the Provost’s tenure here, off and on.  We have received complaints and pleas from students who say they don’t understand Themes and their value.

· We are in the worst higher education environment since WWII. Students can’t afford a higher education. If programs are not effective, we can’t afford to do them.  Why go here (GVSU) if they can go somewhere else for 9 fewer credits (for example)?
· We know a lot about what employers need: the LEAP goals and then some. Employers look at whatever students come to the table with. We have a GE program that tells them a little bit about three areas.  The current system is not built to do what students know and need.
· The current system doesn’t work for transfer students or especially well for professional schools without changing time to graduation.  There is also an impasse on who should cut back: GE or the majors.
· Then we look at our own resources. GVSU expects to have a 10-20% cut from state next year. The fact is if we want to stay active and dynamic then we need to do best with what resources we have.  We still need to be careful how we spend our faculty time and student time.
 The Provost likes the thought of the direction we are going with the program, but is it exactly what we need?  We have an opportunity to make this a really wonderful GE program.

The Provost concluded that she is at the meeting to say there are resources available to help meet these goals.  The question was posed at the Dean’s Council if we really have enough faculty to meet the needs of a newly developed GE course. It is a lot of sections. The Provost can offer course development grants ($3,000) for any interested faculty to think about thematic ideas, work out plans, and do upfront integrative thinking across disciplines so individual faculty could teach these programs.  
The committee and the Provost then discussed her remarks.

	In coming weeks, the committee will go forward with discussions about Themes.



	Director’s Report
	No report.


	

	Adjournment
	Motion to adjourn; seconded.


	Adjourned at 4:30pm


Page 4 of 5

