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To:
General Education Subcommittee

From:
Jeanette Clausen

Subj:
Minutes of March 29, 2002 meeting

Present: Ken Bordens, John Brennan, Bill Bruening, Jeanette Clausen, Stan Davis, Beverly Parke

1.  Minutes of the previous meeting were approved as sent.

2.  Discussion of draft GE diversity requirement.  Those present agreed to several wording changes in the draft, including a general tightening of the language.  Decisions agreed upon are indicated on the attached draft (language to be added is in bold; language to be deleted is in strikeout).  Those present also discussed the four objectives listed under the proposed learning goals.  Some committee members saw (d) as ideologically motivated and subjective (the words “inequity and exclusion” were seen as negative expressions, not as objective language). Their proposal was to eliminate (d) as a separate objective and combine it with (c) instead. This was seen as more academically sound. Others felt that inequity and exclusion in society are facts and can be studied objectively.  One committee member pointed out that the diversity requirement itself may not be politically neutral. Another committee member commented that not wanting to take a stand is also a political statement. Ultimately, it was decided to circulate two versions of the learning goals for comment.  The two versions are indicated on the attached draft.

It was also agreed that the draft should be sent out for comment now, instead of waiting until fall (with a deadline for receiving comments).  Depending on the response, we may need to send it out again in the fall, or schedule focus groups, forums, etc. to solicit reactions before finalizing the document and sending it to the Senate via EPC.  A timeline to aim for is to have the requirement approved by the Senate during 2002-03 for implementation in fall 2004, which would give us 2003-04 to review courses proposed to fulfill the requirement.  It would also enable us to provide a substantive monitoring report to North Cental by June 2004, as requested.

3.  It was agreed that GES would not meet on April 5 unless EPC made significant changes to the proposal to create a GE Task Force (proposal approved by GES on February 25, 2002).

4.  Bill, Beverly, and Jeanette agreed to meet on April 19 to draft a proposal for workshops to educate faculty and students about the goals of the GE program.  Their draft would then be presented to the GES at an appropriate time.

5.  The meeting adjourned. SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1
To:
General Education Subcommittee

From:
Jeanette Clausen

Subj:
Minutes of March 22, 2002 meeting

Present: Ken Bordens, John Brennan, Bill Bruening, Jeanette Clausen, Stan Davis, Beverly Parke

Next meeting: Friday, March 29, 10:00-11:15am in NF 257.

1.  The minutes of the previous meeting were approved as sent.

2.  Discussion of course goals for ENG W131 (Elementary Composition).  

The purpose of this discussion was to stimulate our thinking about general education assessment, in order to offer some suggestions to the Task Force on General Education Assessment (to be appointed after EPC approves the proposal to establish one).  Beverly summarized three possible approaches: (a) turn over GE assessment entirely to the Task Force, (b) GES gives the Task Force some guidance, (c) we turn assessment over to them and ask them for a plan that we approve.  W131 has a set of general goals, with guidelines for which ones must be stated on each instructor’s syllabus.  A comparison of the guidelines with several syllabi showed that this is done. Therefore, it can be assumed that one aspect of assessment could focus on goals such as those.  Bill had inquired about how general education is assessed at St. Joseph’s College, Rensselaer.  He learned that they assess skills, not courses.  Ken commented that we can glean some information from departmental assessment reports.  Beverly suggested that the GE Assessment Task Force might want to conduct a meta-analysis of departmental assessment reports.  Bill recommended deciding what skills we want to assess and looking for an instrument that has already been developed to assess them.  John suggested that we may want to assess outcomes beyond the skills level.  We returned to the idea of using what we’re already doing.  For example, entering students take placement tests in Reading, Writing, and Math.  Ken suggested having a sample of students take some version of the placement tests again after two years.  We agreed that we will recommend to the Task Force that GE assessment look at skills, not courses.  The Task Force’s charge states that they are to report to GES and EPC twice each semester.  Beverly asked that we specify that there is to be two-way communication on the occasions of those reports.  We then decided that we are finished talking about assessment.

3.  Jeanette handed out the 2000-01 GE assessment report, the last year that the old assessment instruments were used.  She commented that, flawed though the instruments are, it is possible to glean some information from the reports that may be useful to the Task Force.

4.  Jeanette handed out the draft proposal for a GE diversity requirement that had been developed by the Diversity Leadership Team.  The document will be discussed at our next meeting.

5.  Adjournment.
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1To:
General Education Subcommittee

From:
Jeanette Clausen

Subj:
Minutes of February 25, 2002 meeting

Present: Bill Bruening, Jeanette Clausen, Stan Davis, Roberta Tierney

1.  Minutes of the November 26, 2001 meeting were approved as distributed.

2.  Jeanette distributed the list of approved GE courses as it will appear in the summer/fall 2002 Schedule of Classes (noting that HSRV 350 Introduction to Substance Abuse was inadvertently omitted from Area III).  From now on, the list published in the Schedule of Classes will omit all courses that are no longer valid (usually because they were withdrawn by the department). The reason is to eliminate confusion on the part of students and advisors.  Bill pointed out the need for an “official” list that not only includes all courses that were once approved (for reference when auditing the records of students following older Bulletins), but that can also be updated in a timely fashion whenever additional courses are approved or other corrections need to be made. We agreed that the IPFW web page list should be designated the “official” one, and that someone must be assigned responsibility for updating it on a regular basis.

3.  Course Proposals.

Area IV 
ARET 461/VCD 461 Legacies of Rome.  Revise and resubmit–proposal needs to address both the criteria for all GE courses and the criteria for Area IV.

Area V
THTR 117 (Jazz Dance I) and THTR 121 (Tap I).  Revise and resubmit–proposals need to address both the criteria for all GE courses and the criteria for Area V.

Area VI
POLS Y340 East European Politics.  Approve as is.  Good proposal; could be a model for others to follow.

4.  Proposed Task Force on GE Assessment (Jan. 30, 2002).  After some discussion, the proposal was approved as submitted.  Jeanette will  inform the EPC chair and the VCAA.  If EPC approves it in the near future, the task force can be appointed and start work yet this semester.

5.  Measurable learning outcomes for GE program assessment.  Are our GE learning outcomes specific enough?  Given the nature of the program, the goals must be broad enough to apply to a range of disciplines.  More specific outcomes can be found in the syllabi for individual courses.  After much discussion, we agreed to look at syllabi for ENG W131 at our next meeting.

6.  Other work for the GES: (a) increasing faculty and student understanding of the goals of our GE program (one of the points made by the NCA team in their report); (b) possibly initiate discussion of a diversity requirement in GE (also in response to NCA report; draft requirement being developed by Diversity Leadership Team).

7.  The meeting adjourned.

GENERAL EDUCATION SUBCOMMITTEE
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To:
General Education Subcommittee

From:
Jeanette Clausen

Subj:
Minutes of November 26, 2001 meeting

Present: Bill Bruening, Ken Bordens, Jeanette Clausen, Beverly Parke, Roberta Tierney, Wayne Unsell, Linda Wright-Bower

1.  Roberta distributed several assessment forms (written communication, speech performance, therapeutic Nursing interventions) that are used by her department at different points in their program.

2.  The minutes of the previous meeting were approved.

3.  Comments on assessment and the assessment workshop: Bill suggested that we recommend to the VCAA that there be an office of assessment on campus, to “get our ducks in order,” so that assessment makes sense.  “If we are serious about assessment, . . . .” Linda suggested that the office start with assessment of GenEd and make that a model for the campus.  Ken commented: “We don’t have the resources to do some of these higher-end things.”  Roberta pointed out that departments that must answer to an external accreditation body have been doing assessment as a part of accreditation anyway. GenEd may be the hardest to get a handle on, since it is difficult to ascertain what gains students make because of general education and what are simply the results of 4 or more years of college.  As for an office of assessment, she expressed concern over the possibility of creating additional administrative (non-teaching) positions on campus.

Jeanette asked the committee what they thought the role of the GenEd subcommittee should be in the assessment process.  Roberta said the assessment council should be in charge of pulling it all together.  She mentioned having talked with Doug Eder about gleaning assessment information from student transcripts.  Bill commented that there is not just one way to do assessment.  Jeanette reiterated her plan for using critical thinking and rubrics based on Bloom’s taxonomy.  Linda suggested that Jeanette go ahead with what she wants to do, and that the committee undertake some other initiative(s), in order to improve understanding of GenEd on campus.  Bill offered to help Jeanette, starting with Area I and establishing measurable outcomes.  Jeanette suggested that they start with Area I and Area II, both of which are limited almost exclusively to courses within A& S and therefore perhaps easier to get a handle on.  

4.  Jeanette reported changes in Area V: the Theatre department has withdrawn two courses (THTR 210 Voice for the Stage and THTR 220 Stage Movement I), because they are not really good choices for GenEd and because the spaces in those classes are needed for Theatre majors.  However, they are proposing two new classes, Jazz Dance and Tap (2 credits each), to replace them.  This led to a discussion of the problem of 2-credit courses and a 3-credit requirement.  Jeanette offered to find out why the dance courses cannot become 3 credits. (N.B. this has been done; the reason is that it would require increasing the number of contact hours and thus increasing the budget pay the associate faculty who teach the classes).  Bill moved, and Ken seconded, that the Area V requirement be changed from 3 credits to 2 or 3 credits.  Linda commented that this change would help Music, which could then propose, e.g., MUS Z241 Introduction to Music Fundamentals, for Area V.  Jeanette opposed the motion, which opens up the question of total credit hours for the GenEd program again.  The vote was 6 in favor and 1 opposed.  

5.  Returning to the issue of assessment, Linda asked whether we had resolved the question of whether GenEd assessment should be a responsibility of this committee.  Roberta and Wayne both said that it should.  Bill asked whether we could get any data from Banner that would help. Some categories that were mentioned:

$ 
issues of remediation, e.g., students who take remedial classes, then take GenEd, then take the PPST

$ 
what GenEd courses are taken as the 4th course by students who test into all 3 remedial courses

$ 
grade in ENG W131 and grade in next writing course

$ 
whether students complete Area I (Foundation Skills) within the first 3 or 4 semesters (or whatever time frame we decide)

Bill suggested asking ITS to provide English, Math, and Reading placements at least twice a year.

6.  That’s about all.  The meeting adjourned.

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1
To:
General Education Subcommittee

From:
Jeanette Clausen

Subj:
Minutes of November 5, 2001, meeting

Present: Ken Bordens, Jeanette Clausen, Roberta Tierney, Wayne Unsell, Linda Wright-Bower

1.  The minutes of the October 15 meeting were approved.

2.  There was some discussion of Bloom’s taxonomy and the related terms listed on the handout from Doug Eder, the Assessment Workshop consultant.  Ken wondered whether Bloom’s taxonomy had ever been validated.  He volunteered to do a search on Psyclit to find out.  Jeanette suggested that, since the terms are widely used, they offer a starting point for discussion of how GenEd goals can be assessed.  To illustrate, she quoted learning objectives from a number of Area II syllabi that she had received.  Linda and Roberta suggested that the learning objectives may be defined more clearly on the exams than on the syllabus.  

There seemed to be consensus that each GenEd area should be approached individually.  Linda thought we should wait until after the Assessment Workshop to make any specific recommendations for how to structure assessment.  

3.  Questions to ask Dr. Eder at the workshop:

$ 
ask him to evaluate our GenEd document: are these outcomes specific enough?

$ 
for each area, what does he see as outcomes to be assessed?

4.  Roberta spoke of the need to do pre- and post-testing (freshman year and senior year).  She recommended using measures that are already being done for other purposes (e.g., placement testing).

5.  The meeting adjourned.
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To:
General Education Subcommittee

From:
Jeanette Clausen

Subj:
Minutes of October 15, 2001 meeting

Present: Ken Bordens, Bill Bruening, Jeanette Clausen, Beverly Parke, Linda Wright-Bower

1.  The minutes of the October 1 meeting were approved.

2.  Discussion of course proposals:

Area II
GEOG G109 Weather and Climate: approved unanimously.

Comments: if students could take the “generic” lab along with this course, it would make the course a more attractive option for A&S students–check with Carl Drummond and Anne Argast about this.  Ask Carl to submit a full syllabus prior to offering G109 for the first time in fall 2002.

Area III
HSRV 350 Introduction to Substance Abuse: revise and resubmit

Comments: potentially very valuable for students, and likely to be of interest.  There was some concern as to how the course could be appropriate for students who have already completed an A.S. in Human Services and also for beginning students.  A more serious concern was that the learning outcomes required students only to “identify” historical changes, models, theories, etc.  The HSRV faculty will be asked to revise the learning outcomes to include higher-level thinking skills (e.g., understand, apply, evaluate, etc.) and to link the course objectives/learning outcomes to the assigned work.

Area IV
PHIL 275 Philosophy of Arts: revise and resubmit

Comments: potentially very valuable for students and probably of high interest as well.  The committee was concerned that the GenEd criteria (both the criteria that apply to all GenEd courses and those for the specific area) had not been specifically addressed.  Bill Bruening will offer assistance in revising the proposal.

Revised proposals can be submitted at any time; no need to wait for the next proposal deadline.

3.  Assessment Workshop: a session on General Education is scheduled for 1:00pm in KT 120.  All GES members are urged to attend.

4.  Jeanette handed out syllabi for Area I courses (Foundation Skills), noting that most of the learning outcomes tended to target a common set of skills: comprehension, application in a new context/problem solving, evaluation.  The department that submitted syllabi without explicit learning outcomes has been asked to provide them to the committee by mid-November.

5.  Jeanette handed out information on assessment from the North Central Accreditation handbook and from AAHE.  She outlined a plan for developing rubrics to assess the critical thinking element of GenEd, but the time ran out before it could be discussed.  Adjourn.
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To:
General Education Subcommittee

From:
Jeanette Clausen

Subj:
Minutes of October 1, 2001 meeting

Present: Jeanette Clausen, Ken Bordens, Bill Bruening, Beverly Parke, Roberta Tierney, Wayne Unsell, Linda Wright-Bower

1.  Ken walked the group through the summary of the results of the critical thinking survey. 

2.  Jeanette handed out information about IUPUI’s GenEd requirements (Principles of Undergraduate Learning) and noted that they appear to be approaching their assessment by looking at critical thinking.  Jeanette’s preference would be to approach assessment of our GenEd program by focusing on critical thinking, which is mentioned as part of every GenEd area in the revised document.  Others felt that first it was necessary to put together the philosophy of the entire program.

3.  The minutes of the previous meeting were approved.

4.  There was further discussion of critical thinking.  Bill argued that we cannot assume that critical thinking is a single process; it will be different from one discipline to another.  Beverly asked how what one does cognitively would be different in different disciplines.  The discussion was not enhanced by the fact that no one had a copy of the new GenEd definitions (SD 99-25).  A need to reread the document was acknowledged.

Jeanette urged that we start thinking about how to approach GenEd assessment by looking at the syllabi of GenEd courses, in order to determine whether the course requirements specify or imply various skills that are commonly subsumed under the term critical thinking.  This might show us some common threads by level (100/200-level vs advanced) and across disciplines. This was not a popular suggestion.  Eventually, the suggestion was made that we start with Area I, to see if looking at syllabi is productive.

5.  It was agreed that on October 15 we will review new course proposals and discuss any insights we have gained from reviewing SD 99-25.

6.  The meeting adjourned.

To:
General Education Subcommittee

From:
Jeanette Clausen

Subj:
minutes of September 10, 2001 meeting

Present: Bill Bruening, Jeanette Clausen, Beverly Parke, Wayne Unsell, Linda Wright-Bower

Absent: John Brennan (on sabbatical, fall 01), Ken Bordens, Roberta Tierney

Next meetings: October 1 and October 15, 10:00-11:15am

1.  Election of chair: Linda Wright-Bower will chair, with Beverly Parke serving as chair-in-training and backup if Linda must be absent.  Jeanette will take minutes.

2.  GenEd issues that the North Central Accreditation Association identified as challenges for IPFW.  They are:

$ 
the need to communicate more clearly to all constituents the philosophy and objectives of the general education program. A start has been made on this: a brochure, “Just the FAQs,” was developed and distributed to all SOAR participants this summer, distributed widely on campus, and posted on the GenEd web site (which has also been corrected).

$ 
strengthen the assessment of general education.  Jeanette suggested that concentrating on the critical thinking aspect of GenEd might help here.

$ 
ensure that each student’s general education experience includes a diversity component.

We must turn in a monitoring report by June 30, 2004.

3.   Discussion of diversity component: those present agreed that the diversity component should not add more hours to the GenEd requirement.  Jeanette proposed that criteria be developed that are broad enough to apply to courses in many disciplines, then invite departments to submit courses that already fit the criteria, revise other courses so that they will fit the criteria, etc.  She suggested that we ask the Diversity Initiative Leadership Team for help in drafting criteria, since they have attended conferences and received other training to help prepare them to provide leadership on diversity transformation of curriculum.  (The faculty on the Leadership Team are: Pat Ashton, Rachelle Darabi, Marcia Dixson, Linda Fox, Linda Hite, Kathy O’Connell).  We can also visit web sites to see what other institutions have done along these lines.  Jeanette will forward copies of the Diversity Council’s diversity definition to all GenEd committee members.

4.  Discussion of assessment and critical thinking: Jeanette reported briefly on the critical thinking survey that was sent to about 300 faculty last spring.  Just over 100 responses were received.  Using Bloom’s taxonomy, faculty were asked which critical thinking skills were essential for success in their courses at various levels, how they teach and assess critical thinking skills, etc.  She will forward Ken Bordens’s summary of the results of the survey to all committee members. A workshop on assessment is scheduled for November 7, 2001.  The speaker, Doug Eder, is from Southern Illinois University, Edwardsville, and has been a frequent speaker at IUPUI assessment conferences.  We will try to arrange to have him meet with the GenEd Subcommittee during his visit.  Bill Bruening also suggested that we find out what other campuses in the system are doing for GenEd assessment.  Jeanette agreed to find out what IUPUI is doing.

5.  Other issues.  List of approved GenEd courses:  Bill recommended that the list of approved courses that is published in the Schedule of Classes should not include the courses that were once approved but have been withdrawn by the department; it’s too confusing.  Everyone agreed that this makes sense and should be done.

Need for more Artistic Expression courses: Bill reported that students have a hard time finding courses in this area; there are not enough sections and they fill up quickly.  Dance is a problem because the approved course is only 2 credits and the requirement is 3 credits.  Ceramics for Non-Majors and Drawing for Non-Majors are also a problem because they meet for 6 hours (for a 3-credit course)–and students don’t want to spend that much time.  Some Artistic Expression courses are rarely offered (e.g., Introduction to Musical Expression).  It was agreed that Jeanette and Bill should meet with the VPA Leadership Team to discuss the issues, since VPA has 3 new chairs this fall.  Jeanette will contact Ben Christy to arrange this. 

6.  We agreed that we will meet again on October 1 and October 15 at the same time, 10:00-11:15am.

7.  The meeting adjourned.

