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ABSTRACT/EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

“Critical, reflective thinking skills and the ability to make up one’s own mind are essential 

learning outcomes in a world in which multiple perspectives abound and right action is often 

disputed.”  

(Baxter, Magolda, and Terenzini; 1999) 

 

The above statement captures much that we propose. We suggest that because significant 

things have multiple causes (one of the historical justifications for building our interdisciplinary 

academic plan), and because significant issues can always be interpreted in more than one way, 

multiple perspectives on the world (in particular, those broad perspectives of the Natural 

Sciences, Social Sciences and Arts/Humanities) be the organizing principle of our foundational 

General Education program. The principle of understanding multiple perspectives is also central 

to global awareness and sensitivity to other-cultural, ethnic, and gender issues. It is further 

central to the critical thinking necessary for students to develop well-supported and well-

reasoned positions in the face of the varying points of view about any issue they will confront. 

To these ends, we propose that the university gradually phase in a Freshman Seminar Program (3 

credits) that would introduce students to the broad sweep of General Education and the 

perspectives of the Natural Sciences, Social Sciences, and Arts and Humanities and that would 

expose them to civil debate and dialogue about significant issues among perspectives. This 

seminar would be followed by three lecture courses (9 credits) that would go into greater depth 

about the methods, modes of inquiry, ways of thinking and content of the three domains of 

knowledge and the disciplines that comprise them. Finally, a third tier of three seminars focusing 

on critical thinking and problem-solving, and featuring discourse among different perspectives, 

in each domain would follow these introductory courses (9 credits).  



 

Present requirements in Other Cultures, Ethnic Studies, and Fine Arts (9 credits) will 

remain in place, leaving a 30-credit General Education requirement – less than our current level. 

 

Several points regarding implementation are critical:  

• What is outlined above is a vision of a final outcome several years down the road that will 

have to be phased in gradually.  

• Phasing in will take time and careful planning balanced with phasing out the current 

requirements.  

• Phasing in will require gradual freeing up of resources made possible over time by the 

reduction in total General Education credits (and by freed-up FTES being devoted to General 

Education rather than to new program courses); 

• Development of the second and third tier courses will be the responsibility of new domain 

committees representing the Natural Sciences, Social Sciences, and Arts & Humanities; 

• Implementing the plan may depend upon a carefully crafted pilot project to be conducted in 

2003-2004. (Depending on results, the plan is, of course, subject to modification.) 

 

Finally, General Education should be administered as an academic program with a 

governing body (consisting of faculty and the Associate Dean of Liberal Arts and Sciences) 

responsible for curriculum and planning. The governing body should report to the faculty 

through the Faculty Senate, and the program should be subject to program reviews and other 

oversight currently the purview of the Academic Affairs Council. The governing body of 

General Education would also be advisory to the Provost/Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs 

as present. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 In February, 2002, the University Committee (UC) charged the General Education 

Council (GEC) to develop a new General Education Program for UW-Green Bay (See Appendix 

A for the full text). The key points of the charge are:  

 

(1)  We should seek to develop “a program that incorporates high impact first student contact, 

active and integrated learning” as this would be likely to increase student engagement; 

(2)  “Some of the ways in which Student Orientation and Registration (SOAR) and 

Introduction to College (ITC) can be integrated with a General Education Program should 

be given serious consideration”; 

(3)  UW-Green Bay’s General Education Program should develop “innovative approaches to 

developing critical thinking and communications skills”; 

(4)  “The General Education Program should contain the core elements for the intellectual 

development of the students, and become the dynamic center and learning catalyst for 

students”; 

(5)  An outcomes-based (as opposed to a competency based) program is more feasible; 

(6)  The GEC report should “address both the management and financing of the program 

within the current budgetary constraints”; and 

(7)  The GEC should present its recommendations at the first Faculty Senate meeting in Fall, 

2002 

 

 The charge by the UC to the GEC is a challenge to build a General Education program 

that works for students (in their perception as well as in our view) and that is true to who we are 

as an institution. We also view it as an opportunity to do something unique and noteworthy that 

will once again draw national attention to UW-Green Bay. We believe that our Academic Plan is 

a blueprint for a General Education program and pedagogy that we have never fully exploited 

and which addresses key aspects of intellectual growth, critical thinking and engaged learning. 

 It is clear, both from the range of views recently expressed on General Education across 

this campus, to the severe resource constraints that we face (even without budget cuts), to the 

vast institutional inertia created by all of the competing interests served by our current complex 

General Education system, that reform will not be easy. We may have difficulty reaching a 

 4



consensus on any particular new program concept, we may have trouble finding (or freeing) 

resources to mount any change even with a consensus, and we may find the current General 

Education arrangement hard to budge. 

 

THE CHALLENGE 

 A well-structured and well-delivered General Education program is a critical component 

of a university’s academic plan. Furthermore, our approach to General Education should be 

consistent with and support the mission of the University by providing an appropriate foundation 

for our interdisciplinary programs. Failure to do so results in a General Education that lacks 

coherence, and prevents the university mission from being fully realized. Several task forces (for 

example, the report of the 1991-92 General Education Task Force to the GEC) have described 

problems in some depth. For our purposes, we will summarize these problems in four major 

areas: 1) program structure and array; 2) coherence; 3) faculty alignment; and 4) program review 

and assessment.  

 

Program Structure and Array  

Our present General Education system was created in 1978 in the form of All-University 

Requirements (AUR), which moved General Education from a core program with a series of 

small first-contact seminars (followed by intermediate and then capstone senior seminars) to a 

generic 30-credit distribution requirement. In the beginning, there was some parsimony in this 

program. Students took 9 credits in each of the three domains and concluded their education with 

the still-surviving capstone senior seminar that was intended to provide an integrating across-

domain reprise of their learning. Over the last 24 years, the number of courses in each of the 

domain areas has grown beyond reason, giving students a wide range of options. Furthermore, 

additional credits were added in a way that reflected unit enrollment concerns more than the 

curricular interests of General Education. 

 All successful General Education programs reflect their universities’ missions (Gaff, 

1988). UW-Green Bay’s mission has been constant over this 24-year period – to provide a 

problem-focused, interdisciplinary-based education. Given that General Education is the 

common foundation for all of our courses, it seems reasonable it should be built on our academic 

plan. This is not the case. A distribution approach such as ours, with its huge menu of options, 
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most often promotes disciplinarity rather than interdisciplinarity (Leske, 2000). Directly stated, 

our General Education does not represent in any meaningful way who we claim to be. Our 

approach to General Education may also be failing to engage students actively enough in their 

own learning (cf. the recent NSSE report), even though our problem-solving mission strongly 

implies such and recent research underlines the importance of student engagement for both 

learning and student retention. 

 

Program Coherence  

Our General Education is confusing, disjointed, and lacking in coherence. It has come to 

be manifested in a complex and unwieldy menu of courses that has differing structure (and 

differing degrees of structure) in different parts of the campus. The menu, and its purpose, are 

difficult for students to comprehend and negotiate. However, it is also true that they often choose 

course arrays that have become common patterns for meeting General Education requirements in 

each area – course sets that may not, on analysis, add up to a breadth of coverage and coherent 

grounding consistent with a rounded education. In many other cases, students find themselves 

having to take whatever courses are available. Such randomness is contrary to any rational 

objectives for a General Education program. With such incoherence, it should not surprise us that 

students (and perhaps faculty) see General Education as a series of hurdles that need to be 

“gotten out of the way”.  

 

Faculty Structure  

Any effective academic program requires faculty members who are organized, who 

understand and are committed to it and its goals, and who consult regularly with each other about 

curriculum. The strength of a program is a function of the strength of its faculty. Changes to a 

program, implementation of new pedagogies, evaluation of the people who teach in the program, 

and the like, are the responsibility of a program faculty. General Education at UW-Green Bay 

has many fine instructors from almost all of the units on campus, but they are members of their 

academic units and not members of a true program in General Education. General Education 

faculty do not meet to consult on and plan the overall curriculum. Further, the courses they teach 

for General Education are also being taught as background or gateway courses for majors, or as 

courses that count directly toward majors, creating an ambiguity in mission and purpose that 
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does not favor the goals of General Education. In sum, we have neither a General Education 

program nor a General Education faculty, nor do we have a culture or ethos of General 

Education. 

 Perhaps nowhere in our General Education is the lack of coherence, structure and mutual 

faculty consultation more evident than in the Writing Emphasis (WE) requirement. faculty 

teaching Writing Emphasis courses have never had an opportunity to discuss how writing should 

be evaluated, how to help students achieve writing proficiency, or what the WE component of 

General Education should ultimately achieve. 

 

Program Reviews and Assessment 

Healthy and effective programs should be reviewed regularly. Program reviews are 

valuable tools for assessing outcomes and making needed changes. General Education at UW-

Green Bay has not had regular program reviews based on self-studies by General Education 

faculty, although assessment efforts have been ongoing. 

 

GOALS AND PRINCIPLES 

 There is also not much need to spend more institutional time designing goals for General 

Education. We have a lot to go on from recent discussion on Competencies (the Learning 

Experience), Outcomes (recent assessment initiatives), and previous General Education task 

force work defining the Educated Person. Having considered the above, the GEC offers the 

following purpose for the General Education Program at UW-Green Bay: 

 

The purpose of the General Education program is to provide students an opportunity to 

strengthen academic skills, broaden intellectual horizons through knowledge of the 

modes of inquiry and methods embodied in the perspectives of the Natural Sciences, 

Social Sciences and Arts and Humanities, develop and explore new academic interests, 

reflect on personal values and build a foundation of knowledge for future course work 

and lifelong learning. Within the program, students hone critical thinking and problem-

solving skills, as well as oral and written communications skills. 

 

Optimally, the General Education program will have the following characteristics:  
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Courses that: 

• offer a strong foundation for interdisciplinary study  

• foster critical-thinking and problem-solving  

• offer innovative approaches to learning 

• engage students in discourse on issues and problems 

• promote communication and analytical skills 

 

A program that: 

• provides a broad and solid grounding in the perspectives of the Natural Sciences, Social 

Sciences and Humanities & Arts 

• embodies the university mission 

• involves students in community and civic engagement 

• encourages experiential and experimental approaches to learning 

• develops a community of students who practice civil dialogue 

• is coherent and integrated 

• is developmental as it builds from level to level 

• allows students to share experiences 

• provides global/international awareness 

• is clearly communicated to students and faculty 

 

CONTEXT AND BACKGROUND 

As context and perspective for our deliberations, we considered several models for 

General Education. The primary model options are Core Programs and Distribution 

Requirements. (See Appendix B for a detailed account.) 

We also examined several other reports on the state of General Education around the 

country. One of these was “Twelve Principles of Effective General Education Programs” (Gaff, 

1988). We found Gaff (See Appendix C for details) to be especially pertinent to our 

deliberations: That effective General Education programs embody institutional mission; 

strong programs are coherent, pay attention to the total student experience, foster academic 
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community, have strong faculty and administrative leadership, embrace the full range of student 

co-curricular experiences, and assess and monitor progress. Gaff also identified “Good Practices 

in General Education”; See Appendix D. 

 

Trends in General Education 

 Gaff (1992, Washington Center) identified important trends in General Education that 

provide some sensible criteria for reform. We highlight some of the trends he found:  

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

A growing recognition that Liberal Arts and Sciences are fundamental to undergraduate 

education.  

A growing emphasis on fundamental skills.  

Movement towards higher standards.  

Recognition of the need for tighter, more deliberate curricular structures.  

A growing emphasis on the freshman year.  

Increased emphasis on the senior year.  

More attention to global studies.  

Growing emphasis on integration and interdisciplinary approaches.  

More attention to moral reflection, particularly through the study of non-Western culture and 

literature.  

Growing emphasis on active/engaged approaches to learning.  

Reconceptualizing General Education to include all four years of undergraduate education. 

Growing emphasis on assessment to determine what is working.  

 

RATIONALE FOR REFORM 

 A minimalist approach to reform (such as tightening up our distribution list and our 

criteria for allowing courses to count toward General Education) would accomplish little. Our 

Special Mission, with its special features of Interdisciplinarity and Problem Focus and 

“Communiversity”, seems to demand a core model approach. If we have something special to 

offer, we should (1) introduce it at our front door and then build from there in a developmental 

fashion, and (2) have it be part of a common body of shared experience for our students that is 
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foundational to their programs and instills the outcomes that are vital to an educated person. The 

following provides a rationale for moving gradually – guided by the outcomes of piloting and 

continuing assessment; and contingent upon resources becoming freed up – to a core model. 

 We believe that our Academic Plan contains marching orders for an approach to General 

Education (including a pedagogy), and not just a blueprint for the missions of the 

interdisciplinary programs. If we look at key elements of what we claim to be doing – i.e., giving 

students a grounding in the methods, world views, modes of inquiry of the Humanities and Arts, 

Social Sciences, and Natural Sciences; offering interdisciplinary and problem-focused academic 

programs – and if we further look at the outcomes we desire (Informed and Intelligent Citizens, 

Critical Thinking, Appreciation for Diversity and Other Cultures), we submit that the common 

thread that runs through them all is the fact that there are multiple perspectives on matters of life 

and the world.  The genius of our academic mission is that interdisciplinarity is a special case of 

this broader truth that there are multiple ways of understanding and explaining. The differing 

perspectives encompassed within each interdisciplinary program are grounded in the broader 

perspectives, modes of inquiry and methods of the Natural Sciences, Social Sciences and Arts & 

Humanities. 

 The fact that there is more than one way of looking at or explaining the world is a truth as 

ancient in the Western tradition as the debates between Plato and Aristotle, carried on through 

Kant and Locke and Rationalism/Idealism vs. Empiricism/Realism. This ancient truth lives today 

in the structuring of universities – and their General Education programs – into the domains 

of the Arts and Humanities, the Social Sciences, and the Natural Sciences. To put this too 

simply, the tradition of Rationalism with its emphasis on knowledge flowing from reason and its 

view of humans as having knowing and creating minds undergirds the Humanities and Arts. 

(“Humanities denotes ... a capacity for self-realization by the application of reason and 

rationality.” [Rodning, 1998]) The Humanities seek to understand the human experience through 

what humans create. The tradition of Empiricism with its emphasis on knowledge coming from 

experience and on the observation and testing of data undergirds the Natural Sciences and their 

scientific method. The Social Sciences of course derive their methods and modes of inquiry from 

both of these traditions, as witness quantitative sociology vs. ethnographic fieldwork in 

Anthropology, or Humanistic vs. Scientific Psychology. Ideally, a student learns to be articulate 
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in reasoned discourse through the study of the Humanities, and disciplined in the observation of 

data through the study of the Sciences.  

 The point is that the truth of multiple perspectives exists in academia at several levels of 

inquiry, as well as across a broad range of social and cultural contexts. (In more recent times, we 

have come to understand more fully significant perspectives that come from traditions outside of 

the Western experience.) Universities and their General Education programs are grounded in 

multiple perspectives writ large. These larger perspectives of how scientists, social scientists and 

humanists think and solve problems are the foundations upon which our interdisciplinary 

academic programs are built and represent therefore what all students should know. Our central 

principle – interdisciplinarity – is a more special case of the integrated bringing together of 

multiple disciplinary perspectives within one of the classic domains (e.g., Social Change and 

Development is an interdisciplinary program within the Social Sciences), but such integration 

occurs across domains as well. 

 The fact that there are multiple perspectives on the world is also central to the study, 

appreciation and understanding of other cultures and of ethnic groups, and to gender issues as 

well. In all of the above, we hope that our students learn from their General Education to aspire 

to inhabit the points of view of scientists, social scientists and humanists, but also of people from 

differing backgrounds, experiences and opinions.  

 Understanding multiple perspectives on the world figures prominently in some of the 

major Learning Outcomes we aspire to instill: In particular, Critical Thinking and Citizenship. 

One cannot function as a contributing citizen unless one can critically evaluate the reasoning and 

the evidence behind the points of view that one confronts regularly in life. The ancient truth of 

more than one way of looking at things is as current and as real as Liberalism vs. Conservatism 

and myriad other debates in the world of daily life and citizenship. 

 The proposal we offer below is built on an emphasis on the following Learning 

Outcomes. We have selected them for mention here from the larger set of outcomes that 

informed our deliberations because we believe these are the ones most central to the rationale for 

our proposal. See Appendix F for the more complete listing of the outcomes that guided our 

work.  This larger list does not include current General Education outcomes that were not 

foundational to or reflected directly in our proposal. 

Students who complete the General Education Program are expected to have: 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The ability to construct rational and well-supported arguments and interpretations, to 

critically analyze them, and to articulate and defend them in discourse and debate in both 

academic and civil spheres. 

The ability to look at the world from the perspective of the Natural Sciences, and to 

understand the modes of inquiry and methods of natural scientists; to understand how natural 

scientists define and practice critical thinking and how they address problems using the tools 

and methods of the Natural Sciences. 

The ability to look at the world from the perspective of the Social Sciences, and to 

understand the modes of inquiry and methods of investigation of social scientists; to 

understand how social scientists define and practice critical thinking and how they address 

problems using the tools and methods of the Social Sciences. 

The ability to look at the world from the perspective of the Arts and Humanities, and to 

understand the modes of inquiry and methods of investigation of humanists; to understand 

how humanists define and practice critical thinking and how they address problems using the 

tools and methods of the Humanities. 

A commitment to community-building and to civil dialogue in the pursuit of solutions to 

social problems. 

 

 It is time, we think, to re-state and to re-commit to the truth of multiple ways of 

explaining and understanding as embodied in our interdisciplinary mission. This central 

organizing principle of our institution has two powerful justifications that support it: 

 

1)  Significant things/events in this world exist/happen for more than one reason, so 

multiple factors as discerned by many fields enter into fully comprehending and 

explaining them, and into generating problem-solutions; 

2)  Significant things/events in this world can be interpreted in more than one way, so 

differing and competing views are taken by different people and groups (both inside and 

outside of academia) in attempting to understand them and act upon them; 
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 The former is the primary reason for organizing a problem-focused education around the 

integration of multiple perspectives. As we at UW-Green Bay have often said, there is no such 

thing as just an “economic” or a “political” problem. Therefore we hope that our graduates will 

be able to take into account appropriate factors from all appropriate fields when trying to fully 

comprehend the issues they encounter. 

 The second justification is substantially different from the first and is more of a challenge 

to educators, as it involves something beyond engaging students in learning the multiple factors 

that can shape things and events in the world. It is an acknowledgment of the truth that there can 

be many differing theories and/or opinions, even within single disciplines, let alone in 

interdisciplinary fields, about the interpretation of things and their significance. The discipline of 

Psychology, for example, houses many different and competing theories (ranging from the 

scientific to the humanistic) about the fundamental nature of the psyche, and Sociology 

encompasses many differing views of society. And in the world of citizenship outside of 

academia, there are many competing political interpretations and personal views on issues.  

 This second justification is a special challenge because, left by itself, it can devolve into a 

rationale for and acceptance of relativism. This is precisely why critical thinking is so vital to 

the learning process and to students coming to find their own well-grounded perspectives. 

Fortunately, teaching about multiple perspectives naturally implies teaching critical thinking, and 

in this way:  

 Critical thinking is the ability to hear a point of view (perspective), to understand 

both the reasoning and the evidence behind that perspective, to evaluate the quality of that 

reasoning and evidence, and then to be able to say: “I can construct an equally plausible 

argument for and find evidence in support of a differing conclusion. Convince me that I am 

wrong.” (Or by the same token: “I see the reasons why your argument is compelling. And I can 

think of additional support for your position.”) This ability to analyze the reasoning and evidence 

behind a point of view and, if necessary, to construct a coherent argument in favor of a differing 

one, is not only a central to critical thinking, it is also a primary feature of academic discourse 

and of the continuing debate among different theories’ and disciplines’ takes on the world. 

Critical thinking implies debate between and among differing perspectives. Perhaps more to the 

point of final outcomes, the ability to analyze the reasoning and evidence behind points of view 

and to construct a coherent counter-argument is also the central feature of democratic discourse – 
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of dialogue and debate among those of differing opinions about issues in society. It is a simple 

truth in many arenas of inquiry and of life. For this reason we propose that we make this kind of 

discourse and debate among differing perspectives a core feature of General Education at UW-

Green Bay, much as it is a core feature (one hopes) of interdisciplinary education within the 

academic programs. If the foregoing is important, then it follows that we should begin to engage 

students actively in such discourse early in their careers and build developmentally from there. 

 The above proposal concerns not only the outcome of creating engaged and smart 

(knowledgeable and critically thinking) public citizens who can make informed contributions to 

public debate, but also with the goal that they do so civilly. Essential to this kind of debate is 

civil discourse, which is encouraged if students learn not to reject (or accept) a person’s or 

group’s position for the position itself, but rather for the quality of the reasoning and evidence 

that lie behind it. This is, of course, what critical thinking is all about, and is therefore entirely 

compatible with civil discourse and respect for multiple and differing ways of understanding. 

(Such respect ought to extend to the fact that the evidence another person has for a perspective 

different from one’s own is often a very different life experience.) Obviously, educating students 

in critical thinking is therefore key to their becoming able to make up their own minds as they 

confront the multiple points of view that make up the world we all live in. 

Since civil debate is central to both academic and democratic discourse, engaging in such 

discourse should be a feature of how we teach critical thinking on this campus. We can 

accomplish this by undertaking something we have done too little here. We propose that we 

incorporate into the introduction to the General Education experience in the freshman year 

the modeling by faculty of this kind of discourse and civil debate between and among 

differing perspectives on important topics, issues and problems. (The term “discourse” here 

applies to dialogue among representatives of the different domains and disciplines as to how 

their fields lead them to determine what is significant. The term “debate” might be reserved for 

those interactions where disagreement occurs – where differing opinions and interpretations are 

held.) Such faculty modeling of civil discourse and debate would enliven the classroom as well 

as the academic atmosphere of the campus as a whole, and it would encourage our students to 

become less passive verbally and to articulate and defend their views in public discourse with 

confidence. 
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 In sum, we want our graduates to be able to mobilize the multiple perspectives and 

understand the multiple factors necessary to fully comprehend and address issues (Justification 

#1). We want them also to be articulate defenders of points of view, and intelligent critics of the 

reasoning and evidence behind positions (Justification #2). If the reality is that there are multiple 

ways of looking at the world, this implies that our pedagogy should include teaching the ability 

to articulate, support, debate, defend and critique different interpretations. Finally, we want our 

students to be civil when they engage in such discourse with others.  

 At the basis of what we propose here is our university’s claim that we are different from 

traditional liberal arts institutions. However, such institutions have always offered an education 

grounded in multiple perspectives, simply by having distribution requirements that range across 

the Arts/Humanities, Social Sciences, and Natural Sciences, and by encouraging students to take 

electives from all of these areas. 

We claim to be different by being interdisciplinary, not multidisciplinary. This means, as 

our Chancellor has recently reiterated, that we offer our students an integrated learning 

experience. Here is the key: Unlike the traditional Liberal Arts, where different 

perspectives/disciplines are each brought to bear on different topics in different courses, in an 

interdisciplinary education different perspectives/disciplines are brought to bear on the same 

topic. In the interdisciplinary academic units we do so by having a single topic or problem be the 

integrating focus. This approach should be the hallmark of all that we do here, as it provides 

the most appropriate model for integrating the breadth of General Education (grounded in 

the foundational perspectives of the Natural Sciences, Social Sciences, and Arts & 

Humanities), just as it does for integrating the interdisciplinary programs.  

 

THE PROPOSED CORE MODEL 

 In keeping with our goal of making General Education developmental, we urge that there 

be an introductory Freshman Experience (described in detail below) followed in a developmental 

sequence by two more levels: a second tier of three courses each introducing one of the domains, 

where students would learn the mode of inquiry, method, and some key content of each domain; 

and a third tier where students learn through active involvement and participation in discourse 

how each domain defines and practices critical thinking and how the tools and methods of the 

domain are applied in addressing problems.   

 15



 See Figure 1 at the end of the body of this report for a graphic representation of the 

program model. 

 

Proposal for an introductory course in General Education: Foundations of Inquiry (FOI) 

 We don’t see how we can accomplish the mission we have always claimed without 

having a freshman experience. Such a freshman experience should emulate and incorporate 

some of the fine things accomplished by Introduction to College and SOAR in preparing students 

for many of the practicalities of college, although this would not be the main emphasis. 

However, Introduction to College twenty years ago did do just the kind of modeling of multiple 

perspectives advocated above: Students read The Medusa and the Snail by Lewis Thomas, a 

book by a scientist that addresses social issues and is well-regarded as a piece of literature. They 

then listened to a scientist, a social scientist, and a humanist discuss how they saw the 

significance and value of this text from the perspective of each of their broad domains. While 

introducing students to the practicalities of negotiating college, freshman students could also 

listen to a scientist, social scientist, and humanist share their perspectives on what it means to be 

a citizen, or their views of the Just Society, or how to build a sustainable community, etc.1(This 

latter issue would give some renewed emphasis to our old ecological focus. Indeed, ecology is an 

ideal example of a broad theme about which scientists, humanists, and social scientists all have 

important things to say. One need only scan the literature on sustainability to confirm this.) The 

course might also introduce some core “Great Ideas” (e.g., the scientific method) from each of 

the domains, and feature comparative discussions on how scientists, social scientists and 

humanists think as these Great Ideas are applied to the understanding of social issues, presented 

in the form of real-world case studies. Students in the course might be asked to do something 

active in the community connected to the focal issue. It is essential to understand that this class 

sets the stage for students becoming much more actively engaged in a deeper and more focused 

marshaling and integrating of multiple disciplinary perspectives in the third tier of General 

Education and in the interdisciplinary programs.  

                                                 
1 If freshmen are in small seminars, such modeling could occur in a small number of large joint sessions. 
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 Please note that this would be the only time in a student’s career where exposure to 

comparison among these foundational perspectives of the broad Liberal Arts and Sciences would 

occur. 

 There is much to recommend a Freshman Experience, and we note that such was a 

centerpiece (“High Impact First Contact”) of the Learning Initiative of recent memory. We refer 

readers to that report. Although there has been some ambiguity about the value of freshman 

experience programs, a recent survey by Cuseo (n.d.) of the relevant research concludes: “The 

positive impact of the [first-year seminar] course on student retention has been well-documented 

… and its effect on academic achievement, though less widespread, is still promising.” Cuseo 

cites a survey of 2500 studies by Pascarella and Terenzini (1991), which concludes that freshman 

seminars have a strong relationship to degree completion.  

 Under our proposal, the FOI course is the foundation for the General Educational 

experience at UW-Green Bay. This course engages new students deeply in their learning, 

provides them with an understanding of and appreciation for multiple perspectives, provides 

them with an understanding of how their education will be supported by the university, and gives 

them critical-thinking and writing skills.  If the course is effective, students will develop a 

greater desire for learning, a sense of the value and importance of acquiring knowledge.  

The course has multiple goals: 

• Introduce students to the broad foundational purposes of General Education. 

• Assist first year students in developing competencies, including intellectual confidence and 

skills in reading, information literacy, research, written and oral expression 

• Assist first year students in adjusting to the academic and social community at UW-Green 

Bay 

• Provide an introduction to the intellectual life of the university 

• Begin a process of life-long learning and active inquiry 

• Introduce students to the broad perspectives on knowledge that are the purview of General 

Education; i.e., as embodied in the Arts/Humanities, Social Sciences, and Natural Sciences. 

• Introduce/expose students through modeling to discourse and debate and comparison among 

differing perspectives. 

 17



• Introduce/expose students to a comparison of how scientists, social scientists, and humanists 

view issues from different perspectives.  

• Introduce students to the central importance of critical thinking and problem-solving and 

community engagement as important features of a UW-Green Bay education. 

The above obviously connect and overlap as they follow one from the other. The 

intention is that the introductions to multiple perspectives, critical thinking, discourse and debate, 

and problem-solving will be followed up in a developmental fashion by more in-depth and active 

engagement in these learning activities within each domain in the Critical Thinking/Problem-

Solving courses in the Third Tier courses mounted by the domains.  

The course has these characteristics:  

• It counts as a lower-level writing emphasis course. 

• It asks students to be actively involved in their own learning in a classroom atmosphere of 

open communication and frequent discussions. Intellectual activities might include debates, 

simulations, working in small groups to resolve issues raised in the readings. 

• It fosters an appreciation for an interdisciplinary education through readings that incorporate 

a multiple-perspectives approach and dialogue among faculty. 

• It enhances reasoning skills, by requiring students to begin to evaluate the strength of 

evidence found in readings. 

• It establishes a small community of learners by being capped at 25 students. 

• It requires faculty who teach the course to meet annually to assess the course and recommend 

improvements. 

(Please see Appendix E for a preliminary sketch of a syllabus for FOI.) 

 

The Second Tier: Introductions to the Domains 

       The second tier of the proposed new General Education curriculum would consist of 3 

courses: Introduction to the Humanities, Introduction to the Natural Sciences, and Introduction to 

the Social Sciences. These would be large (c.120 student) lecture courses, although if resources 

were adequate, it would be beneficial to perhaps incorporate a weekly discussion section in 

addition to lectures. The main goal of these courses would be to give all students a general 
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introduction to essential foundational knowledge, theories, and methodologies used in the 

disciplines that comprise the respective domains.  

Each of the courses would be interdisciplinary within its domain and would stress 

commonalities (as well as differences) in core knowledge and approaches within that domain. 

The Introduction to the Humanities course, for example, would present key knowledge from all 

disciplines in the Humanities such as History, Literature, Philosophy, Religion, etc., and would 

explicitly note similarities in conceptualization and methodology shared by these disciplines. The 

primary focus in these courses would be on factual information, but ideally students would exit 

the entire three course array having acquired a deeper sense of the different perspectives that a 

humanist, a scientist, and a social scientist would bring to the way that they conceptualize a 

problem, conduct research, formulate arguments, and present data – as well as acquiring a deeper 

sense of modes of inquiry that cross-cut the differing domains, an important grounding for the 

subsequent Critical Thinking and Problem-Solving courses. 

It is important to note that the actual content of these courses would be determined by the 

faculty in the respective domains. It is likely that the different domains, through Domain 

Committees, might develop different structures for their respective courses in order to take into 

account the specific nature of their disciplines. Some courses might be taught in a “proseminar” 

format with different faculty from different disciplines within a domain teaching units within the 

same course, while others might adopt a more holistic approach with a single instructor teaching 

the entire semester. Within the domains, there might even be different sections of that domain’s 

Introductory course being taught with varying structures depending on the inclinations and 

backgrounds of individual faculty. As long as the overall goals of the program are met, the 

respective domains and their faculty would exercise control over course content. 

In addition to the main purpose of these courses outlined above, they would also provide 

other benefits. 1.) They would continue the process, begun in the Foundations of Inquiry course, 

of instilling in our students an appreciation of multiple perspectives and interdisciplinarity—and 

the uniqueness of UW-Green Bay’s interdisciplinary emphasis—by demonstrating and modeling 

for students early in their college careers both the interrelationships and the differences found 

among various disciplines. 2.) They would serve as stepping stones to, and preparation for, the 

Critical Thinking and Problem Solving courses of the third tier of the General Education 

curriculum so that students would begin those courses already possessing a basic background in 
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the different domains which could then be built upon. 3.) By exposing students early on to a very 

broad range of disciplines, methodologies, and (perhaps) even instructors, students would be 

better prepared to make informed decisions about selecting majors and/or minors. 4.) The 

(perhaps lively) debate that would have to occur within domains about generating content for 

these courses might serve as an opportunity and encouragement for the faculty themselves to 

think, debate, and interact across traditional disciplinary boundaries and might also serve as a 

way to acculturate newer faculty into the interdisciplinary mission of the university. 5.) Finally, 

we submit that these courses would also serve as ideal tool/background courses for all of the 

majors in the respective domains, and therefore it would be in the interest of the interdisciplinary 

programs to bring these courses into being. (Indeed, courses much like this already exist in the 

Natural Sciences, and especially in the Humanities, and already serve as background courses for 

majors.) 

 

The Third Tier: Critical Thinking and Problem-Solving (CTPS) within the Domains 

 Central to the proposed General Education program is the idea that students, as part of 

their General Education, should have sufficient opportunities to think, solve problems, use their 

intellect, ask and answer important questions, and debate important issues in the humanities, 

natural sciences, and the social sciences – and in society as those issues are perceived by these 

domains. 

 The third tier courses would be the prime pedagogical realization of the heart of our 

academic plan, where we bring together the application of multiple disciplinary perspectives to 

critical thinking and problem solving, coupled with students actively debating these different 

perspectives as they actively seek solutions to problems. The third tier courses would also be 

Writing Emphasis courses. They would be structured somewhat like FOI, except at a higher level 

and focused within each domain. Students would also be much more active participants in the 

application of multiple disciplinary approaches to the analysis of problems, in synthesizing truly 

interdisciplinary understandings, in constructing arguments and proposed problem solutions, and 

in evaluating through the crucible of debate the strengths and weakness of their differing 

arguments and proposed solutions. In terms of Bloom’s taxonomy, the first two levels would 

focus on Knowledge, Comprehension, some Application and beginning introduction to Analysis, 

Synthesis and Evaluation through seeing them modeled; the third tier courses would be built 
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expressly upon students actively engaging in Bloom’s higher processes of active Application (of 

different perspectives), Analysis (from different perspectives), Synthesis (of different 

perspectives), and Evaluation (of different perspectives) – another way of defining critical 

thinking. 

 The exact nature of each of these three courses would depend upon the respective 

domains deciding how critical thinking is defined and how problem solving is approached in 

their area. It will also depend on how they wish to approach discourse and debate. We will not 

predetermine the specific parameters of these courses, other than to say that we believe that they 

are critically important both for our mission and for preparing graduates who are educated people 

and smart public citizens. We would not propose this array if we didn’t believe that each domain 

has somewhat distinctive (though admittedly overlapping) approaches to critical thinking and 

problem solving. (To state the obvious, a scientist approaches a problem in ecology or public 

health quite differently from the way an academic in the Humanities would.) At the same time, 

we recognize that, because there are commonalities as well as differences, these courses might 

evolve into offerings that could be more topic-based than domain-based.  

 The goal of the third tier courses is to ensure that all of our students become conversant 

with the reasoned application of multiple perspectives to solving problems within each domain. 

A central focus would be on critical thinking: the use of sound reasoning and strong evidence to 

support interpretations, and how to critically evaluate reasoning and evidence. (We could well 

imagine that a Humanities course might focus more on the reasoning and clear expression of an 

argument, and the Natural Sciences on the supporting evidence garnered from systematic 

observation.) A real-world case study approach might be highly appropriate here. An added 

wrinkle could be to have a “theme of the year” across all three course areas; i.e., the same topic 

and material might be the subject matter across all three course areas. Coupling this with a 

modest campus lecture series on the same theme could provide a significant integrating 

experience for students. This would allow them to pursue commonalities in critical thinking and 

approaches to problem solving across the domains as they revisit the broad foundational domain 

perspectives introduced in FOI.  

 Here again, a lively debate about how we teach critical thinking and problem solving in 

each area could be energizing to faculty and lead to some interesting new approaches to 

pedagogy. 
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 Although the respective domain committees would be asked to develop and approve 

these courses, some existing General Education values and issues courses might, perhaps with 

some modification to focus more explicitly on critical thinking and problem-solving, fit this tier. 

If this is true, then implementing third tier courses might not be overly difficult. Since CTPS 

courses under this proposal are to be developed and approved by the respective domains, it is 

important that any such existing courses (now offered by units) be agreed upon by the domains.  

 

ASSESSMENT 

 A comprehensive assessment process is obviously essential to the building, refining and 

maintaining of an effective General Education program. A detailed explication of this, authored 

by Lucy Arendt, can be found in Appendix G. 

 

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION CONSIDERATIONS 

 Short Term: Phasing this new program concept in will take some careful planning and 

coordination. This will require close cooperation among administration, Registrar, Academic 

Advising, the GEC, budgetary units, and the newly constituted domain committees as we phase 

out the old and phase in the new. One of the stickier questions will be whether reducing overall 

credits will begin to free up resources to mount the new program array. This will require close 

attention by the administration.  

 It will be critical that the faculty, and the units in particular, buy into the fact that General 

Education is the mission of all of us, and support the new concept. We hope that the units will 

see the foundational value for their own programs of the new General Education courses. We 

would hope, for example, that a course in Introduction to the Social Sciences that covers the 

major social theories so important to the foundations of all of the social science fields, would be 

adopted as a tool course for all of the Social Sciences programs. 

 Long Term: If General Education is to be truly a program, it should be administered as 

such. We therefore propose that the GEC be reconstituted as a governing body (with the 

Associate Dean of Liberal Arts and Sciences ex officio) that has authority for curriculum 

planning and review and the convening of program faculty meetings parallel to that of a unit 

executive committee. (The fact is that the GEC has become over the years a body that merely 

makes recommendations on course approvals.) We further propose that, given that curriculum is 
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by statute the purview of the Faculty and that General Education is the mission of the (entire) 

Faculty, the General Education governing body should be constituted formally as a Committee of 

the Faculty Senate and report to it and be charged by it. It follows that General Education would 

be subject to periodic program reviews under the oversight of the Academic Affairs Council, 

with self-studies authored by the governing body. In recognition of General Education as the 

mission of all of us, UW-Green Bay might consider including language regarding expectations to 

teach in General Education in new faculty contracts. 

 The governing body of General Education would continue to be advisory to the 

Provost/Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs as present. 

 

SUGGESTED TIME-LINE 

 We strongly recommend that this new General Education concept be piloted. The 

following timeline envisions a process by which 200 students would participate in a pilot of the 

entire new program in the 3002-2004 and 2004-2005 academic years. After that pilot and 

depending upon its outcome (and resource availability), we would make modifications and 

introduce the entire program in the subsequent academic year.  

 An alternative implementation strategy that envisions a staggered approach to piloting, 

where the FOI courses are piloted first, appears as Appendix H. 

 

Year 2002-2003 

• Through the faculty governance process, seek agreement on the following: 

o Goals, objectives, learning outcomes and characteristics of the new General 

Education program 

o 30-credit limit 

• Finish an assessment plan. 

• Establish domain committees. Ask the domain committees to: (1) identify how they might 

“phase in” their components of the revised General Education program (e.g., who will be 

involved and when, what changes might be needed to the current organizational structure); 

and (2) initiate development of the “Introduction to the [Domain]” courses and the courses in 

Critical Thinking and Problem-Solving. 

• Refine the curricular design for the Foundations of Inquiry courses. 
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• Identify lines of communication, responsibility, and accountability. Who should be consulted 

about the proposed changes? Who should assume responsibility for coordinating the 

implementation of the revised program? Who will evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency 

of the revisions? What will be the long-term structure for ensuring ongoing renewal of the 

General Education program? 

• Solicit assurance from those in administrative positions (e.g., the Provost and Chancellor) 

that units would not jeopardize their existing budgets, FTE, or other resources by electing to 

participate fully in a revised General Education program that might not yield the same pattern 

of student credit hours across the units. 

• Evaluate the feasibility and consequences of more or less incremental approaches to revising 

the General Education program (e.g., ascertain the availability of faculty resources for 

slower/faster “phasing out/in” of requirements). 

• Identify the steps needed to facilitate students’ transition from the existing program to the 

“new” program (e.g., small group advising sessions, identification of appropriate course 

substitutions). 

• Identify faculty members who are willing to experiment and modify their existing courses to 

incorporate the “discourse-oriented” pedagogy discussed earlier by the GEC; evaluate the 

effectiveness of such modifications. 

• Revisit existing Writing Emphasis course requirements, and identify the means for increasing 

the effectiveness of the requirement (e.g., establishing maximum WE class sizes, formal 

guidance and assistance for instructors of WE courses).  

 

Year 2 (2003-2004) 

• Begin to pilot the all three tiers of the program with a sample of 200 students, allowing them 

to meet their General Education requirements in the new fashion. (This pilot should be 

completed in three semesters, allowing some lead time to fashion the Tier Two courses and, 

in particular, the more challenging Tier Three courses. This plan will mean that a core of 

faculty will have to pursue the fine-tuning of a syllabus for Foundations of Inquiry as soon as 

possible. In point of fact, the Social Sciences may be where the greatest challenge lies in 

crafting a Tier Two course. 
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• PLEASE NOTE: If there is enough support for the philosophy behind the GEC’s 

 proposal, there is nothing to prevent faculty from beginning to teach existing courses that 

 already count for General Education in a manner that fits the characteristics of the FOI 

 course or the Tier Three courses. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 In sum, the GEC believes that the challenges for the General Education program at UW-

Green Bay will best be met by adopting a core model that begins with an introductory freshman 

experience and concludes with courses that focus on student engagement in critical thinking and 

problem-solving and that feature discourse and debate among multiple perspectives. Adopting 

such a model will help align our General Education program with our institutional mission as 

well as improve program coherence and focus. Our students will benefit from learning skills 

necessary to excel in their academic and professional careers and to contribute thoughtfully as 

citizens to the civil discourse essential to democracy. Finally, such a model will once again make 

UW-Green Bay a leader in academic programs. 
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APPENDIX A: Charge by the University Committee to the GEC 

 

“The University Committee (UC) charges the General Education Council (GEC) to 

develop a new program of General Education for the University of Wisconsin-Green Bay. The 

UC is mindful of previous studies and reports that have been done on General Education. It 

believes they contain many excellent ideas that should prove useful to the GEC. The Learning 

Experience report and other studies indicate that a program that incorporates high impact first 

student contact, active and integrated learning are likely to increase student engagement. Some 

of the ways in which Student Orientation and Registration (SOAR) and Introduction to College 

(ITC) can be integrated with a General Education Program should be given serious 

consideration.  

As a national leader in interdisciplinary, problem-solving approaches to higher education, UW-

Green Bay’s General Education Program an develop innovative approaches to developing 

critical thinking and communication skills. The General Education Program should contain the 

core elements for the intellectual development of the students, and become the dynamic center 

and learning catalyst for students. The program can set a challenging, yet attainable, level of skill 

development, intellectual growth, and knowledge expected of a General Education program at 

UW-Green Bay. 

Given the current financial constraints, an outcomes based program is more feasible than 

a full-blown [competency] based approach. Since it is expected that the new General Education 

Program will be implemented, your report must address both the management and financing of 

the program within the current budgetary constraints. 

The UC urges the GEC to make full use of the expertise and talent at the University and 

elsewhere in developing its plan, and present its recommendations for the new General 

Education Program at the first Faculty Senate meeting of the fall semester of the 2002-2003 

academic year.” (University Committee, UW-Green Bay; February 7, 2002) 
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APPENDIX B: Models of General Education Programs 

Core Programs – These are programs that require all students to take a set of 

courses in common as part of their educational experience. In whole-core programs, 

students must take a defined set of courses throughout their career. Examples of whole-

core approaches include the Great Books Program at St. John’s College and the 

Humanities Program at UNCA. Other whole-core approaches include discipline-based 

foundation courses (Columbia College’s Core Curriculum) and interdisciplinary 

courses (Colgate University). 

Distribution Programs – These are programs that require students to take 

courses from a menu of options. Options are usually, but not always, disciplinary in 

nature. 

Goals Across the Curriculum – These programs often use prescribed categories 

of courses to assist students in developing the skills required of liberal learning. Students 

must take one or (often) more courses in each category. Categories may focus on skill 

development and on content area. Programs using this sort of approach may incorporate 

elements of core-programs, but frequently they lean toward distribution models. These 

programs tend to have a large number of credit hours devoted to General Education.  

Competency-based – These programs are intended to help students develop a 

broad range of abilities, determined by faculty to be central to a students academic and 

co-curricular development. Alverno College is a leader in Competency-based General 

Education. The faculty at Alverno decided upon the following eight abilities as central to 

their students: communication, analysis, problem solving, values in decision-making, 

social interaction, global perspectives, effective citizenship, and aesthetic response. 

Complex Models – These programs are very tailored to the particular missions of 

their institutions and often employ elements from many of the models above. The facets 

of such General Education approaches tend to be subsumed under a single conceptual 

framework which gives the curriculum a strong core identity. Examples include the 

Practical Liberal Arts Program at Wagner College, which incorporates learning 

communities and experiential service learning; and Portland State University’s 
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program, which combines inquiry-based linked courses and interdisciplinary teamwork, 

frequently requiring students to apply their learning to community projects. Learning 

communities are often joined to linked-course approaches, where students choose a 

series of classes around a single topic or theme, in order to learn how different disciplines 

study a common problem. Examples of learning-community programs include those at 

Evergreen State College, SUNY-Long Island, and Pacific University (Oregon). 
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APPENDIX C: Twelve Principles of Effective General Education Programs2 

I.  Articulating a compelling vision for General Education  

1. Strong General Education programs explicitly answer the question, “What is the point of 

General Education?”  

2. Strong General Education programs embody institutional mission.  

3. Strong General Education programs continuously strive for educational coherence.  

4. Strong General Education programs are self-consciously value-based and teach social 

responsibility.  

5. Strong General Education programs attend carefully to student experience. 

6. Strong General Education programs are consciously designed so that they will continue 

to evolve.  

 II.  Forming an evolving community based on a vision of General Education  

1. Strong General Education programs require and foster academic community.  

2. Strong General Education programs have strong faculty and administrative leadership.  

3. Strong General Education programs cultivate substantial and enduring support from 

multiple constituencies.  

4. Strong General Education programs ensure continuing support for faculty, especially as 

they engage in dialogues across academic specialties.  

5. Strong General Education programs reach beyond the classroom to the broad range of 

student co-curricular experiences.  

6. Strong General Education programs assess and monitor progress toward an evolving 

vision through ongoing self-reflection. 

                                                 
2 Source: Jerry Gaff, Vice President, Office of Education and Institutional Renewal, Association of American 
Colleges and Universities. Project on Strong Foundations for General Education. Strong Foundations: Twelve 
Principles for Effective General Education Programs. Washington, D.C.: Association of American Colleges and 
Universities, 1994. 
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APPENDIX D: “Good Practices” Derived from Educational Research3  

Astin (1992, Washington Center) put forth a number of factors that enhance General 

Education outcomes. These outcomes were derived from his study entitled, “What really 

matters in General Education: Provocative findings from a national study of student 

outcomes.” These factors are as follows: (1) student-student interaction, (2) student-faculty 

interaction, (3) student oriented faculty, (4) discussion of racial/ethnic issues with other 

students, (5) hours devoted to studying, (6) tutoring other students, (7) socializing with 

students of different race/ethnicity, (8) a student body with high socioeconomic status, (9) 

and institutional emphasis on diversity, (10) a faculty which is positive about the General 

Education program, and (11) a student body that values altruism and social activism. 

Similarly, Jones and Ewell (1993) suggest the following “good practices.”  

 

1. Create high expectations for student learning. Students appreciate General Education’s 

aims and goals; faculty need to be clear that they expect students to attain them.  

2. Provide coherent, progressive learning. Students learn, grow, and develop when the first 

step is not too high, when each step is a reasonable and connected elevation from the 

preceding one, and when there are clear standards for attainment in sight.  

3. Create synthesizing experiences. Students benefit from the challenge of synthesizing their 

learning through essays and journal keeping, capstone and cornerstone courses, and 

integrative experiences in cooperative and service learning.  

4. Integrate education and experience. The relevance to students’ lives, aspirations, and 

perceptions is brought home when education is bolstered by application and experience.  

5. Create active learning experiences. Students who are engaged in their studies learn more. 

First-generation students may need validation that their involvement is a legitimate part 

of the learning experience.  

                                                 
3 Source: D.P. Jones and P.T. Ewell (1993, pp. 9-13) Cited in Chapter 7: Quality and Coherence in General 
Education, Handbook for Undergraduate Curriculum, San Francisco: Jossey Bass, 1997, p. 164. 
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6. Require ongoing practice of skills. Skills, once learned, soon atrophy without practice. 

For example, second-language learning in college suffers from students’ lack of practice.  

7. Assess learning and give prompt feedback. Students cannot improve their learning unless 

they receive constructive suggestions for improvement in time to adjust their behavior to 

enhance their efforts.  

8. Plan collaborative learning experiences. Students are affirmed in their learning by their 

peers’ support, criticism, and collaboration. Collaborative learning promotes behavior 

expected after college.  

9. Provide considerable time on task. The press to cover the material leaves much of 

General Education cursory; key knowledge, skills, and abilities are fostered by thorough 

explanation, discussion, and application.  

10. Respect diverse talents and ways of knowing. Not all students learn the same way. 

Making a student conform to the predominant curriculum may militate against success. 

Diversity challenges the curriculum to represent learning in multiple, coherent, 

purposeful forms.  

11. Increase informal contact with students. A minority of students’ time is spent in the 

classroom. Students value the mentoring and advice offered by faculty outside the 

classroom. Make the curriculum and extracurriculum work together to support student 

learning.  

12. Give special attention to the early years. The transition to college (and between colleges) 

presents significant social and academic adjustments for students. Instilling a thirst for 

inquiry and reflection early on will set the stage for more rapid growth, development, and 

educational attainment.  
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APPENDIX E: Foundations of Inquiry Sample Syllabus  

(one possible approach) 

Instructor and class information 

Time:      Location:  

Office:     Office Hours: 

Contact me at: 

 

Welcome to General Education and the Foundations of Inquiry (FOI) course. The 

FOI course is the foundation for the General Education experience at UW-Green Bay. This 

course engages you deeply in your learning, provides you with an understanding of and 

appreciation for the multiple perspectives that make up the Liberal A ts, provides you with an 

understanding of how your education will be supported by the university, and helps you critical-

thinking and writing skills.  If the course is effective, you should develop a greater desire for 

learning, and a sense of the value and importance of acquiring knowledge.  

This course is also a gateway to the other General Education courses. FOI courses engage 

you in your learning. Foundations of Inquiry courses do not emphasize lecturing, but rather 

highlight critical discussion and open communication through reading, listening and the 

presentation of viewpoints. The faculty members at UW-Green Bay believe that this course 

provides the intellectual cornerstone for your undergraduate educational experience. 

 

Course Objectives 

• Assists you in developing competencies, including intellectual confidence and skills in 

reading, information literacy, research, written and oral expression, critical-thinking.  

• Introduces you to the broad foundational purposes of General Education. 

• Assists you in adjusting to the academic and social community at UW-Green Bay. 

• Provides an introduction to the intellectual life of the university.  

• Begins a process of life-long learning and active inquiry and the marshaling of different 

perspectives in the understanding and addressing of problems.  
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Course characteristics: 

• While all FOI courses cover common material, each also covers different substantive 

materials. 

• FOI counts as a lower-level writing emphasis course. 

• FOI instructors ask students to be actively involved in their own learning in a classroom 

atmosphere of open communication and frequent discussions. Intellectual activities may 

include debates, simulations, working in small groups to resolve issues raised in the readings. 

• FOI courses foster an appreciation for an interdisciplinary education through readings that 

incorporate a multiple perspectives approach and dialogue among faculty. 

• FOI courses enhance reasoning skills, by requiring students to evaluate the strength of 

evidence found in readings and undertake small-scale research projects, in the library and 

sometimes in the field.  

 

Course materials: 

The Foundations of Inquiry Manual: A Reference Book for General Education (developed by 

UW-Green Bay faculty). 

Asking the Right Questions: A Guide to Critical Thinking, 6th edition, Upper Saddle River, NJ: 

Prentice Hall, 2001. (or some other text on critical thinking/problem solving) 

A text that is an appropriate introduction to the substantive area or theme (ie., Soul of a Citizen if 

the theme is civic engagement) 

 

Types of evaluation activities & guidelines that might be included  

Since the course is not primarily lecture-based, activities should optimize active learning. 

Participation in discussions/ debate in class    

Civic Engagement/ Service Learning 

Homework/Quizzes      

Exams 

Written Assignments with presentations   

Individual or group projects 
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Attending, participating in campus forums   

Collaborative learning experiences with other FOI sections 

 

Writing Emphasis: This is a writing emphasis course, which means that you’ll be evaluated on 

both the substance and the quality of your writing.  

 

Academic Integrity 

Academic dishonesty, when discovered, will result in serious consequences with regard to your 

overall grade in this course. Cheating and plagiarism will not be tolerated. The Modern 

Language Association (MLA Handbook for Writers of Research Papers) defines plagiarism as 

follows: repeating another’s sentences as your own, adopting a particularly apt phrase as your 

own, paraphrasing someone else’s argument as your own, presenting someone else’s line of 

thinking in the development of a thesis as though it were your own. In short, to plagiarize is to 

give the impression that you have written or thought something that you have in fact “borrowed” 

from another. Writers may use another person’s words or thoughts, but must acknowledge them 

 

Disability Statement  

 

Course schedule [would include the manual and other “common” material for the first one-third 

to one-half of the course; would include material related to the theme or subject matter for the 

remaining two-thirds of the course.] 
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APPENDIX F: Proposed UW-Green Bay General Education Student Learning Outcomes 

 

Students who complete the General Education Program are expected to have: 

 

Learning Outcome Where Learned Crs.

 The ability to communicate effectively through writing 
and speaking. 

 The ability to construct rational and well-supported 
arguments and interpretations, to articulate and defend 
them, and to critically analyze them in both academic and 
civil spheres. 

 A commitment to community-building and to civil 
dialogue in the pursuit of solutions to social problems. 

Students would begin their 
learning of these critical 
outcomes in their 
“Foundations of Inquiry” 
course. These same 
outcomes would be 
emphasized throughout all 
courses in the General 
Education curriculum. 

3 

 The ability to look at the world from the perspective of 
the natural sciences, and to understand the modes of 
inquiry and methods of investigation of natural scientists; 
to understand how natural scientists define and practice 
critical thinking and how they address problems using the 
tools and methods of the natural sciences. 

Intro to the Biological & 
Natural Sciences 
 
Critical Thinking and 
Problem-Solving in the 
Biological & Natural 
Sciences 

6 

 The ability to look at the world from the perspective of 
the social sciences, and to understand the modes of 
inquiry and methods of investigation of social scientists; 
to understand how social scientists define and practice 
critical thinking and how they address problems using the 
tools and methods of the social sciences. 

Intro to the Social Sciences 
 
Critical Thinking and 
Problem-Solving in the 
Social Sciences 

6 

 The ability to look at the world from the perspective of 
the Humanities and Fine Arts, and to understand the 
modes of inquiry and methods of investigation of 
humanists; to understand how humanists define and 
practice critical thinking and how they address problems 
using the tools and methods of the Humanities. 

Intro to the Humanities 
 
Critical Thinking and 
Problem-Solving in the 
Humanities & Fine Arts 

6 

 A critical and/or applied understanding of one or more of 
the fine arts, including fundamental concepts, forms or 
methods. 

Fine Arts 3 

 An understanding of contemporary global issues and 
problems related to multiculturalism and ethnocentrism, 
through the study of beliefs, values, and ways of life in 
societies other than the United States. 

Other Culture 3 

 An historically informed understanding of aspects of the 
causes and consequences of racial and ethnic 
discrimination in the United States. 

Ethnic Studies 3 
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APPENDIX G: Assessment and Learning 

 

Institutional curiosity seeks answers to questions about which students learn, what they 
learn, how well they learn, when they learn, and explores how pedagogies and 
educational experiences develop and foster student learning. When institutional curiosity 
drives assessment, faculty and professional staff across an institution raise these kinds of 
questions and jointly seek answers to them, based on the understanding that students’ 
learning and development occur over time both inside and outside of the classroom. 
Assessment becomes a collective means whereby colleagues discover the fit between 
institutional or programmatic expectations for student achievement and patterns of actual 
student achievement.4 

 

 The quotation above captures our principal thinking about the desired role of General 

Education assessment at UW-Green Bay. In brief, we engage in assessment activities so that we 

might pose and seek answers to our collective questions about student learning.  

 Assessment of the overall General Education program will build upon the foundation of 

assessment activities established at UW-Green Bay over the past decade. Faculty and student 

engagement in assessment, accompanied by regular review of assessment results by the GEC, 

will facilitate continuous learning about the General Education program, including its processes 

and outcomes. This learning, then, will support the development and implementation of 

modifications intended to enhance the program’s effectiveness. 

The Coordinator of Assessment and Testing Services, in consultation with the GEC, will 

develop and refine comprehensive assessment plans for both the proposed pilot project and the 

overall General Education program. The primary goals of these plans will be to determine: (1) 

how well the pilot project and the overall General Education program are being implemented, 

and (2) the extent to which the pilot project and the overall General Education program are 

effective with respect to their goals and students’ achievement of the focal learning outcomes. 

While the pilot project presents the institution with a new assessment opportunity, 

assessment of the proposed General Education program should benefit from existing activities 

and a previously proposed assessment plan for General Education. Specifically, the Coordinator 

of Assessment & Testing Services has proposed to compile annually all relevant assessment data, 

and prepare a preliminary “General Education Learning Outcomes” report for the GEC. Each 

                                                 
4 Maki, P.L. 2002. Developing an assessment plan to learn about student learning [online]. Available: 
http://www.aahe.org/Assessment/assessmentplan.htm  
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year’s report will focus on three or four General Education learning outcomes and associated 

courses, so that all outcomes will be reviewed within a four-year reviewing cycle. The GEC will 

review the preliminary report (and primary data sources, when appropriate), and incorporate the 

information into a formal evaluation that also includes assessment of institutional data (e.g., 

student credit hours, faculty FTE), course syllabi, and student transcripts. This proposed 

evaluation process is expected to address the following types of questions: 

 

Learning Outcomes 

 

1. Does the array of courses match the array of defined learning outcomes? 

2. Which courses are associated with which learning outcomes? Are the courses developing 

the desired outcomes in the students? To what extent? 

3. Are the students taking an array of courses that results in the desired outcomes? 

4. Are the learning outcomes appropriately phrased (i.e., do they readily convey their intent, 

are they readily addressed by General Education courses)? 

5. Do students benefit equally from the opportunities to learn and demonstrate the various 

outcomes? 

6. Do the instructors speak to the General Education nature of the course? 

 

Program Characteristics 

 

1. Do the courses, as delivered, comply with the performance characteristics deemed 

desirable? 

2. Is the list of courses exclusive rather than inclusive (designed to give the students a 

common body of knowledge)? 

3. How many (what proportion) and which of the courses: 

a. Are interdisciplinary rather than disciplinary 

b. Are broad rather than narrow in their content 

c. Use primary works 

d. Employ active learning technologies 

e. Promote critical thinking, reasoning, and lifelong learning skills 
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f. Provide an effective introduction to the domain of knowledge 

g. Are intended primarily to serve the General Education program 

h. Reinforce other components of the General Education program (e.g., emphasize 

cultural diversity) 

4. Is the array of learning outcomes appropriate for the size and goals of the General 

Education program? 

5. Are the courses accessible to students? Are students enrolling in the courses at 

appropriate times during their undergraduate experience? Why are students taking the 

courses when they are?  

6. Are General Education courses perceived to be “instrumental” to the remainder of 

students’ coursework? Peripheral? 

7. Do the requirements for General Education facilitate students’ graduation within a 

reasonable time? 

8. To what extent are students satisfied with their General Education experiences and able 

to fulfill their requirements when and how they want and need? 

9. Is the array of interdisciplinary and disciplinary courses appropriate to the goals of the 

General Education program? 

10. Are there any broad suggestions for enhancing teaching and learning in the General 

Education curriculum that need to be considered and implemented? 

 

 Addressing these questions will depend upon the collection of assessment data from 

multiple sources using multiple methods. The Coordinator of Assessment and Testing Services 

favors a comprehensive approach to General Education assessment, one that generates several 

types of data reflecting UW-Green Bay’s General Education program and student achievement 

of its learning outcomes. The recommended approach integrates two existing assessment 

methods – collection of standardized exam data and student self-report data – with a third 

method that focuses on embedded assessment of the products of student learning. 

 

1. Standardized exam data. [Each semester; in place since 1991] All students having 

between 54 and 72 credits participate in the General Education Assessment Program 

(formerly, the Sophomore Assessment Program), during which they take the College 
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Basic Academic Subjects Examination (BASE). The College BASE is a nationally 

distributed, standardized exam that evaluates students’ General Education knowledge of 

English, mathematics, science, and social studies. 

2. Student self-report data. 

a. General Education Assessment Research Questions. [Each semester; in place 

since 1998] All students participating in the General Education Assessment 

Program report their perceptions of how well their UW-Green Bay courses have 

helped them to achieve the institution’s General Education learning outcomes. 

b. Graduating Senior Survey. [Each semester; in place since 1997] All graduating 

seniors assess how well their UW-Green Bay experiences have helped them to 

achieve the institution’s General Education learning outcomes. The latest version 

of the survey asks students to identify their current proficiency with respect to the 

General Education learning outcomes, and the extent to which their General 

Education courses contributed to their current proficiency. 

c. Alumni Survey. [Annual; in place since 1997] All alumni are asked to assess how 

well UW-Green Bay prepared them to achieve the institution’s General Education 

learning outcomes, and how important those learning outcomes are to their 

careers or graduate programs (annually, to alumni who have graduated three years 

previous). 

d. National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). [Bi-annual; in place since 

2000] First-year freshmen and seniors report on their engagement in the 

classroom, and the activities undertaken to facilitate their learning (e.g., making 

presentations, group work). Students are also asked to reflect on their 

achievement of numerous, “standard” learning outcomes (e.g., critical thinking). 

3. Embedded assessment data. [Each semester; pilot tested in 1999 and 2001] Student 

performance on “authentic” General Education course assignments or activities is the 

source for embedded assessment data. Each participating faculty member is asked to 

identify one course assignment, examination, or other instructional activity that relates to 
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the General Education learning outcome under study (e.g., critical thinking). Once 

students complete the course assignment or activity, the faculty member uses a 

performance rating scale (i.e., descriptive grading scale or scoring rubric) to evaluate 

student performance on the chosen course assignment or activity.  

 

 Some advantages associated with the proposed multi-method approach to General 

Education assessment include: 

  

1. All General Education learning outcomes will be assessed using at least two sources of 

data. 

2. Faculty members will be involved in assessment data collection, but need not commit 

excessive time and effort to the data collection process. 

3. The GEC will have more and better assessment data with which to evaluate the General 

Education program. 

4. The proposed approach will build upon existing activities (e.g., General Education 

Assessment Program, student surveys, student completion of General Education course 

assignments), and is relatively simple (without being simplistic). 

5. The embedded assessment component will allow review of student performance that 

occurs within the classroom context, and is subject to “natural” environmental and 

internal influences (e.g., motivation). 

6. Multiple data collection methods will permit tests of convergent and discriminant 

validity. 

7. Where appropriate, the GEC will be able to refer to national norms to help with its 

evaluation (e.g., College BASE, NSSE). 
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APPENDIX H: Implementation 

 

Year 2: 2003-2004 

1. Summer, 2003: Hold a workshop for faculty who volunteer to pilot the new FOI courses. 

The objective of the workshop would be to agree on common elements of the course and 

to design a syllabus and assessment process. 

2. Fall semester: Pilot eight sections of the FOI courses (200 entering freshmen). 

3. Identify appropriate future allocations of FOI courses among all budgetary units (every 

budgetary unit would teach one course; larger budgetary units would teach more; 

budgetary units comprised of faculty who are very interested in FOI would teach more).  

4. Identify at least three faculty interested in piloting the Second Tier courses (at least one 

course per domain) in the 2004-2005 academic year. Goal is to retool an existing 

introductory course in each domain area. 

5. Identify at least six faculty interested in piloting the Third Tier courses (at least two 

courses per domain) in the 2004-2005 academic year. Goal is to retool an existing course 

to be focused on critical thinking and problem solving. 

6. Spring semester: Faculty who piloted the eight sections of FOI courses would meet to 

offer suggestions for the next year’s courses. 

 

Year 3: 2004-2005 

1. Summer, 2004: hold workshops on the Tier 2 and Tier 3 courses to design syllabus, 

teaching strategies and identify common elements.  

2. Fall, 2004: pilot nine Tier 3 courses (3 courses from each domain area, for a total of 225 

students) 

3. Fall, 2004: pilot three Tier 2 courses (1 course for each domain area, for a total of 360 

students) 

4. Fall, 2004: add 12 more FOI courses, bringing the total number of courses to 20, and the 

number of slots to 500.  

5. Request that administrators holding faculty appointments teach one FOI or Tier 3 course 

in either the 2004-2005 or 2005-2006 academic years. 
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6. Spring, 2005: faculty members in each of the three pilots meet to discuss ways to 

improve courses. Faculty representing domain committees meet to share progress in the 

new general education program. 

 

Year 4: 2005-2006 

1. Summer, 2005: hold workshops for new faculty in each tier. 

2. Fall 2005: add 18 more FOI sections, enough to serve all entering freshmen. 

3. Fall 2005-Spring 2006: add 12 more Tier 3 sections, (4 more in each domain, for a total 

of 525 slots) 

4. Fall 2005-Spring 2006: add 6 more Tier 2 sections, (2 more for each domain, for a total 

of 1,080 slots) 

 

Year 5: 2006-2007 

1. Summer, 2006: hold workshops for new faculty in each tier. 

2. Continue with 38 sections of FOI. 

3. Add 18 more Tier 3 sections (6 more in each domain, for a total of 975 slots) 

4. Add 9 more Tier 2 sections (3 more for each domain, for a total of 2,160 slots) 

5. Continue to assess each tier and make adjustments as necessary. 

 

Year 6: 2007-2008 

1. Continue with 38 sections of FOI  

2. Add 24 more Tier 3 sections (8 more in each domain, for a total of 1,575 slots) 

3. Add 6 more Tier 2 sections (3 more for each domain, for a total of 2,880 slots) 

 

Year 7: 2008-2009 

The new general education program is fully operational: 

• 38 sections of FOI  

• 24 sections of Tier 2 courses each year (8 sections for each domain) 

• 108 sections of Tier 3 courses each year (36 sections for each domain) 

• enough Fine Arts, Ethnic Studies and Other Culture courses to meet student needs (roughly 

850-900 slots of each per year) 
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