Minutes:  Competency-Based General Education Committee  (Approved)

April 25, 2000

Meeting #5

Present:  Greg Aldrete, Dan Alesch, Lucy Arendt, Greg Davis, Dick Logan, Illene Noppe, Brian Sutton, Tim Trace, Sherri Urcavich, Debra Pearson, 

Guest:  Dave Galaty

Minutes (April 18. 2000)
Approved as submitted.

Discussion:
Dave Galaty was invited by the committee to answer questions about the 1991-92 Report of the General Education Task Force, and to explain the process that the Humanities Department went through when revamping their general education offerings.

Question: Why was nothing done with the recommendations of the task force?  General education is still much the same as it was before the task force. 

Response:  Though there was no real desire among the faculty to retool general education, the committee decided to define their ideals; the definition of an educated person, and a competency oriented program. They recommended the development of new courses, though the pressure was there to use existing courses.

Discussion points that followed:

--Illene noted personal experience with the emphasis on general education at other schools around the country.

--the importance of general knowledge that is needed to be an educated person in society today

--examples of economic, political, scientific and historical backgrounds and knowledge necessary were given

--necessity of informing both students and faculty of what general education is supposed to do, as well as being sure that all faculty understand the concept of interdisciplinarity

--since as much time is spent on general education as the major, we (campus community) need to address these issues.

Discussion moved to the issue of rigor in general education coursework:

--Dick commented that more remedial work may be needed for students today to work at the level "we" would like to see in general education courses

--Greg  (a former student of GB) felt that many general education courses he took overlapped too much with high school work, thus he did not take them very seriously

--foundational skills should be addressed outside of general education; perhaps students should achieve a certain skill level before entering the general education curriculum allowing the courses to be taught at a higher level

Lucy  brought the discussion back to the 91-92 report:  It was the consensus that the report seems to be very similar to the charge of this committee.  At the very least, it can serve as the base or template of what we are doing now.  Major issues remaining for us to tackle:


What do we mean by competency based?


How do we measure this?


Where are our students academically when they come in?


Where do we want our students to be when they leave?

Dave Galaty felt confident that we could do this if we start with the competencies and then decide what options students would have for meeting those competencies.  He gave us the example of the British tutorial system where a group of freshmen students work with a senior student and a faculty member on competencies; needs involvement and support of all faculty.

Dick posed the question of why the Humanities Department took the 91-92 report to heart and made significant changes in their general education offerings and the rest of the campus did not.  Dave Galaty responded that it was a very tough battle, but that as a department, they agreed that the "smorgasbord" approach was not serving the students well.  They separated the humanities requirement from the fine arts requirement and then could focus solely on what a student needed to know when finished with humanities general education coursework.

The comment was made that this may be difficult for the more fragmented domains such as Social Sciences, especially with the demise of domain committees; perhaps they could be reinstated.

Discussion Points:

--Dan; consider the difference between developing students' thinking skills vs. just imparting fact and figure knowledge to them 

--Key is to let students know why you are doing what you're doing; it must make sense to them; it is what their college education is all about

--Problem: some gen ed courses are handled outside of "gen ed departments"'; example:  econ taught by the business department but they are not part of gen ed discussions

--Problem:  not much discussion between students about the material in general education; there is not a culture of informed discussion; difficult in large classes that are already overwhelmed with material to cover

--Need to restore the links between general education and majors.  Now it (gen ed) is too much like an extension of high school.  If students see the connections, they may spend more time in discussion outside of class.

--But  that culture must be established between faculty FIRST

Dave Galaty talked about the internet general education course that he developed and is teaching; said that all students participated in discussions via e-mail, the level of involvement was much higher than in a regular gen ed class.

Discussion Points:

--Can we use this technology in new ways--perhaps to teach the facts and figures and use time with faculty engaged in higher level things?  Need to look to the future.

--Problems:  More difficult to impart enthusiasm when not in person


         All students must have easy computer access


         Students and faculty must be computer literate

Final comments by Dave Galaty: (with discussion from group)

--As stated in the report (91-92) it is relatively easy to determine what an educated person needs to know.  


How have the gen ed changes impacted the Humanities?


--Thinks students have a better knowledge base


--There is still no common syllabus; not a total push toward competencies


--Looks good on paper, but is difficult to overcome discipline specific bias of faculty


--Problem of consistency with ad hoc instructors


--Resources:  14 sections needed in fall; requires many faculty and fairly large sections; makes discussion difficult


--Have experimented with the large lecture section on two days followed on the third day with smaller discussion sections.  Facts are given in lecture; reading, critical thinking, writing, and discussion take place in the discussion groups.

What if an Intro to the Social Sciences course was taught?

--Possible difficulty for faculty teaching outside of their discipline


--Course could be team taught


--Not all faculty would need to teach all things

--Our current structure would make this difficult


--Who would own the course?
Community Science?


--Should we bring in the Social Science chairs?


--Should General Education have its own budget?

--There are over all concepts in Social Science that could be brought together to organize the course

--Must be anchored to student interests in major(s).  The links must be there between the gen ed course and major.  Students have the expectation when they arrive that they will begin to work on their major; many come here for a reason.

--  Where's the money?  Must be able to cut across disciplines; will require communication between them; need to reorient the money to reinforce the culture we desire to foster.  Perhaps we need an overseeing body with more power for this to happen.  Again, a separate budget?.

For next week, May 2, 2000; 9:45-10:45; ES301 Conference Room:
Continued discussion; several handouts were distributed for reading before next meeting including:  List of Domain Outcomes (Oct '89), two pieces on Natural Science outcomes and UMM report on assessment.

Respectfully submitted,

Sherri Urcavich

