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On April 13th in Room 200 of the Funkhouser Building, seven representatives from Arts & Sciences met with members of the GERA and USP Review committees in a forum to discuss reform of UK’s general education requirements. Ernie Yanarella, GERA committee co-chair and Jonathan Golding, College of Arts & Sciences, co-facilitated the college forum. Also present at the forum were: Bill Rayens (GERA and USP), Tony Hardin (USP), Tad Pedigo (GERA), and Richard Greissman (GERA). Also in attendance was Steve Ehrmann from the TLT organization. The forum focused on the Five Proposed Learning Outcomes and several guiding Key Questions stated in the brochure and appended to the end of this summary.

[NOTE: Comments and question made by the College of Arts & Sciences faculty are displayed in regular type. All comments or answers from GERA committee members are indicated in curly brackets and italicized {i.e., this is an example of comments from committee members.}

Jonathan Golding opened the faculty discussion by asking the question: Have implementation issues been brought up? {Ernie Yanarella responded that in most other forums there has been little time spent discussing implementation. Although there is some worry about this issue, the forums have been focused on the learning outcomes and the faculty responses to these outcomes.} {Bill Rayens added that the present is not the occasion to spend a lot of time on implementation. After reviewing the goals and defining the goals of the university regarding the general education of its students, there will be an implementation planning phase and then an implementation phase to this process.} {Ernie agreed and stated that this is simply a conceptual phase. We need to consider a dramatically different model. It is important now to know what is the general education mission (including any guiding learning outcomes or objectives) before we can implement anything. In addition, this process is meant as an encouragement for considering how we can do program assessment.}
Goal #1 – understanding our place and purpose in an ever-changing world.
In looking at the goals, Leonidas Bachas asked if there was a worry by the self-study committee that there were no courses being taught that covered any of these goals. {Ernie responded that this was definitely not the thought of the committee. On the other hand, many other College forums suggested the need for general education courses that were not simply major prerequisites.} It was then agreed that there are courses being taught in the college that would be able to cover some of the goals.  But there was still the question how these courses would fill the goals stated by these general education learning outcomes. Janet Eldred then mentioned that one problem with the current USP courses is that those who teach the courses do not even mention any of the goals of USP that the course should be covering. She then asked how these goals would be assessed. {Bill Rayens responded that assessment has been a major issue in all prior forums.  Little mention of assessment was initially made by the External Review committee because its members believed the preliminary report would go to only a small group of people.  Now, however, the report has been widely disseminated. Assessment is a big issue and with the input from the faculty forums, the language of the learning outcomes is being tightened up. This will be reflected in the final report.} 

{Ernie Yanarella also stated that one criticism of this learning outcome that has been fairly common during the forums is that in the world today students cannot really find a place in their world.  They are more likely to change jobs and life situations several times throughout their life and, therefore, it is likely that their life is changing as much as the world changing.  In addition, we must consider the context of U.K. as the flagship university of the state and the responsibility to take students from our rural areas who often have a parochial outlook on life and challenge them to expand their worldview.}  Janet Eldred responded to this comment by saying that we should be careful of assuming that those who grow up in rural areas necessarily have parochial views.  In fact, she stated, she has known persons who are from New York City whose world view is equally, or more parochial than those of persons coming from rural Kentucky. {Ernie acknowledged this fact and restated that one of the missions of UK is to challenge students to a wider view of the world.} 
Jonathan Golding wondered what form assessment in the new general education curriculum would take.  Would it, for example, review and inspect to what extent his Psych 100 course fit into the learning outcomes framework being reviewed here? {Ernie also informed the group that the university sees assessment as an important component of the teaching/learning mission of the university.  Therefore, the Office of Assessment on campus will have a more focused charge to help us fulfill our mission.} {Richard Greissman mentioned that the framework for assessment should fit within the academic continuum.  There is assessment within the classroom, but there also needs to be assessment of programs and the more long-term intellectual development of students.  A central part of general education, assessment should be the evaluation of the long-term intellectual development and maturity of the student.}  Janet Eldred agreed that assessment and the learning objectives must go along in parallel. {To emphasize this, Ernie shared that during the faculty in the Nursing forum saw assessment in a positive view, and were particularly emphatic that the knowledge and skills developed in Goal #1 were extremely important for their students.  They are confronted daily with issues of multiple cultures and suggested their students must have an intellectual grasp of these issues.}  
At this point Arnie Stromberg asked where the sciences fit into this general learning outcome. He noted that although this goal seems to focus exclusively on history and culture, while other goals have a more defined scientific focus.  We should not, however, preclude consideration of the physical dimensions of the environment in which human beings find themselves.
Suketu Bhavsar offered that perhaps the language could be changed to use the word “explore” instead of “understand.”
Goal #2 – engage in process of inquiry and reflection

{Ernie mentioned that this is the goal in which the sciences fit easily.} 
Although this may be the case, Suketu Bhavsar noted that there still was a lack of language to specify the sciences. Words like “quantitative,” “scientific” and “verification” are totally absent from its formulation or bulleted elaborations.  The ability to think quantitatively, he added, is extremely important.
As in the other forums, a comment was made concerning the appropriateness of the phrase, “moments of epiphany.”  Janet Eldred asked what that really meant.  Leonidas Bachas suggested that since epiphany tends to mean that the knowledge comes from nothing, and that we are encouraging a process that leads to knowledge, perhaps the word EUREKA could be used.
{Ernie mentioned that in other forums, faculty suggested that Goals #2 and #5 could be one goal with perhaps some of the outcomes from goal #5 listed before those from goal #2.}

John Pica then asked if these learning goals are meant to be sequential as they are listed. {Ernie stated that this was not the intent.  However, perhaps at some point in might be beneficial to talk about what might be an appropriate sequence.}    Janet Eldred asked if the general education of students was viewed as a two-year or a four-year process. Several of the faculty agreed that many of the goals could only be accomplished later in the students’ careers and was not developmentally appropriate within the first two years.

Goal #3 – think from multidisciplinary perspectives
Jonathan Golding noted that this approach has been tried with the cross-disciplinary courses and did not work. {Ernie responded that the origins of this core learning outcome came as a response to looking at the Modern Studies Program and what it was able to accomplish through genuinely multidisciplinary courses. With the pairing of the courses as in the cross-disciplinary USP courses, faculty did not really work together on a common text or really anything that would tie the courses together that demonstrated the value of multi-disciplinarity.  Therefore, it did not work. But a new model in which courses are taught in a multidisciplinary way can work, as demonstrated by the Modern Studies Program. The challenge is to make them affordable, manageable, and pedagogically interesting.} {Bill Rayens also noted the advantages of this approach in breaking down disciplinary walls and creating greater collaboration between both faculty and students.} Several faculty then noted that we need to look not at the failures, but at how we might be able to expand on the various successes of the past (e.g., MSC, the honors program, etc.)
Goal # 4 – meet the demands of the 21st century

Janet Eldred noted that it seems that the institutional response to the most fundamental values or goals seems to be to teach those courses in the most economically inexpensive way possible (i.e., the core courses are taught by part-time instructors).  If we really value these goals, they need to be taught by regular faculty. She also spoke against the typical response to teaching literacy skills, i.e., training on Word, Excel, etc. The students are able to use these programs this year, she acknowledged, but what about next year when the technology changes? 
Assessment issues then became the focus of discussion and debate.  {Richard Greissman noted that SACS is pushing UK to better assess the program results of undergraduate education. Although it might be hard to do, we must work toward finding out what impact we are having on student development.} {Tony Hardin also mentioned that one measure of program success is what our graduates give back to the community.  This happens years after they graduate.} Certainly, the Office of Assessment must take a major role in designing assessment means.  Janet Eldred argued that the faculty must be involved throughout the process and have a say in the development of whatever assessment tools are used.  This faculty buy-in is crucial to its success.  
Goal #5 - discover and examine the ambiguity of human knowledge

Jonathan Golding observed that this goal seems to speak to the issue of critical thinking.  Janet Eldred noted that in order to gain this appreciation, the issue of basic skills is critical to this learning objective and there is no mention of the issue of skills, skill development, or skill remediation.  {Bill noted that this issue has come up in many of the forums. However, what is defined as a skill is different in each. Ernie alluded to the email exchange he and Bill had about designing a basic skills/learning outcomes matrix to clarify how basic skills mastery would be achieved in the process of taking courses that satisfied one or more of the core learning outcomes.}
As a final question, Jonathan Golding asked the faculty if they saw general education as a two-year or a four-year program. Steve Ehrmann, guest, stated that he did not think the goals are even feasible if they are restricted to lower level courses. {Tony Hardin also said that we need to work on attitudes. General education should not be looked at as a hoop that one must jump though to get to the important courses, but should fit into the whole educational curriculum.} Perhaps the place to expand general education might be in capstone courses that individual Departments would teach as part of the major.  Golding wondered whether Departments would object to having the course content of their capstone courses shaped by general education goals and learning outcomes.
WRAP-UP

The GERA co-facilitator brought the forum to a close by summarizing the major themes, concerns, and recommendations offered during the forum. 

· Addressing the practical issues of implementation is important.
· We need to make a stronger case for assessment. We need to be more specific about what is meant by assessment and address the concerns of various faculty concerned about being dragged into an assessment agenda that would detract from both teaching and research.
· The language of Goal #l focuses on the social and cultural dimensions of life. The physical/environmental aspects of living in the world should also be included.

· Goal #2 needs to make clear the role and place of natural sciences and its methods and techniques.

· If Goals #2 and #5 are merged, perhaps some sequencing of the objectives of each learning outcome should take place.

· In any design of a new general education curriculum, issues of staffing, funding, and time commitments will need to be addressed.

· Goal #4 led to a discussion of assessment. 

· Faculty MUST be involved in the development of assessment. 
· The assessment we are talking about is best termed “meta-assessment”--in other words, the assessing of the larger goals of a university education.

· We need to clearly identify the skills students should be able to demonstrate when they graduate. This means that we must deal with both the issue of basic skills and skill remediation. To help the students a basic skills/learning outcome matrix may be a good starting point for grappling with this issue. 

· The question of whether general education should use a two-year or a four-year model leads to the thought that many of the goals cannot be completed developmentally within the first two years. The idea of a capstone course is critical to bringing together of all of the goals.

Appendix:

Five Proposed Learning Outcomes

1. Should enable all students to understand their place and purpose in their ever-changing world.

2. Should enable all students to engage in the process of inquiry and reflection.

3. Should enable all students to think from multidisciplinary perspectives.

4. Should enable all students to meet the new demands and challenges of life in the 21st Century.

5. Should enable all students to discover and examine the ambiguity of human knowledge.

Key Questions to Consider

· What are the pros and cons of this framework?

· What is missing?

· Do we ask too much of general education? Too little?

· How can these principles be measured?

· Can this plan provide for routine assessment?

· How should liberal education and vocational education be integrated? What should the balance be?

