December 8, 2009

To: Dr. Dorothy Leland, President, and Dr. Sandra Jordan, Provost and Vice President 
for Academic Affairs 
Cc: Members of the General Education Plan Implementation Plan Committee (GEIPC)

Dr. Julia Metzker, chair of the 2009-2010 core task force
From: Dr. Deborah Vess, chair of the GEIPC 

Re:  Final Report of the GEIPC for 2007-2009  

During AY 2007-2008, the General Education Implementation Plan Committee met once a week until the USG core review project began in February.  Given the uncertainty over what the USG might do with regard to the core, work was halted with the expectation of resuming upon completion of the USG project.  During 2008-2009, a subset of the GEIPC members continued to work on emerging local issues in the absence of regular meetings.  The USG core review project has now issued its report, and the BOR approved it in October 2009.  

This report is an effort to update the GCSU record with regard to work of the General Education Implementation Plan Committee during 2007-2009.  Its intent is to provide new committees with the necessary background information to go forward with their work and to bring some closure to the 2006 general education proposal.  The GEIPC’s research into the implementation issues associated with the first- and second-year seminars might be particularly important for future planning efforts.  
Members in AY 2007-2008, the second year of the committee work, were:   

Gary Austin, Library and Information Technology Center, Instruction & Reference

Mike Digby (secretary), College of Arts and Sciences, Government and Sociology 

and Interim Dean of Arts and Sciences
Scott Dillard, College of Arts & Sciences, English and Rhetoric 
Bill Fisher, College of Arts & Sciences, Chair of Art

Hedy Fraunhofer, College of Arts & Sciences, Modern Languages and Cultures 

(resigned at the end of the spring 2008 term)
Barbara Funke, College of Health Sciences, Kinesiology 
Lee Gillis, College of Arts & Sciences, Chair of Psychological Sciences; University 
Senate Liaison

Leigh Hern, College of Education, Early Childhood/Middle Grades Education (no longer 

with the institution)
Lila Roberts, College of Arts & Sciences, Chair of Mathematics (left the 

Institution June 2008)

Ben Scafidi, College of Business, Economics & Finance
Deborah Vess (chair), College of Arts & Sciences, History, Geography, & 
Philosophy
Bill Wall (vice-chair), College of Arts & Sciences, Chair of Biological & 
Environmental Sciences
Elaine Whitaker, College of Arts & Sciences, Chair of English and Rhetoric
Current Status of the University Senate Motion 0506.AG.007.O and the GEIPC

The GEIPC was appointed, charged by, and reported directly to the President in response to University Senate motion number 0506.AG.007.O, passed in March 2006.  This motion approved the conceptual framework of the 2006 general education proposal, contingent on approval of an implementation plan to be developed by a committee appointed by the President.  The President’s initial charge to the GEIPC mandated that the committee bring its final recommendations to the appropriate standing committee of the University Senate.  The committee provided periodic formal updates on its work directly to the President. 
Given the University Senate and Presidential approval of motion number 0506.AG.007.O, the 2006 general education proposal would appear to be an open matter still under examination.   Since the University Senate requested an implementation plan before closing debate on the 2006 proposal and the President charged the GEIPC to deliver its recommendations to the senate, neither the 2006 general education proposal nor the GEIPC charge have ever been formally brought to completion. Though some tasks remained to be completed to fulfill the committee charge, further work might not be relevant to current realities.  Given the length of time that has elapsed since the 2006 University Senate motion and the last meeting of the GEIPC, the provost’s recent effort  to initiate a fresh review of general education issues is extremely prudent.      
The GEIPC recommends, therefore, that the information in this report be presented to the University Senate to bring closure to the 2006 motion and the committee charge.  To do so might avoid possible tensions with governance in the event new directions emerge on campus.  For example, this may clarify possible confusions between the authoritative nature of the University Senate motion, the charge of the GEIPC, and the charges of other committees now reviewing general education but reporting to other administrators.  Should these other committees want and/or need to report to the University Senate, the Senate would be free to hear from them without any lingering uncertainty over the Presidential charge to the GEIPC in response to the US motion.   
With this in mind, it might be helpful for the President consider formally acknowledging the end of the GEIPC work and disbanding the GEIPC upon receipt of this report and/or its presentation to the University Senate.  This might provide additional clarity to a potentially murky situation.  Should the senate request further information, there would be an opportunity to recognize the new internal structure of the campus and refer the matter to committees now reporting to the provost.  The members of the GEIPC would like to thank the President for her support, advice, and unceasing efforts to advocate for meaningful reform of the core curriculum and to express our deepest respect for her leadership.  We would also like to wish the provost and newly appointed core committees the best of luck in their new endeavors and to offer whatever assistance we can provide, particularly with regard to past experience.  
Results of Committee Work

I.  Student Learning Outcomes/Assessment
During the previous year, work on student learning outcomes occupied the majority of the committee’s time.  Student learning outcomes were completed for all of the area requirements of the proposal.  
*In 2008-2009, Dr. Vess and Susan Bello, Director of Assessment, worked in conjunction with Arts and Sciences chairs and adapted a subset of these SLOs to the current core. This work anticipated new USG requirements for core curriculum learning outcomes and the university senate passed the SLOs in the spring 2009.   
*The university senate passed a broad summary of these SLOs as general education “outcomes.” They are more properly thought of as “goals,” and they filled a gap in our institutional assessment plan.  They will likely need to be revised at a future date.  GCSU has also implemented a revision of the Assessment Planning Record (APR) to incorporate assessment of these goals into the annual degree program assessment.
*The GEIPC also proposed implementing a standardized instrument, such as the CLA, as part of a university-wide plan for general education assessment. In 2008-2009 GCSU joined the Voluntary System of Accountability and plans to administer the CLA in the fall 2010.  The CLA and other similar exams contain critical thinking components that might respond to new USG core assessment requirements. 
Summary: The GEIPC committee work enabled institutional progress with regard to general education assessment and quick response to new USG requirements for core outcomes. 
II. The First-Year Seminar

The first-year seminar presented numerous implementation issues.  Those issues and responses to them are outlined in Appendix I.  Among those issues was the fact that few faculty members responded to a GEIPC survey to ascertain interest in the first-year seminar and rotating content courses posed numerous other issues.  The committee suggested a modification of the original plan, integrating a single course, RHET 1110, with English composition, thereby enhancing the writing-speaking emphasis of seminar and resolving the issue of disciplinary expertise and training raised by faculty.  Although other compromise courses were suggested, such as IDST 2215, the IDST program faces constant staffing issues and the Rhetoric course solved more problems.  
However, while the committee resolved some of the issues associated with the original proposal, the solutions created other issues: 
*The need to hire 4-6 new faculty members to cover the rhetoric courses.  
*There were insurmountable difficulties associated with the one-hour writing and/or speaking lab proposed in terms of workload, tracking student performance, cost of the desired software, and costs of providing adequate lab space.
*The integration of the courses in the first-year seminar was compromised to accommodate drop/fail concerns. 
Conclusion: Requiring an integrated seven-hour writing-speaking first-year seminar for all freshmen is impractical on the GCSU campus and is not at the present time financially feasible to implement.  GCSU might consider pursuing a model where learning communities are options for first-year students.  
III.  Second-Year Seminar 
While the GEIPC was at work on the 2006 general education proposal, the Interdisciplinary Studies Program designed another modification of the current core, according to which all IDST courses would be moved to Area B and converted to four-hour courses.  These courses would have a global perspective and be writing intensive, and so would complement the 2006 areas of emphasis as well as allow IDST to resolve some pressing staffing issues.   The GEIPC debated the issue of minimum requirements for courses to meet the global-diversity area of emphasis, and never fully resolved it.  The committee wanted to ensure that these courses did not just contain lip service to global perspectives, but that they had significant content representing a wide array of perspectives.  This issue was also not addressed by the IDST proposal.   

Some members of the GEIPC met with IDST representatives during 2008-2009 to attempt to incorporate the IDST plans into the 2006 proposal.  Although not all the GEIPC members were involved in this work during 2008-2009, those that were thought it important to preserve/present the work and committee members have approved the inclusion of it in this report. See Appendix II for two templates showing how the 2006 proposal could be modified to incorporate the IDST Area B proposal and the 2006 areas of emphasis.  It would also be possible to unite either through a common theme.

Issues:  
*The USG requires mathematics as a component of Area A:  Essential Skills.  The 2006 proposal required mathematics above current Area A requirements for all students.  The template in Appendix II, incorporating the IDST proposal into the 2006 proposal, does not include the 3 hours of electives reserved in the original 2006 proposal for those students who might need to take Math Modeling to prepare for more advanced mathematics. The GEIPC did not have the authority to modify the 2006 proposal in this way, but presents the model for possible consideration.  
*Incorporating the four-hour IDST courses into the second-year seminar plans would necessitate taking the one-hour lab from the first-year seminar and attaching the extra hour to the second-year seminar.  Unfortunately, the IDST proposal did not address workload issues raised by four-hour courses, and the GEIPC did not have the authority to modify the original 2006 proposal in this way.  Nevertheless, the model is worthy of consideration by other groups.  
Conclusion: The IDST plan is closer to the current core, offers an improvement over what we now have, emphasizes writing skills, and has the advantage of requiring a global course of all students.  It would be feasible to keep the current core with the IDST modifications and to overlay areas of emphasis, thereby preserving the best aspects of the original 2006 proposal, the current core, and the IDST plans.
IV.  Foreign Language and/or Culture Requirement

This aspect of the original proposal presented assessment issues. There was considerable debate about what the culture courses might include in terms of language acquisition and vice versa and the concept remained murky even to experts in these areas.  Therefore, it was difficult to draft one set of outcomes that might be adequate for both a foreign language and a culture course.  The committee developed two sets of outcomes and was never able to resolve this issue. 

The biggest issue was lack of faculty to staff the required numbers of courses.  Presently, students in COAS are required to take four semesters of language, but apart from Economics students in the COB, other students are not.  Faculty in Modern Languages and Cultures already teach overloads in many cases and demand for courses is high. This was yet another requirement of the 2006 proposal that would necessitate hiring substantial numbers of additional new faculty to staff enough courses for every undergraduate at GCSU.  
Conclusion:  Current economic realities and hiring freezes would make it virtually impossible to implement this requirement.  Future work needs to clarify the outcomes desired and the concept of the courses that might fulfill such a requirement.  
V. Advisement Issues

Though the university senate had expressed concerns about the complexity of the 2006 proposal, it would be possible to attach attributes in Banner to courses that fulfill the area of emphasis requirements.  Banner attributes would enable use of particular sections of courses to fulfill the areas of emphasis, even if other sections did not fulfill the requirements.  Therefore, some instructors might opt to teaching a W-S intensive section, while others might not.  Banner attributes would also enable Degree Works to automatically track student progress and make advisement much less complex than anticipated.   It would be entirely possible to implement the concept of the overlaid areas of emphasis.  The committee encourages the institution to continue to explore the academic possibilities of overlaid areas of emphasis, especially in light of the fact that the USG has now adopted this concept in its October 2009 “new” core framework.   
VI.  Transferability Issues

The 2006 proposal was out of sync with the USG core framework, but with the exception of the mathematics requirement in Area A, the new USG core framework has resolved these issues. 

VII.  Rationale for New General Education Curriculum (2006 proposal)
The charge from the president asked for a philosophical rationale for the general education curriculum. It is included in Appendix III.  Note that the committee used the phrase “liberal arts education” as opposed to “liberal education,” which is the more correct, due to concerns about the potential political fallout associated with the word “liberal.”  The committee members hope this statement might be of use in future work on the mission or the general education curriculum. 
Appendix I 

Implementation Plans and Issues for the First-Year Seminar
(Draft as of November 12, 2007)
All Georgia College & State University students during their freshman year will enroll in an integrated, writing and speaking intensive seven-hour cluster.  The first-year cluster will have a thematic focus and course work will emphasize effective integration of speaking, writing, and reading skills, developing necessary proficiencies in writing and speaking as well as a capacity for integrative thinking, and providing an effective foundation for future course work.  

The original general education proposal envisions that a reconfigured ENGL 1101, which included both a writing and speaking component, would be clustered with a variety of content courses.  This proposal presented a number of implementation issues, including:

· Equal integration of speech into the proposed ENGL 1101 course.

· Many ENGL staff lack training to teach speaking, presenting SACS accreditation issues.

· Speech faculty lack training to teach writing, presenting SACS accreditation issues.

· ENGL faculty would have to master a vast array of new disciplinary materials if the content courses varied continuously.

· AP credit or transfer issues. Data from the registrar’s office shows that almost 200 freshmen students arrived in 2007 with either AP or transfer credit in ENGL 1101 or 1102.  Students who have credit for ENGL 1101 would not necessarily be well-versed in oral communication, but current policy mandates that they be exempt from ENGL 1101 with a score of 4 or higher on the AP exam or with transfer credit. 

· Effective integration of the clustered courses would mandate requiring a student to drop all courses in the cluster if they drop one, possibly resulting in a student dropping below 12 hours and thereby creating financial aid and other issues.  Since the content courses would continuously vary according to the original proposal, it would be difficult for a student to repeat the same cluster or later to take one course and get the same integrated experience they would have had in the original cluster.  The same issue would occur in the event a student failed one course but not the other.  The two courses in the cluster might then be the only two courses a student could not repeat.  
· Clustering only single-sections of courses rather than every section with ENGL might present the same repeatability issue, and present additional problems with indicating which sections of courses provided credit for the first-year seminar in the course schedule.  
In response, the implementation committee proposes the following modifications of the original general education curriculum proposal: 

The cluster will consist of a 3 credit ENGL 1101 and a co-requisite RHET 1110.  One hour of lab credit on a pass/fail basis will be earned for work in the speech and/or writing labs or instructional technology center.  

Benefits: 

· Clustering RHET 1110 with ENGL 1101 strengthens the speaking component of the original general education curriculum proposal;

· RHET 1110 is presently taught with a thematic focus and its themes can be varied. This preserves the original intent of the proposal. 

· Offering one cluster addresses the issue of AP or transfer credit in ENGL 1101, since students will get exposure to speaking through RHET 1110.

· Students could repeat one component of a stable cluster without repeating the entire cluster (7 hours) and still get some of the benefits of integration, albeit over more than one term. 

With current ENGL staffing, GCSU can offer 630 seats each fall and 522 students each spring.  Additional hires will be needed to offer the same number of seats in RHET 1110.  

Goals of the first-year cluster courses

1. Model the connection between effective speaking, writing, and enhanced reading ability, through pedagogy based on sound scholarship, such as the use of “writing and speaking to learn.” 

2. Model diverse disciplinary approaches to a common theme related to at least two areas of emphasis in the general education core curriculum.

3. Employ diverse methods for locating, evaluating, and applying information in the context of problem-solving exercises.

4. Model the use and selection of appropriate technological tools required for oral and written presentations.  

Upon completion of the first-year cluster course, students will: 

1. demonstrate comprehension of cluster themes and course content related to specific areas of emphasis from the general core curriculum through effective writing, speaking, and critical reading. 

2. assess diverse disciplinary methods, scholarly interpretations, and perspectives on cluster course themes and integrate them to address problems and issues. 

3. locate, evaluate, and apply information and explain its social, cultural and philosophical value and impact.   

4. demonstrate skill in the use and selection of appropriate technology to enhance oral and written presentations.

5. explain the connection between effective oral skills, written work, and enhanced reading ability and identify the ways in which these skills help to foster learning.  

Suggested structure requirements for the first-year cluster courses: 

1. Both courses must share a common unifying theme.  Both course syllabi shall show evidence of integrating this theme throughout the various units, readings, and assignments of each of the courses.

2. Participating faculty shall collaborate to create materials for each of the two courses that reinforce and/or complement the themes and materials of the other linked course.  

3. Both courses must incorporate a common set of learning outcomes related to the general cluster theme. 

4. The readings that are integrated through the RHET 1110 course and ENGL 1101 shall address and emphasize at least one of the following areas of emphasis from the general core curriculum: 

a. Civic and Ethics

b. Global and Diversity

c. Aesthetics

d. Health

e. Quantitative and Analytical Reasoning

5.  Both courses in the first-year cluster shall emphasize the connection between effective speaking, writing, and enhanced reading ability and the ways in which these skills foster deep learning.  In other words, students should be exposed to the idea of “writing and speaking to learn” in conjunction with critical reading skills.  

6. The RHET 1110 course shall incorporate the general goals and expected writing, speaking, and reading outcomes of the ENGL 1101 intensive course and shall support these goals through specific reading, writing and/or speaking assignments.  For example, where the ENGL 1101 course might require an argumentative or personal essay as a major requirement of the course, the clustered RHET 1110 course might also require at least one argumentative or personal writing assignment.  Where the ENGL 1101 course might require a persuasive speech, the RHET 1110 course might also require a debate or writing assignment in which persuasive skills are necessary.  Assessment of these activities should involve a common rubric or set of standards developed by both instructors and used in both courses to evaluate the basic skills used across the cluster in various writing and speaking assignments, though the evaluation of specific course content may be left up to the specific instructors.  

7. Speaking, reading, and writing assignments shall be linked to enhance student understanding of the connection between these skills.  This might be accomplished either by linking assignments across courses, such as having writing and reading assignments in one course linked to a speaking assignment in the other course, or by linking speaking, writing, and reading assignments within a particular course.

8. Instructors shall incorporate at least one common assignment or set of assignments that fulfill the requirements for a minimum of ten percent of the overall grade earned in both courses

9. Instructors shall incorporate a common unit or multiple units in both courses that share (s) a common set of readings to be analyzed from the perspectives of the various disciplines involved.  

Implementation Issues:

· The two courses will be ENGL 1101 and RHET 1110.  Since only one cluster will be offered, students may drop only one course and later repeat the dropped component. Courses will be linked in banner to facilitate the cluster concept; the links will be removed by the registrar following the initial registration period to allow students to drop one of the courses.  

· Students must earn a C or better in ENGL 1101 and also in RHET 1110. If a student fails both courses, s/he must repeat a new first-year cluster.  If a student fails only one course, s/he will be encouraged to repeat the cluster.  However, the following options exist: 1. If a student does not earn a C or better in ENGL 1101, s/he will have the opportunity to repeat only the ENGL 1101 course. The same will be true for RHET 1110.  At least two stand alone “trailer” sections of ENGL 1101 and RHET 1110 will be offered for those students that need to repeat either of the courses.  

· Students who present AP credit upon admission to GCSU will be exempt from the ENGL 1101 course but still required to take the RHET 1110 component. 

· Joint Enrollment students who are unable to register for the first-year cluster due to scheduling difficulties or conflicts with their high school’s graduation requirements will be offered an opportunity to enroll in one of the stand-alone trailer sections of ENGL 1101 or in RHET 1110.  Should these students want to apply Joint Enrollment credit towards a GCSU degree, they will also be required to take an additional sophomore seminar in lieu of the first year cluster that is normally part of the first-year cluster experience. 

· One hour of lab credit will be earned for individual meetings with the instructors of ENGL 1101 and/or RHET 1110 and/or work in the speech and/or writing labs, and/or in the instructional technology center (library).  The grade for the lab component will be on a pass/fail basis, and the grade will be assigned by the coordinators of the labs based on attendance records obtained through the use of a swipe machine to read bobcat cards upon entering the labs.  The lab itself will be attached to the RHET 1110 course so as to ensure even those students with AP credit for ENGL obtain the desired training.  Issues related to tracking student attendance and/or performance, workload for faculty, sufficient lab space to accommodate all first-year students, and software needed for the speech component of the lab present almost insurmountable obstacles.     
· The enrollment of the ENGL 1101 course will be capped at 18 students, with the optimal being 16 or 17.  An analysis of recent ENGL 1101 and 1102 courses show that the English, Speech and Journalism Department can offer, with the current staffing, 35 sections of ENGL 1101 in the fall and 29 sections of ENGL 1101 in the spring at an enrollment of 18 per course (1152 total seats).  The analysis also includes 40 credit hours for course release and release hours for faculty development.  This committee also endorses the suggestion that more full-time, tenure-track faculty teach ENGL 1101.  Currently, only 5-10% of freshman composition classes are being taught by full-time, tenure-track faculty.  

· The RHET 1110 course will also be capped at 18 (linked with one ENGL 1101 section).  It is also necessary to ensure long-term viability by avoiding a situation where full-time tenure-track faculty might have to redesign their courses every semester to work with different short-term faculty.  Consequently, short-term ENGL instructors (such as MFA students or part-time instructors) will be paired with a tenure-track, full-time ENGL faculty member or other long-term instructor (part-time instructor employed on a full-time basis or on a year-to-year renewable contract) teaching in a cluster who will serve as their mentor.

· The English, Speech and Journalism Department and CETL will need to play a significant role in preparing faculty not only to teach the in the cluster, providing training in the use of common assessment rubrics, opportunities to develop inter-rater reliability, and opportunities to explore and develop common thematic areas of focus.  

· Faculty members who teach in a cluster will be offered a chance to participate in a faculty development workshop over a summer term and compensated in the amount of $4,500 plus fringe benefits.  MFA students who teach ENGL 1101 in a cluster will be compensated in the amount of $2000 for their participation.  A detailed budget is attached.    

· The new General Education curriculum will consist of more writing and speaking intensive courses.  Georgia College has a writing center, but lacks a speech laboratory/center.  This committee encourages the administration to make a speech laboratory/center and a faculty member qualified to manage such a facility a high priority to help and enhance the goals and outcomes of the writing and speaking intensive courses.  This lab will not only serve the first year clusters, but the continued education through the general education curriculum and major courses.  One hour of credit will be offered for lab work, either in the speech, writing, or technology center.  A detailed budget remains to be developed, but will involve significant costs.  

· The responsibility for overseeing the scheduling and approval process for the first-year cluster courses shall fall under the purview of a general education coordinator who shall report directly to the Office of Academic Affairs in this capacity.  The coordinator will oversee the writing and speech labs and shall work with a committee of faculty members to ensure that proposed first-year cluster courses adhere to the required structure and embrace the required goals and learning outcomes.   The general education coordinator will be a permanent member of an administrative committee that shall report to the Curriculum, Assessment, and Policy committee of the university senate.  Other positions shall be elected.    

· Additional hires are necessary to cover the RHET 1110 offerings. The current Rhetoric faculty plus the anticipated hire for 2007-2008 can handle six sections of Public Speaking a semester. It is recommended that two additional Rhetoric faculty be hired as Public Speaking professors to teach eight sections of Public Speaking a semester. In addition, there are several disciplines that could hire faculty with speech communication backgrounds to teach Public Speaking part time and within their discipline for their remaining teaching load. These disciplines are Mass Communication (teaching six sections a semester split between two faculty), Theatre (teaching 2 sections with one faculty member) and English/IDST (teaching 2 sections with one faculty member). These disciplines were selected because they often have people trained with the appropriate number of graduate hours in the speech communication discipline.

Summary of Sections of Public Speaking

	Current Faculty Plus 2007-08 Hire
	6 sections

	Two Additional Rhetoric Faculty
	8 sections

	Two New Mass Communication Faculty
	6 sections

	One New Theatre Faculty
	2 sections

	One New English/IDST Faculty
	2 sections

	Total Faculty Teaching Course: 10
	Total Sections:  24 sections


Appendix II: Template I 
IDST Area B Proposal Incorporated into 2006 General Education Proposal With Current Core Framework Areas A-E
Area A Essential Skills: 10 hours

First-Year Seminar (ENGL 1101, 3 hours/RHET 1110, 3 hours) WS intensive 

Second-Year Seminar: IDST courses currently in Area B as two-hour courses and in area 
C as three-hour courses (select one; converted to 4 hours): WS intensive; fulfills Global-Diversity requirement.  
Area B Institutional Options: 3 hours

Foreign Language/Culture Requirement (3 hours) 

Area C: Humanities and Fine Arts: 9 hours
Two Humanities courses chosen from established list: 6 hours

One Fine Arts course chosen from established list: 3 hours 

Area D: Science/ Mathematics: 11 hours

Science requirement chosen from established list: 2 courses with labs/8 hours 
Mathematics requirement (3 hours) 

Area E: Social Sciences: 9 hours 

3 courses chosen from established list

Total: 42 hours 

**Students must have at least 10 exposures to the following emphases with a minimum of one but not more than 3 courses in each emphasis, met through general education, electives or major courses (EXCEPTIONS:  First-year cluster courses and the second year seminar CANNOT satisfy the WS or IT emphases and the required MATH course CANNOT satisfy the QA emphasis).
	Emphasis
	
	Course meeting emphasis

	1. Writing and Speaking – WS
	
	

	2. Information Literacy and Technology – IT
	
	

	3. Quantitative and Analytical – QA
	
	

	4. Civic and Ethics—CE  
	
	

	5. Global and Diversity – GD 
	
	

	6. Aesthetics – AE 
	
	

	7. Health – HE
	
	

	8. choice: WS, IT, QA, CE, GD, AE or HE
	
	

	9. choice: WS, IT, QA, CE, GD, AE or HE
	
	

	10. choice: WS, IT, QA, CE, GD, AE or HE
	
	


Template II:  IDST Area B Proposal Retaining Only the 2006 Areas of Emphasis
Incorporated into the Current Core Framework 
Area A Essential Skills: 9 hours
6 hours ENGL

3 hours Math

Area B Institutional Options: 3 hours
Second-Year Seminar: IDST courses currently in Area B as two-hour courses and in area 
C as three-hour courses (select one; converted to 4 hours): WS intensive; fulfills Global-Diversity requirement.  
Area C: Humanities and Fine Arts: 6 hours

One Humanities courses chosen from current list (minus IDST course): 3 hours

One Fine Arts course chosen from current list (minus IDST course and adding current 
Area B two-hour arts courses converted to 3 hour courses): 3 hours 

Area D: Science/ Mathematics: 12 hours

Science requirement chosen from established list: 2 courses with labs/8 hours 

Mathematics requirement (4 hours) 

Area E: Social Sciences: 12 hours 

4 courses chosen from current list

Total: 42 hours 

**Students must have at least 10 exposures to the following emphases with a minimum of one but not more than 3 courses in each emphasis, met through general education, electives or major courses (EXCEPTIONS:  The IDST Area B second year seminar CANNOT satisfy the WS or IT emphases and the required MATH course CANNOT satisfy the QA emphasis).
	Emphasis
	
	Course meeting emphasis

	1. Writing and Speaking – WS
	
	

	2. Information Literacy and Technology – IT
	
	

	3. Quantitative and Analytical – QA
	
	

	4. Civic and Ethics—CE  
	
	

	5. Global and Diversity – GD 
	
	

	6. Aesthetics – AE 
	
	

	7. Health – HE
	
	

	8. choice: WS, IT, QA, CE, GD, AE or HE
	
	

	9. choice: WS, IT, QA, CE, GD, AE or HE
	
	

	10. choice: WS, IT, QA, CE, GD, AE or HE
	
	


Appendix III

Philosophical Rationale for the General Education Curriculum at GCSU

Drafted by GEIPC in November, 2007
 “No mirror ever became iron again; 

No bread ever became wheat; 

No ripened grape ever became sour fruit. 

Mature yourself and be secure from a change for the worse. 

Become the light.”

~ Rumi

The meaning of the Latin phrase artes liberales or “liberal arts” is derived from the Latin word liber, meaning "free," and originally referred to areas of study that were especially appropriate for free people to pursue.  Today, a liberal arts education focuses not so much on exposure to particular subject matter as on the development of habits of mind that create an informed, reflective intellect.  A liberal arts education is a transformative experience that cultivates a questioning mind characteristic of evolving, self-motivated individuals who can responsibly contribute to what Karl Popper called the “open society,” a society in which decision-making is transparent and ideas and solutions are subjected to open critique.  Liberal arts graduates are willing to think for themselves and to examine what John Stuart Mill described as the “many-sidedness of issues.”   They entertain and assess competing ideas that may conflict with their own; work in teams for the common good; and adapt, integrate, and apply new ideas in meaningful ways to problems that may have no clear solutions.   GCSU graduates are independent and creative thinkers who prefer to learn through discovery rather than to rely upon authority.  They exhibit the kind of thinking that the ancient Greeks placed in the realm of nous or mind, characterized by deep understanding as opposed to mere memorization.  

Liberal arts graduates embrace the Socratic dictum that “the unexamined life is not worth living,” and have cultivated the habits of mind that prompt persistent, lifelong examination of goals, values, and assumptions in order to make the informed, appropriate choices necessary to lead a fulfilled life in an open and rapidly changing society.   Buddhists have long recognized the importance of our mental dispositions and believe that, “All that we are is the result of what we have thought. The mind is everything. What we think we become.”   Liberal arts graduates exhibit what the humanists of the High Renaissance called virtú, an excellence of intellect that enables effective action, yet they also have a Confucian respect for the social dimension of actions.  They manifest reason, respect, and responsibility with regard to choices that affect their own lives as well as their larger communities. 

The intellectual attitudes fostered by the GCSU curriculum promote holistic decision making that embraces the aesthetic, moral, civic, scientific, and historic aspects of issues, and equip our graduates to become reflective and responsible members of an interdependent global community.  Due to the rapid evolution of technology, national boundaries are dissolving as a result of new forms of communication and commerce, and disciplinary boundaries are shifting in response to new discoveries and questions.  A liberal arts education develops leaders for the 21st century who are curious about the world, make connections across disciplines, think inside and outside of traditional frameworks, and find creative solutions to complex problems that transcend disciplinary or national boundaries.   A liberal arts education instills a willingness to analyze one’s own cultural perspective and to entertain and evaluate those that are different, a respect for human diversity and individuality, the capacity to synthesize disparate world views, and the ability to forge agreements among conflicting parties.   GCSU develops graduates who make deliberate and thoughtful choices that enable them to fully participate in their societies.
While the general education curriculum at GCSU fosters mastery of broad disciplinary concepts, the curriculum is distinguished by its emphasis on the habits of mind considered necessary for responsible global citizenship in the 21st century.   These include:  

*integrating, adapting, and applying knowledge and skills from a wide variety of disciplines to complex problems that may not admit clear solutions; 

*integrating principles of effective oral and written communication in a variety of cross-cultural settings; 

*seeking out, choosing and using appropriate technological resources to enhance communication and to solve problems;  

*identifying sound ethical principles upon which to base civic and global decisions and behaviors;
*applying quantitative and analytical methods to solve problems;
*using knowledge to motivate behaviors, make informed decisions about physical and emotional health and wellness, and to further one’s personal development;
*appreciating the significance of aesthetic experiences in one’s own life and from a variety of cultural perspectives outside of one’s own;
*making informed judgments about how language, politics, religion, economics, and other issues influence decisions and behaviors in a variety of cultural contexts.    

*appreciating intercultural learning and diverse ideas from one’s own and other cultures.

Our curriculum is structured to provide not only a basic foundation of knowledge and skills in the disciplines that makes further specialization possible,  but also to develop across the curriculum effective habits of mind that will carry over into one’s life beyond academia. We emphasize integration of disciplinary materials through first and second year seminars that emphasize broad interdisciplinary themes, the inter-relationship of oral and written communication skills, and literacy in information technology.   We provide opportunities for participation in residential, integrated learning communities in which students immerse themselves in a variety of issues and explore them through multiple disciplinary contexts. The curriculum is distinguished through required multiple exposures to areas of emphasis that include citizenship and ethics, global issues and diversity, health and wellness, aesthetic appreciation, quantitative and analytical reasoning, information and technological literacy, and writing/speaking proficiency.  These requirements can be met through a variety of disciplinary and interdisciplinary courses on all levels of the curriculum.  We provide opportunities for study abroad and other experiential learning to cultivate an exuberance for learning that transcends campus boundaries.   
The knowledge, skills, and attitudes developed at GCSU have immediate practical applications in the workplace, but the value of a liberal arts education also increases over time.  A liberal arts education cultivates a life-long love of learning that allows one to navigate an evolving knowledge base and to adapt to the changing needs of an increasingly complex world.   Successful graduates of the GCSU liberal arts curriculum are willing to question existing assumptions, have integrity in their dealings with their own self and others, and display a passion for achievement.  Our graduates leave as responsible members of society who are sensitive to global diversity, persistent in finding solutions to global issues, and willing to transform their world through open dialog and dedicated civic service.    GCSU graduates realize that personal and global transformation often occurs in small, incremental steps, and that their journey has only just begun.  They leave with the intellectual tools to cultivate ideas that grow into lives of active global citizenship.   

