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Executive Summary

Concerns:

I. Perceptions of the Program by Faculty and Students

II. Assessment

III. Program Quality and Organization

IV. Student Credit Hour Distribution 

Recommendations (and the concerns addressed by each):

1. Structure (Appendix I)

a. Change “General Education Program” to “University Core”  (I)

b. Adopt mission statement, goals, and outcomes  (I, II)

c. Revise UWL110 and create UWL300 (I, II, III)

d. Provide a common first year foundation (I, II, III)

e. Require students to take most 100-level courses within their first two years (III)

f. Make Honors a track in the University Core (I, III)

g. Revise major categories (I, III, IV)

h. Decrease number of credits and increase flexibility for students (I)

i. Change the policy that makes students who do poorly in ENG110 take a 300-level writing course (I, III)

2. Assessment (Appendix II)

a. Present outcomes clearly to faculty (I, II, III)

b. Establish the outcomes for the courses that are included in the University Core (II, III)

c. Ensure that instructors teaching in the University Core understand the mission of the program (I)

d. Adopt assessment plan  (II, III)

e. Use common courses to establish baseline and final assessment data (II, III)

f. Organize interdisciplinary assessment teams to analyze data and make recommendations for improvement (II, III)

g. Adopt a self-reflection model to engage students in assessing their own learning (I, II, III)
h. Devise course-level assessment in order to check that the outcomes the course is supposed to be meeting are being met (II)
i. Work with JPC and departments to value work on assessment teams in tenure and promotion (I, II)
j. Provide support for assessment teams to develop assessment projects that increasingly address why students underachieve

3. Communication
a. Communicate about the University Core through GEC members, rather than solely the GE Director  (I)

b. Work with administrators, Admissions, and the Foundation to emphasize the value of the University Core  (I)

c. Revise all current documents and web sites so that they use consistent and coherent language about the University Core  (I)

d. Create a University Core web site that uses concise and precise language for faculty as well as for students, is visually attractive and engaging, and includes visual aids to help explain the program and its structure (I)

4. SCH
a. Reduce the number of credits in the program to free resources to be used to develop team-teaching in GE (III, IV)
b. Work with the deans and the provost to make team-teaching possible (III, IV)
Introduction
The GEC Report to the Faculty Senate (April, 2005)
 included the commitment to program quality, specifically citing the organization of this Design Team: “[We are committed to] Creating a diverse General Education design team that will work during the summer 2005 to identify effective strategies and areas for program improvement and have ready in early fall specific recommendations for program improvement” (item 8, page 10).  
The membership of the Design Team represents a variety of disciplines/programs on campus.  Design Team members include:

· Billy Clow (CLS/Theatre Arts)

· Linda Dickmeyer (CLS/Communication Studies)

· Anne Galbraith (SAH/Biology)

· Deb Hoskins (CLS/Women’s Studies/University Honors Program)

· Jennifer Kosiak (SAH/Mathematics)

· Ronda Knox (CLS/Communication Studies)

· Don La Coss (CLS/History)

· Robert Ragan (SAH/Physics)

· Brian Udermann (SAH/ESS)

The Design Team first met for a workshop on the design team concept and its application to academia with two faculty from Augsburg College (Minneapolis, MN) on June 7, 2005.  For the remainder of June, July and August, the Design Team met 1-2 times per week for three hour work sessions based on individual research and homework, beginning with the identification of concerns and data to document them, and proceeding to strategies for addressing those concerns.  Ultimately, we adopted the General Education Committee’s commitments and priorities from April 2005, including the following goals:  
a. A program guided by learning outcomes

b. A program where student learning is assessable

c. Coherence and connection to the major to form a “whole” Baccalaureate Degree

d. First Year Experience

e. GE across the undergraduate years

f. Integration and application of knowledge

The recommendations we present herein accomplish all these goals because they address specific issues that the program currently faces.  

Our recommendations thus build heavily upon the prior work of the General Education Committee, and of assessment teams past and present.  They also align with broadly-accepted suggestions for a rigorous general education program reflected in the UW-L Strategic Plan:

“Deliver a broad-based, rigorous General Education program.


Promote general education as a four-year endeavor for all students.


Ensure quality teaching in all courses.


Ensure that all General Education courses provide significant, rigorous learning 



experiences for students.


Explore the development of a cross-disciplinary General Education capstone 



course.  


Expand the First Year Experience.”
Concerns
We drew upon a range of sources to help us identify concerns about the quality of General Education, including:  GEC’s report to Faculty Senate in April 2005, available assessment data (including student learning assessments as well as faculty and student perceptions of the program), NSSE studies, personal and departmental views, the GEC’s outcomes review of the current program, and anecdotal evidence.
  
A large number of issues emerged from these data.  Taking care to include only issues that clearly related to program quality, we categorized those issues into four general areas that reflect the overall tenor of the concerns.  Some of these issues are perceptual in nature, and some are intractable.  All of them mattered to the team, and therefore we sought recommendations that could ameliorate even the most unsolvable issues.  As we began to explore means to address the concerns we identified, we examined both research about student learning and an array of GE programs on other campuses, and concluded that we are not alone in the kinds of issues we see on our own campus.

However, many other universities do not face the one overarching concern we identified, namely, that UW-L lacks a culture of support for General Education.  We can describe GE at UW-L as an orphan, a cash cow, and a political football.  GE is such an orphan that it does not appear on the university’s organizational chart.  It has historically been viewed as the province of the departments, who tend to see their work in GE as less important than serving their majors and minors.  Departments tend to view GE courses as the cash cows that generate SCH so that they can offer the courses they want for their majors.  Needing to “get a course into GE” in order to sustain another program makes the GE structure (and virtually everything else about GE) a political football.  We envision instead a coherent, intentional design that develops student learning to achieve a clear set of outcomes.  
None of these ways of using General Education make for a strong, dynamic GE experience for students, nor do they sustain majors or other programs in a particularly positive way.  Most of the concerns we describe below, and the sheer difficulty of envisioning any viable means of improving the program, go back to this central problem.
That said, the Design Team identified these four categories of concern:
1. Perceptions of the Program/Communication about the Program
2. Assessment

3. Program Quality and Organization
4. SCH 
A summary of the issues encompassed within each category follows.
I.  Perceptions of the Program/Communication about the Program

GE’s orphan/cash cow/political football status results in a number of sub-issues that range from how instructors talk to students about GE courses in advising, to distrust of anyone who hints that GE could be improved, to placing the Director of GE in an untenable position, to defining GE courses as introductions to the major regardless of the impact on students who will not major in that field.
The most serious consequence lies in students’ perceptions of the program, as just a collection of courses without coherence, connection, or meaning.  Given the widespread support of students, parents, employers, and the general public evident in public opinion research for much of what we would call a liberal education,
 we can easily do better.
II.  Assessment

The current program was not created with assessment in mind.  Faculty Senate charged GE with general responsibilities, and GEC has required identification of course “goals,” but to date, the program lacks clear, measurable outcomes to assess.  We cannot assess in any meaningful way something that we have not clearly defined. 
We lack a baseline for most of the GEC’s proposed outcomes, and we lack common courses into which assessment can be embedded, not to mention any faculty expectation that program-level assessments should be embedded into their GE course.

Most instructors do not understand what assessment is.  When presented simply as a systematic means of improving student learning, the tenor of it changes from something potentially punitive to something so interesting that it has drawn all of us into this profession:  educating students.
GEC lacks a mechanism to generate recommendations from assessment findings.  Moreover, assessment to date has only attempted to measure whether students can do or understand something, not why some students fail to achieve or whether some strategies for learning work better than others.  Assessment does not yet aim to identify the means of improvement.
III.  Program Quality and Organization

Both students and instructors view the instructional quality in GE as inferior to that in majors/minors.
What assessment exists, including that currently underway, suggests that students achieve at considerable less-than-stellar levels in the program.  For example, the ability of upperclassmen to write a coherent sentence and a high failure rate in math courses are particular concerns for many faculty.
The current structure of GE does not help students understand the purpose of GE.  Given that many faculty are cynical about mission statements, they are inadequate for this purpose.
IV.  SCH 

The way a substantial proportion of the campus community thinks about SCH poses a fundamental barrier to innovation in General Education, particularly in the ways that most clearly connect GE to majors (ie, team-taught interdisciplinary courses).  
SCH is the fundamental barrier to creating a culture of support for General Education at UW-L.
Recommendations
Our first two recommendations are multi-faceted, coherent pieces.  While we present them separately, please note that we designed the structure proposal and the assessment proposal to fit together.  

Structure  (see Appendix I)
In recommending this particular structural model, GEC should note that we are not the first committee to examine our current structure, identify its weaknesses, or envision a new model.  We also note that the design we offer here is very like the previous models that other groups found to be reasonable and viable.  Thus, this proposal represents what is possible and what is logical, as well as what will help to address the concerns just outlined.  

We identify the specific issues addressed by each of the main elements below:

a. Change “General Education Program” to “University Core”  (I)

We concur with GEC’s recommendation to rename General Education.  We believe that “University Core” provides a clearer message to students about the purpose of General Education.  We recognize that this name would convert the GEC into the UCC, which might be a tad confusing.  GEC can find a solution to this problem.
b. Adopt mission statement, goals, and outcomes  (I, II)  
All of these clarify the purpose and identity of the University Core.  The mission statement in particular responds to persistent perceptions that GE is merely “turf,” rather than a program.  The ability to assess the program in any meaningful way requires student learning outcomes stated in measurable terms.  Goals provide a clarifying connection between mission, outcomes, and program structure for both students and staff.  Organizing outcomes under four goals addresses the tendency to look for turf in the outcomes.  All the revised GEC outcomes are included in this proposal.
c. Create UWL110 and UWL300 (I, II, III)

UWL 110 is an umbrella (topics) course with several required components but allowing different topics.  It must be team-taught by at least two instructors from different content areas using an interdisciplinary approach to their examination of a timely topic, it must be rigorous, and it must include a student experience of writing and re-writing.  We recommend it as a required freshman seminar in the fall semester.  It addresses a number of concerns:
· First and foremost, quality of instruction.  We recommend that instructors selected to teach this course be our most dynamic, magnetic, and rigorous instructors and offer a process whereby the GEC could select those instructors.
· An initial, rigorous, fascinating course about a contemporary topic establishes instantly what GE is all about, addressing many perception issues.

· Addresses integrative outcomes and gives students a view of faculty collaborating and even disagreeing. 

· Gives students a connection to the University.  These courses would fit well into learning communities and/or linked courses.  We recommend that some of the transition-to-college outcomes be included.
· Provides a place for baseline assessment.
· Provides a common experience without undermining the strength of our instructional staff:  their creativity.

UWL300

We recommend an exit course for the University Core designed to connect the major to the Core.  Like UWL110, this course is integrative, but also requires student self-reflection on their undergraduate experience.  It also addresses several concerns.

· Provides a place for exit assessment.
· Corrects the perception that GE is irrelevant to the major.

· Addresses integrative outcomes.
· Provides a place for students to reflect.
d. Provide a common first year foundation (II, III)

To address program quality issues, we recommend requiring students to complete fundamental skills courses (those perceived by faculty as essential to success in college) within their first year.  
Because some students do not take these courses until late in their academic career, we cannot assess their effectiveness as developmental tools that other courses will enhance over the students’ entire academic career.

e. Require students to take most 100-level courses within their first two years (III)

The quality of student learning will improve with a developmental model, and that is the intent of this recommendation.  
f. Make University Honors a track in the University Core (I, III)

Faculty Senate charged the GEC to “study their relationship with the University Honors Program.”  UHP is General Education, is also evolving, and this is the right fit for both UHP and the University Core.
The placement of UHP as a track within the University Core sends a message about quality of instruction as part of GE, not separate from it.

g. Revise major categories (I, III, IV)

Simplicity = clarity.

This traditional division makes sense to most academics.  Although we can quibble, and likely will, we do generally share an understanding of what each of these categories include and how they approach their subjects.  

Satisfies the Faculty Senate charge to GEC.

Reduces the disincentive for students to continue or start a modern language because they can earn credit for two courses rather than just one.
Allows students to explore, addressing a persistent student perception that the current program is too rigid.

Requires non-science majors to take an additional science course, addressing an important outcome and faculty concern.

Because any course can be included as long as the instructor(s) identify the outcomes the course addresses, the turf wars may be reduced.  The only issue for departments will be whether they want non-majors in the course or not.

h. Decrease number of credits and increase flexibility for students (I, IV)

Addresses a common perception that GE is “too big.”  Since students will still need the same number of credits to graduate, they gain some flexibility.
Giving students more flexibility might mitigate the turf wars within GE.
i. Change the policy that makes students who do poorly in ENG110 take a 300-level writing course (I, III)
We recommend that the ENG110 policy match the CST110 policy at a higher grade requirement.  Perceptions of GE are undermined by policies that make no sense, and this appears to be a glaring example.  The quality of GE cannot be enhanced by assuming that poor performance at the introductory level will be rectified at the 300 level.

Assessment (see Appendix II)
a. Present outcomes clearly to faculty (I, II, III)

Many instructors do not understand what student learning outcomes are, or why they must be stated in ways that make them measurable.  The organization of outcomes into goals that we are recommending will enable GEC, instructors, advisors, and admissions to explain outcomes to anyone.
Without clarity on outcomes, we cannot assess.

Without solid assessment, we cannot use our own academic values (systematic collection and analysis of information) to drive improvements.

b. Establish the outcomes for the courses that are included in the University Core (II, III)

Courses will have course-level outcomes, but they must also identify University Core outcomes so that we can assess the University Core as a program rather than as a collection of courses.  With over 546,000,000 ways for students to track through the current program, program-level assessment is crucial.
We recommend that courses identify primary and secondary-level outcomes so that we can begin to understand how interconnected our curriculum is and whether that improves student learning (as considerable research says it does).

c. Ensure that instructors teaching in the University Core understand the mission of the program (I, II)

We recommend a training session aimed particularly at a. and b. above.  
d. Adopt assessment plan  (II, III)

We recommend a clear, well-known policy for conducting assessment on a rotation, so there are no surprises.  
e. Use common courses to establish baseline and final assessment data (II, III)

See Structure above.
The common wisdom in the assessment world is embedded assessment.  When the tools are part of a course’s requirements, students are more likely to take it seriously, rendering the results more valid.

f. Organize interdisciplinary assessment teams to devise assessment instruments, collect and analyze data, and make recommendations for improvement (II, III)

Collegiality is always a good thing, and interdisciplinary teams can be interesting work for faculty.  An opportunity to do interesting work with interesting people can help boost morale, especially if the work includes some faculty development funds.
A SoTL model for assessment offers opportunities for scholarly publication.

Interdisciplinary teams address some of the perceptions of quality concerns, especially for assessments that focus on single, required courses.  

g. Adopt a self-reflection model to engage students in assessing their own learning (I, II, III)

Student perceptions change when they take responsibility for their own learning.
h. Devise course-level assessment in order to check that the outcomes a course is supposed to be meeting are being met (II)
The outcomes review conducted in 2004-2005 revealed massive inconsistencies in outcomes by category, and even within a single course with multiple sections taught by different instructors.  A devise as simple as requiring a copy of the course syllabus can help GEC to ensure that courses serve the program as intended.  

i. Work with JPC and departments to value work on assessment teams in tenure and promotion (I, II)

Assessment usually takes 1 ½ to 2 years or more, and should be valued as scholarly work.
We cannot assess well if too few people are willing to engage the process.  Suggestions for improvement will be more difficult without broad involvement in the process.

j. Provide support for assessment teams to develop assessment projects that address why students underachieve

Engages faculty in both GE and assessment in ways that will benefit both GE and majors.

Provides data-driven means for program improvement.
Communication 
a. Communicate about the University Core through GEC members, rather than solely the GE Director  (I)

The Director of GE should not carry so much of the burden of the work that will be necessary to improve the program.  
The perception that the director is administrative makes faculty control of the program an issue that the members of GEC must address.
b. Work with administrators, Admissions, and the Foundation to emphasize the value of the University Core  (I)

We expect the new program and assessment process to make its value much clearer and easier to explain.  
Departments and department chairs need information about student learning in GE so that they can plan their own course offerings to build on solid foundations.

c. Revise all current documents and web sites so that they use consistent and coherent language about the University Core  (I)

Include the UW-L Foundation and Admissions.  Working with local news reporters would help.  Again, GEC as a body needs to take responsibility for perceptions of the program.
d. Create a University Core web site that uses concise and precise language for faculty as well as for students, is visually attractive and engaging, and includes visual aids to help explain the program and its structure (I)
The current website was not intended to be permanent, but GE deserves an expert web designer.
SCH
a. Reduce the number of credits in the program (III, IV)
This frees resources to develop team-teaching in GE.
b. Work with the deans and the provost to manage distribution of SCH (III, IV)
This will facilitate team-teaching across colleges and between departments.

Appendix I:  Structure


STRUCTURE

First Year Foundation


(these 12 credits must be completed within the first 30 credits)

UWL110 (3 cr.)

ENG110 (3 cr.)

CST110 (3 cr.)

HPR105/SAH105 (3 cr.)

University Foundation


(these 18-19 credits plus the previous 12 must be completed within the first 60 credits)

HIS101 or 102 (3 cr.)

Natural Science (4 cr.)

Math (3-4 cr.)

Arts (2 cr.)

Diversity (3 cr.)

Literature (3 cr.)

Content Areas


(at least 43 credits of electives must be completed before or concurrently with UWL300)

Natural Science

Arts

Social Science

Humanities

**At least 12 credits must be divided among the three areas that does not contain your major

UWL300 (2 cr.)


(after completing 43 credits, or concurrently)

Minimum Total Credits: 45

Note:  this does not alter the current definitions of BA and BS degrees.

Mission, Goals, Objectives

Mission:  The University Core at UW-L encourages students to integrate the knowledge, skills and perspectives they acquire to live productive, intellectually rewarding, and meaningful lives.

Goals: The University Core at UW-L enables students to pursue four goals as they progress through the program:  (1) to develop a breadth of foundational knowledge, (2) to appreciate those opportunities that make life meaningful, (3) to engage in inquiry and critical thinking, and (4) to become ethical, responsible citizens.  These goals are achieved as students discover connections between disciplines, develop their ability to communicate complex material and positions, and cultivate the skills necessary for independent thinking.  

	Breadth of Knowledge

· Essential Skills 

· Foundational Perspectives

· Integration of Knowledge 
	Appreciation and Creativity

· Arts and Literature

· Humanistic Inquiry

· Aesthetic Perspective and Expression

	Inquiry and Critical Thinking

· Scientific Process

· Qualitative and Quantitative Reasoning

· Problem Solving and Logic
	Personal and Social Responsibility

· U.S. Diversity and Global Perspectives

· Ethics

· Health and Well-Being


· Goal One:  Breadth of Knowledge

This goal includes skills that are central to learning and communicating with others.  It also introduces students to foundational content material in a wide variety of courses.

· Goal Two:  Appreciation and Creativity

This goal encourages an appreciation for the aesthetic experience.  Expression, creation and understanding of arts, literature, and humanities enhance students’ awareness of the culture that surrounds them.

· Goal Three:  Inquiry and Critical Thinking

This goal presents various modes of inquiry through interdisciplinary conceptualizing, investigating, and problem-solving.  Students enhance their abilities to communicate their thoughts in a variety of contexts.

· Goal Four:  Personal and Social Responsibility 

This goal promotes personal and social responsibility by becoming active citizens within larger communities.  Students become aware of differences in ethnic and cultural perspectives while considering their personal impact on self and society.

Outcomes:  The goals of the University Core are assessed through student learning measured with the outcomes below.  These outcomes further explain the University Core goals in a structure that facilitates a shared experience for students to reflect on their education. 

REVISED OUTCOMES

Goal:  Breadth of Knowledge

Students will be able to:

· Express ideas, facts, opinions and beliefs in ways that are relevant and appropriate to the audience, context, purpose and genre

· State an idea/argument and develop it in a logical, organized form using conventional grammar, punctuation and formatting

· Formulate and support ideas with sufficient reasoning, evidence and persuasive appeals, and proper attribution

· Accurately summarize and interpret the purposes and main ideas of texts and performances

· Use a variety of resources and current technology to locate, retrieve and evaluate relevant sources and information

· Construct and use models to analyze, explain or predict phenomena

· Use mathematical and logical methods to solve problems

· Identify fundamental principles, theories, concepts, methodologies, tools and issues from various disciplines

· Synthesize information from different disciplines and perspectives to solve problems, gain new experiences, or create new things

· Engage effectively in the process of collaborative work and identify factors that facilitate and impede effective communication

Goal:  Appreciation and Creativity

Students will be able to:

· Identify appropriate methods for understanding and interpreting the aesthetics of various works

· Evaluate artistic presentations using appropriate language and patterns of thought

· Evaluate artistic presentations as commentary on society and the human experience

· Identify diverse elements (artistic, scientific, religious, cultural) that can provide meaning for human existence

· Explain factors that make their own lives meaningful

Goal:  Inquiry and Critical Thinking

Students will be able to:

· Identify and use methods of inquiry appropriate to a given problem

· Identify valid procedures for gathering empirical data to solve particular problems

· Investigate and assess hypotheses using appropriate methods

· Critically assess the reasoning and evidence supporting or refuting a thesis

· Distinguish between fact, opinion, observation and inference

· Detect patterns underlying phenomena and draw reasonable inferences from information

· Reason logically, creatively and independently

· Explain the impact of science and technology on the environment, human experience and social change 

Goal:  Personal and Social Responsibility

Students will be able to:

· Describe how cultural and individual differences have shaped perspectives and contributed to patterns of privilege and oppression

· Explain how values and ideas of cultures have evolved and shaped the modern world

· Recognize and respect different ways of thinking and communicating

· Explain the rationales for cultural behaviors different from one’s own

· Identify diverse moral and ethical perspectives, principles, and systems of evaluation

· Articulate their moral values and the processes they use to make ethical decisions

· Explain how knowledge from various disciplines is essential to individual and societal health and well-being

· Identify their strategies for involvement, leadership and civic engagement

· Analyze the impact their decisions and choices have on themselves and others

· Practice and uphold standards of academic integrity and intellectual honesty

UWL110—3 credits

Part of “Common First-Year Experience”

(Required for all first-year students at UW-L)

Course Description:  UWL110 (3 cr.) The University Core entry course examines a timely issue from multiple perspectives.  It provides students with a common intellectual experience that encourages cooperative learning, problem solving, and independent thinking. Students will learn about the outcomes of a college education, and will be challenged to become active citizens in a larger community while developing written communication skills. Fall only. 

The purpose of this course is to provide a common intellectual experience that encourages cooperative learning, problem-solving, and independent thinking.  Students will understand the outcomes of a college education and are challenged to become active citizens in a larger community.  This course could easily become part of a learning community
The objectives of this course include both practical skills for college student engagement and academic outcomes relevant to instructor-selected outcomes.  Students completing UWL110 will be able to:

· Describe the skills of critical inquiry and use those skills in the examination of texts, viewpoints and assignments

· Use critical inquiry to identify and analyze current issues using an interdisciplinary approach

· Understand that there are different viewpoints and/or perspectives for every issue

· Write a well-developed argument using proper grammar, and cite appropriate sources when needed to support that argument 

· Describe and understand the role of the undergraduate core curriculum

· Recognize the importance of self- reflection and accountability for learning

· Describe benefits of being an active part of the campus community

· Identify various resources on campus that facilitate learning, assist in selection of majors and courses, and help in the adjustment to university life

This course will be taught in the fall only and is required of all first year students. Students entering UWL in the spring will wait to take the course in their first fall. The course will be team-taught by faculty from different core areas and all (or nearly all) class work will revolve around a timely issue or current topic. There will be several opportunities for writing in this class, and that writing will be critiqued by the instructors so that the students can re-write and learn how to improve their writing skills. The focus will be on basic grammar and technical aspects of writing (i.e., sentence structure, paragraph formation, etc.), as well as the ability to formulate a cohesive argument citing supporting documentation. Depending on classroom space, the course will enroll 40-70 students. 

Shared Content:

· This course is designed to encompass the four goals of the University Core (Breadth of Knowledge, Inquiry and Critical Thinking, Appreciation and Creativity, and Ethics and Social Responsibility)
· All students will be required to purchase a writing handbook that they will use throughout their college career, including UWL300
· All students will share a reading list that includes some sort of textbook such as Asking the Right Questions:  A Guide to Critical Thinking, by M. Neil Browne and Stuart M. Keeley
· Writing assignments go through “process” writing with peer feedback, not so much to address content, but to evaluate/recognize grammatical problems

· Students will assemble self-reflection assessment (University Core Curriculum) portfolios

· Library and computer literacy will be emphasized

Possible Content Ideas:

· Speakers from various departments could be brought in (perhaps UWL110 instructor swapping) to help teach why certain skills are useful to all people, regardless of their major
· Speakers from AAC, Career Services, Counseling, etc. could be brought in to showcase their expertise

· Speakers from the community could be brought in to discuss volunteer opportunities, citizenship, etc.

· Potential employers could be brought in to discuss what skills they look for in employees

· Faculty could be brought in to explain what they like to see in a good student in the classroom
Initial Implementation:

As soon as possible, GEC will offer incentives to teams of faculty from different content areas to develop UWL110 courses. This will be done again as needed. 

A streamlined proposal process will be developed in which the faculty members must describe the theme of their proposed course and how each of the following will be included in that theme in one single-spaced page or less:

· Must address a timely topic as the main theme of the course

· Must include at least one writing project with feedback to the students and an opportunity for them to re-write and be graded a second time

· Must address the learning outcomes stated on the UWL110 LX form

In addition, the faculty members will need to agree to the following:

· Must be team-taught by at least two instructors, who must be from different cluster areas

· Must take an interdisciplinary approach

· Must include time for conducting baseline assessment

· Must be willing to consult formally with other faculty teaching UWL110 courses during the early summer prior to the class offering

They must also include the following information:

· Must include the rotation for the course (every year, every 2 years, every 3 years)

· Must indicate how many sections (1 or 2)

· Must include the signatures of both instructors and both of their department chairs

UWL 300—2 credits

Exit course for the University Core Curriculum

(Required for all students at UW-L)
Course description:  UWL300 (2 cr.) The University Core exit course provides students an opportunity to integrate and evaluate the learning that has taken place in the first three years of their university experience. It is a writing-intensive and research-driven course designed to help students reflect on the outcomes of their major in relation to the University Core, taken within the content area in which the student’s major resides. Prerequisites: at least 43 credits of University Core including the 12 credits in the content areas, junior standing. Fall, spring.

The purpose of this course is to integrate, evaluate and bring some closure to the learning that has taken place in the first three years of a student’s university experience. It is a writing-intensive and research-driven course designed to help students reflect on the outcomes of their major in relation to the University Core.  This course can be team-taught by instructors from different content areas. UWL300 cannot be used to fulfill a requirement toward an undergraduate major or a master’s degree.
The objectives of this course include 

· Use critical inquiry to identify and analyze current issues using an interdisciplinary approach

· Describe and understand the relationship of the University Core to the major
· Conduct self- reflection and accountability for learning

· Consider issues related to the transition from the university experience to post-collegiate life
· Further develop written and oral communication skills
· Complete the UC portfolio that includes a written paper, research project, or performance equivalent, as well as self-reflection assessment
Shared Content:

· This course is designed to encompass the four goals of the University Core (Breadth of Knowledge, Inquiry and Critical Thinking, Appreciation and Creativity, and Ethics and Social Responsibility)
· All students will continue to use the writing handbook they purchased for use in UWL110
· Writing assignments will be research driven, go through “process” writing with peer feedback, and must include both primary and secondary sources

· Discuss the importance of post-graduate learning and education opportunities
· Provide a component to address the transition from UWL to either graduate school or employment
Appendix II:  Assessment

Implementation of an Outcomes-Driven Program 

and an Ongoing Assessment Process

Assumptions behind this proposal:

1. The assessment process should aim at developing a culture of assessment based in shared concern for the best possible student learning we can achieve.  Addresses perception of the program, ability to assess, and program quality.

2. GEC should monitor the expertise and ability of faculty to participate in curriculum infusion initiatives.  Addresses program quality and perceptions of the program.

3. All program-level assessment instruments must be embedded into the appropriate courses (as either p/f or graded assignments, including p/f for baselines).  Addresses communication, perception of the program and ability to assess.

4. Assessment must establish students’ baseline abilities (as they enter the institution) so that the analyses can tell us what college itself, and GE in particular, actually contribute to student learning.  Addresses program quality, ability to assess, and perceptions of the program.

5. Assessment should aim at understanding the developmental processes of student learning (e.g., curriculum infusion) and their relationship to depth of learning (e.g., retention over time, not just for the duration of a course, and ability to transfer and integrate knowledge).  Addresses program quality.

6. GEC should organize interdisciplinary assessment teams to analyze data and make recommendations; these teams are encouraged to assess courses outside of their discipline.  Addresses perception of the program, ability to assess, and program quality.

7. Assessment teams should undergo training in Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL) research.

What is needed to make this plan succeed:  (addresses perception of the program and ability to assess)

1. Recognition for and credit given to faculty members who actively serve on assessment teams as part of their tenure and promotion.  

2. A portion of faculty development funds earmarked toward training faculty to understand and do assessment.  Should also benefit assessment in departments.

3. Some ongoing faculty development funds earmarked for GE.

4. A communication plan that includes faculty and administrators that offers some clear, positive talk about assessment and makes clear to instructors the distinction between assessment and the evaluation of students.

5. A revitalized “Teaching Day” event that returns to its former format of showcasing innovative teaching and remarkable examples of student learning.  The issue of who organizes this event and how they are appointed needs to be addressed by faculty.  

What would help to make this plan attractive:  (addresses perception of the program and ability to assess)

1. A UW-L “Faculty College:”  a series of courses or workshops wherein faculty teach faculty about:  contemporary course design, innovative teaching methods, interdisciplinary courses, linking courses, team-teaching, teaching problem-solving, curriculum infusion workshops, the tools of SoTL – whatever people need in order to respond to assessment results as an opportunity, rather than assuming that assessment automatically means punishment.  SoTL should be part but not all of this.

2. Conducting such a workshop should be valued in tenure and promotion.  

3. Ongoing faculty development money. 

4. Highlighting SoTL as perhaps the ideal model of valid assessment, and local training to do SoTL research. 

5. Moving Teaching Day to the Fall Academic Preseason to emphasize the primary mission of UW-L and to aid in introducing new instructors to a certification process and both new and continuing instructors to the idea and the value of assessment.

Transition phase  

1.  Establish courses into the new University Core program:

· To do so, departments/instructors will first identify University Core outcomes that drive the course and the strategies used to achieve them.  Departments will also submit the measurable outcomes that will be regularly assessed in the course.  

· A course is approved by the University Core committee when the course is certified and the instructors who teach it are prepared. 

2.  Prepare University Core instructors to ensure understanding of the program:

· All instructors who teach UC courses will take a one-hour training session.  This session will be developed by the UC committee and should include explanation of the goals and outcomes of the program, the responsibilities of teaching in the University Core, and special emphasis on assessing outcomes of the program.

3.  Initiate Assessment Planning:

· The University Core Assessment Committee will develop survey instruments to evaluate the University Core.  These instruments include assessing a variety of outcomes that can be used in any course that identifies with the outcome.  

· The University Core Assessment Committee will determine a rotation for assessing courses in the program.

On-Going Assessment:

1.  University Core Committee:
· Once the transition period ends, faculty workshops will be conducted for new instructors once each semester.

· The Director of the UC program will maintain an up-to-date Outcomes/Courses listing on the UC website for the benefit of faculty seeking to develop new courses.  Every summer, the Institutional Researcher will also provide the Director with a list of UC courses by category that compare enrollment to expected enrollment/unfilled seats for the preceding year.

· The UC committee will consider balance in the number of courses in the program and study the relationship between category numbers, assessment findings, and empty seats as they consider accepting new courses, faculty development grant applications to design new courses, and recommendations from assessment teams.  (This does not automatically mean that courses would be removed from the program, although that could be the result. It would provide a basis for a discussion with a department or group of departments on how best to organize their Gen Ed SCH.)

2.  Assessment processes:

· The University Core committee will determine membership of the assessment committee as appropriate according to faculty interest, training, faculty development, and support of a strong assessment culture.

· The assessment schedule will include a five-year rotation, as individual outcome categories will be assessed once every three years during a two-year process.  This process is explained below:

· First year – preparation phase and data collection – assessment teams will: 

· review the annual assessment data from departments for courses in the category, report any significant problems and responses to the team as a whole.  Faculty or departments who create interesting solutions to problems will somehow be rewarded or recognized as advocates of a strong assessment/UC culture.

· review the previous category assessment reports and determine the status of the previous team’s recommendations

· review category assessment instruments to ensure their adequacy and appropriateness to the current task and to all courses required to conduct them, ensure that the reporting forms and formats are appropriate to the task, clear and understandable

· ensure that all instructors teaching courses in that category during the assessment semester have the instruments, know how to use them, include them in their courses, and submit the results in the appropriate form to the team in a timely fashion

· UC committee will schedule assessments with attention to gathering baseline data (ie, most processes probably need to begin in the spring, with data collected in the fall semester)

· Second year – analysis and recommendations – assessment teams will:

· Analyze the data and identify major findings

· Discuss the findings with the instructors in the category and with the university as a whole to solicit ideas for how to respond (ie, change the outcomes?  Raise the bar?  Remove a course from the category?  Revise the instruments?  Research or study the learning issues?  Experiment with teaching strategies?  Conduct workshops?  Organize regular faculty meetings?)

· Report to UC committee with the analysis, the major findings, the campus feedback, the team’s recommendations, and commitments by category instructors to respond to the findings

· UC committee implements any program-level changes (ie, approving new outcomes) and/or forwards recommendations to appropriate persons or units

· UC committee approves or rejects the report and proposed actions, or requires reassessment of one or more outcomes within a shorter time frame because of serious problems with either the assessment process, instruments, or outcomes (team members may change as a result of this decision).

Suggested Assessment Schedule:

	1st Rotation (2006-2008)
	Rationale:
	Timeline

	· Breadth of Knowledge

· Appreciation
	Crucial to identify baselines (ability to assess)
	2-3 years to do initial assessment, reassess 5 years from beginning (ie, new assessment begins 2011)

	2nd Rotation (2008-2010)
	
	

	· Critical Thinking 

· Ethics/Social Responsibility 


	5 years from now for those started last year?
	2-3 years to conduct, reassess 5 years from beginning (ie, new assessment begins 2013)
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�  � HYPERLINK "http://www.uwlax.edu/generaled/FS%20report%20Sp05%20final.doc" ��http://www.uwlax.edu/generaled/FS%20report%20Sp05%20final.doc�


�  � HYPERLINK "http://www.uwlax.edu/StrategicPlanning/document.htm" ��http://www.uwlax.edu/StrategicPlanning/document.htm�


�   � HYPERLINK "http://www.uwlax.edu/generaled/Assessment%20Report.doc" ��http://www.uwlax.edu/generaled/Assessment%20Report.doc� summarizes the direct and indirect assessments conducted from 1995 to the present.  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.uwlax.edu/provost/assessment/instit.htm" ��http://www.uwlax.edu/provost/assessment/instit.htm� and � HYPERLINK "http://www.uwlax.edu/generaled/" ��http://www.uwlax.edu/generaled/� for assessment findings in various categories and for the outcomes review of 2004-2005.


�   See, for example, � HYPERLINK "http://www.aacu-edu.org/advocacy/public_opinion_research.cfm" ��http://www.aacu-edu.org/advocacy/public_opinion_research.cfm�





