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Since the last report to the faculty in December, the Senate held three meetings.  Two regularly scheduled meetings on Jan. 29 and February 12 and one special meeting on February 5.  The subject of discussion at all three meetings was the General Education Proposal.  It is the responsibility of the Senate to make a recommendation to the faculty about approval or disapproval of the General Education Proposal.   It has reached a consensus on a recommendation and hopes it will be useful to the whole faculty as it decides whether to approve or disapprove the General Education Proposal.   

I regret the unusual length of this report.  It seemed better to say more rather than less about Senate process and discussion on this important topic.  

Faculty Senate Recommendation on the General Education Revision Proposal

The Faculty Senate recommends to the Faculty that the General Education Proposal not be approved.

The Senate vote was eleven voting not to approve and one abstention.

Rationale for the Senate Recommendation
1.        An apparent lack of enthusiasm and buy-in among some departments and individual faculty may limit the prospects for successful implementation.
 
2.        The uncertainty of costs with respect to the financial implications of implementation, faculty time and effort, and departmental adaptation to the proposed changes.

3.        The lack of clarity as to the degree to which students are better served with the proposed model. 

4.        The lack of clarity regarding implementation of the proposal.
 
5.        The lack of breadth of exposure to multiple disciplines as a result of the proposed decrease in required courses in social and natural sciences, fine arts, and humanities.
 
6.        The impact of allowing non-liberal arts courses and upper division courses in general education. 
 
7.        AAC’s written concerns and negative recommendation. 


Reports follow on the Jan. 29, Feb. 5, and Feb. 12, Senate meetings:

Jan. 29 Senate Meeting

Report on General Education Plenary Discussion 

Discussion at the Jan. 29th meeting ranged widely.  

Senators observed that on the one hand the design team had intended to address changes that they felt need addressing but on the other hand the changes proposed had a wider range of problems than promise of benefits.  

Senators expressed concern about losing the breadth in general education, and while agreeing that skills should be supported by a Gen Ed program that should not be at the expense of essential breadth.  

A number of Senators noted that in their own wide-ranging discussions departmentally and within divisions there was general apathy surrounding the plan and lack of enthusiasm.  This was indicated as well in the AAC report and in the faculty impact survey.  Senators observed that they were very concerned that the time, effort and cost required to implement the plan.  They spoke about the potential of the benefits not outweighing the costs, and that it is potentially not enough of a change for all the work that would be required. They spoke in favor of a third option which could be to
retain the current Gen Ed plan, but use the proposal as a basis to strengthen and improve the current plan.

Key elements did not have departmental support such as requirements for composition, the impact on keystone courses, and the fundamental mistake of referring to Social Sciences as Social Analysis which seems to be a critical misunderstanding of what the Social Sciences are.  Concern was expressed by several about the limit of only one Social Science and one humanities course.

Senators engaged with members of the Gen Ed Design team who spoke in favor of the proposal.   Senators recognized the thought given and hard work done by the design team in considering how general education should evolve and even if this current proposal is not recommended by the Senate or adopted by the faculty some ideas in the current proposal can be drawn upon in the future.  For example, Senators noted positively the Gen Ed proposal for engagement with global learning and sustainability but at the same time thought that embedding these in the general education program was problematic.  Other curricular solutions can be possible and more desirable overall.  

Members of the design team pointed to reasons for approval such as better meeting needs of transfer students, the value of the Aug 101 plus program, about better pathways for assessment, about increased interdisciplinarity, and an Augsburg flavor to the proposal.  


Senators (BRR)indicated they had many years of personal experience with transfer students and that they thought the current Gen Ed program was working for transfer students for several reasons.   First, a significant number of transfers come with an AA degree so the questions surrounding their transfer of credits are few if any.  Second, the remaining transfer student population tends to bring courses that mesh well with our current distribution areas.  Senators then spoke about their concerns for transfer students under the proposed new plan where the courses they bring may not fit into the areas as well and could result in having to enroll longer and add greater cost.  They also wondered about there being insufficient justification based on evidence for the proposed changes as they would affect transfer students.  

In regard to the signature Aug 101 plus program Senators were not persuaded that the proposed program as presented was clearly superior.  
Senators pointed to the Keystone program as a successful signature program in the current Gen Ed design and they expressed strong concern that the new program would have a negative impact on the Keystone courses of numerous departments across campus whose students have a consistent and very positive experience with the keystone work.
A senator expressed concern that the new General Education program proposal would lose current valuable programs.

In regard to university wide need for better assessment of general education Senators support assessment work but indicated that those goals can be pursued with the current General Education program or with the new General Education program should it be approved by the faculty.  Equally in regard to interdisciplinarity, Senators think this valuable but also note that classes taught by interdisciplinary teams require significant new resources.

In summary Senators noted that while the views of the design team were helpful, given where we are in the process it is the final proposal as written that must make the case for its adoption.  

It was agreed that the next Senate meeting would focus on arriving at a Senate consensus and vote on a recommendation to approve or disapprove the General Education proposal.


Feb 5, Special Senate Meeting

Report on Senate Action on the General Education Proposal
The Senate Feb 5, meeting included short plenary sessions for individual views on the General Education proposal as well as views on what the Senate recommendation should be.  
Meeting Process 
The outcomes for the meeting included the holding of two ballots.  The first was a non-binding vote to approve or disapprove the program.  It provided Senators with an understanding of the likely outcome from holding a binding vote. The second was a binding vote to approve or disapprove the program.    
First Plenary Discussion
Senate views regarding the Gen Ed proposal focused on a number of points of which a number had been raised in the Jan. 29 meeting.  
They said that the recommendation from AAC with only four votes for implementation makes them reluctant to vote for implementation. That itself seemed to reflect a lack of enthusiasm for the proposal.  They cited concerns about lack of breadth in the program, and fear of causing competition among departments. They spoke about concern of the time and resources that will be necessary to implement the plan, and that benefits will not outweigh the costs.   As an example, they spoke about the hidden costs of added instruction related to the English requirements in the plan.

Additional views included concerns regarding the signature courses with prospects of long lists of courses and a plan too cumbersome to implement as well as suggestion that the new plan better helps transfer students but that it was not clear in the proposal why.  This related to their sense of a lack of clarity in the proposal, and that lack of clarity is likely to add additional time and work when implementing the plan.  

Senators spoke in favor of using elements of the new plan to strengthen the current plan.

A straw poll was taken to see if Senators currently approved of the new Gen Ed plan, or if they disapproved. The result was clearly opposed to the proposal.


Second Plenary Discussion
The non-binding vote indicated the Senate would not vote to approve the General Education proposal.  Discussion turned to the content of the Senate recommendation to faculty.  

Senators considered and rejected a recommendation to faculty that referenced the current general education plan and how to improve or strengthen it.  

Senators recognized that next steps in General Education will need to 
take into account the study on Gen Ed learning outcomes and meeting Gen Ed assessment requirements. These points were discussed with Stacy Freiheit, General Education Director, who attended the Senate meeting and who indicated she would be addressing the faculty on these matters going forward.

A binding vote was taken. Senators voted on whether they wished to Recommend to the Faculty their approval of the Proposed Gen Ed Plan, 
or whether they wished to Not Recommend their approval. 

The result:   11 Not Recommend, 0 Recommend, and 1 abstention. 

Closing Business

· A motion was made to show Senate’s appreciation for the work the Gen Ed Design Team did to craft the proposal, regardless of outcome. The motion was seconded, and approved unanimously.

· Senators agreed that a draft document of the Senate recommendation to faculty be coordinated by Diane Pike and Hans Wiersma.  The draft will be open for all Senators to comment.  The final document was expected to be agreed upon at the Feb. 12 Senate meeting


Feb. 12 Senate Meeting

Report on Senate Action on General Education Recommendation to Faculty

The Senate had a single item of business at the Feb. 12 meeting, which was to reach a consensus on the recommendation document regarding approval or disapproval of the General Education proposal to be sent to the faculty.   

The first draft was reviewed.  The order of items in the first draft were agreed upon with one additional item being added regarding lack of clarity of implementation of the proposal.  Substantively some edits were suggested and decided.  The document was returned to the drafters for final revision then circulated to Senators for final comments and review prior to its circulation to faculty.   

  
Senators discussed the importance of being clear and brief in the recommendation to be sent to the faculty.  The recommendation states the concerns of Senators forming the rationale for its recommendations.  There was also discussion about expecting questions and comments, and being able to provide greater context during faculty discussion.

Senators noted that the recommendation document to be sent to the faculty is meant to give context around the Senate’s decision to not approve the Gen Ed proposal.  The recommendation document highlights what Senators saw as problems with the proposal.  It was felt important to point out that Senate discussion had also heard and expressed interest in positive items but that there had been a lack of consensus or broader support for the positive items.  As noted in the discussions earlier the costs appeared be greater than likely benefits.

The document with the Senate recommendation to the faculty on the General Education proposal was included at the head of this entire report.


