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PROGRAM REVIEW EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

FOR THE GENERAL EDUCATION CURRICULUM

AT VALDOSTA STATE UNIVERSITY

INTRODUCTION TO THE GENERAL EDUCATION PROGRAM REVIEW PROCESS AT VALDOSTA STATE UNIVERSITY

For the past six years, Valdosta State University (VSU) has been conducting Comprehensive Program Review (CPR) on all its academic programs, graduate and undergraduate.  For the seventh and final year in its CPR cycle, VSU is focusing on its general education curriculum to assess its productivity, quality, and viability.  
Such a task is particularly important at this time for several reasons.  First, VSU’s current core curriculum has been in place since semester conversion in 1998; therefore, it is time to re-evaluate its effectiveness.  Second, VSU’s core curriculum is part of the University System of Georgia’s (USG) common core curriculum, and its principles and framework were established through the combined efforts of the thirty-five institutions in the system.  Currently, the USG is exploring possible ways to revise this core.   The USG’s strategic planning principle one, developed by the Board of Regents, reads as follows: “As a result of its strategic actions, the University System will re-examine its general education curriculum, renew its commitment to a liberal arts education for this century, and improve the quality of undergraduate teaching and learning” (See Appendix A).
While this task is an important and relevant one, conducting program review on its general education curriculum presented a number of challenges for VSU, particularly because of the size and scope of the core. VSU’s core curriculum is composed of five general areas (Areas A-E) and one area specific to the major (Area F).  These areas consist of over 100 possible courses drawn from at least twenty-two different departments. Therefore, to conduct General Education CPR, VSU established a participatory review process with thirty-five faculty members serving on five subcommittees, each examining one of our five common core areas (for purposes of this program review, we did not examine Area F since those courses are considered part of the degree program for a discipline’s program review).  (See Appendix B for complete listing of subcommittee members). Members of these subcommittees represented departments offering courses in each area as well as programs whose success depends on the foundations students build in these areas.  
The process began in 2005-2006, a year before the scheduled program review in 2006-2007. To begin this process, subcommittees had the following goals:
(1) To ascertain whether the courses in these areas were meeting the goals designated for them as outlined in the following:

*the Core Curriculum Principles and Framework—Section 2.04 of the USG Academic Affairs handbook http://www.usg.edu/academics/handbook/section2/2.04/2.04.phtml
*the General Guidelines for Core Curriculum Areas A-E—Section 2.04.01 of the USG Academic Affairs handbook http://www.usg.edu/academics/handbook/section2/2.04/2.04.01.phtml.

*The VSU General Education Assessment and Outcomes Matrix—for each of the areas (A through E), VSU developed a matrix that outlines every core course by area.  We then asked department heads from those areas to link these courses with the relevant General Education Outcomes they are designed to meet and to identify the various types of assessment techniques used in each of the courses.  These matrices for each of the core areas were then distributed to the appropriate review committee.)
(2) To examine the VSU CPR document and work with the Office for Strategic 
Research and Analysis to determine what data would be needed
(3) To examine the recommendations made by the Core Assessment Committee in March 2000 and make further recommendations.

As the subcommittees discovered, reviewing the General Education Program differed in significant ways from review of a discipline-based program:

1. The General Education program touches every student at the University

2. The sheer number of classes involved is much greater

3. Likewise, a larger number of faculty members participate in General Education instruction 

4. The General Education program cuts across – and touches - all departments.

Therefore, the process of obtaining data was also much more complex than for a discipline-based review. VSU began the process in 2005-2006 by discussing the general types of data that each subcommittee felt would be valuable.  This discussion allowed the Office of Strategic Research and Analysis to provide each of the groups with similar, relevant data.

The basic data provided for each core area included the following:

1. Courses Taught for Fall 2000-Fall 2005 

2. Detailed Course Information (Term, Area, Course, Section, Faculty, Status, # Enrolled, Building, Room, and Time) for Fall 2000-Fall 2005 

3. Summarized Grade Distributions for Fall 2000-Fall 2005 

Despite having similar sets of data, subcommittees for each area faced their own sets of interpretive challenges. For example, the subcommittee for Area B (the “Institutional Options” area) had to examine data concerning VSU’s “Perspectives” classes.  While these courses all have the same course acronym (PERS), they are offered by a variety of different departments and colleges. 

The Area D subcommittee (Science, Mathematics, and Technology) pointed out that the information it received was complicated by the three to four “tracks” available in Area D (D1 for non-science majors, D2a for biology and other science majors, and D2b for nursing majors); furthermore the various types of classes could also present difficulties (lecture classes with no associated lab, lecture courses with labs, lab courses, lecture with lab and recitation, and classes taught by two or three instructors—an instructor, a graduate assistant, a lab coordinator, etc.).

To add some rich qualitative data to these quantitative measures, the Office for Strategic Research and Analysis conducted student focus groups to help answer questions about how well students understand core curriculum requirements and their opinion of the quality of enrollment management, advising, and support services for core classes. 
Besides this common data, subcommittees also collected different types of data to provide appropriate quality markers, examining the quality standards provided by appropriate disciplinary agencies, such as the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) for composition classes or the American Chemical Society (ACS) for chemistry courses.

As the subcommittees discovered along the way, some potentially useful student data has not traditionally been collected in the core curriculum; therefore, they could not answer all questions as fully as they would like.  

Finally, readers of this report should note that the last semester of data analyzed is Fall 2005; VSU’s student enrollment has continued to grow since that time. 
Each subcommittee then prepared a report; this executive summary serves as an overview of their work, which is much more richly detailed (see attached).
I. Conclusions Regarding the Program’s Productivity and Quality

An analysis of program strengths and weaknesses should result in a summary conclusion of the overall strengths or weaknesses of the program’s productivity and quality. This conclusion must be based upon, and cite, relevant statistical evidence examined during the review process.

The following scale should be used to rank a program’s (a) productivity and (b) quality: (separately)

• Very Strong or Exemplary

• Strong or Above Average

• Satisfactory or Average

• Weak or Below Average

• Very Weak or Notably Deficient

PRODUCTIVITY: Satisfactory
As defined in the University System of Georgia Academic Affairs Handbook, productivity consists of the following: “the number and contributions of graduates of an academic program and/or the number of students served through service courses in the context of the resources committed to its operation. (Additional measures of productivity might include counts of students who meet their educational goals through the program's offerings, including minors, certificates, or job enhancement, if such goals are part of the program's mission.)”

http://www.usg.edu/academics/handbook/section2/2.03/2.03.05.phtml
According to the VSU CPR document, to measure productivity, programs should look at the following factors:

Enrollment and Average Class Sizes

Numbers of sections in all core classes have grown during 2000-2005, reflecting the university’s growth.  While in some areas (such as Area A), class sizes have remained relatively steady; in others, average class size has continued to expand.  For example, in Area C, during the five years of the study, the number of sections with enrollments in the 40s doubled from 18 to 37 sections.  In Area D, the average size of lecture course (with or without lab) has increased from 30.5 students in Fall 2000 to 35.4 in Fall 2005. The sciences have also combined more lecture sections together, allowing multiple sections to meet as one lecture course. For example, GEOG 1121 in Fall 2004 enrolled 133 students (one lecture class and 5 lab groups).  However, while lecture classes have increased in size, class size in lab sections has remained relatively steady (approximately 24 students per section). In Area E, the median class size of elective courses increased from 40 to 45 during this period. 

Program Completion Efficiency
Subcommittees examined how successful students are both at completing the core curriculum itself as well as their individual classes within the core.  Of the students in the focus groups, 50% reported that they completed their core requirements in four semesters, and 92% said they were able to get the classes they needed.  Some students reported that they did delay taking language classes (either in Area C or Area F, depending on the major). Similarly, in Area D, some evidence suggests that juniors or seniors may delay in meeting their requirements; thus, their later demand for these courses may affect the ability of freshmen and sophomores to enroll.
Subcommittees also examined withdrawal rates in core classes; in general, these rates seemed to hover between 7-12%.  However, more variation exists in individual areas of the core as well as the chosen semester.  For example, the Area A subcommittee noted that withdrawal rates in ENGL 1101 remained steady at between 3-5 % during the fall semester while spring withdrawals could be as high as 12-13 %.  The data for the writing courses in Area A also revealed that that the non-success rate (students making Ds and Fs) in ENGL 1101 is generally greater in spring semesters than in either fall or summer semester. In ENGL 1102, the non-success rate is generally higher in fall than in spring semesters. The core math classes also seemed to experience a similar effect.

Efficiency and Clarity of Program’s Course Requirements
In the focus groups, only 3 of 26 students reported that they did not understand the core requirements.  However, half of the students in the session also said that their advisor did not explain the core to them. Advising rubrics collected from all departments indicate that core curriculum requirements are covered fully in almost all of them.  However, several  trends emerged:  (1) many of the rubrics did not indicate that Honor sections are available for a number of core courses; (2) over half of the collected rubrics did not list all the possible Area E electives available to students: 69.9% of the lists of electives were incomplete—missing one or more courses from the lists.  There were similar problems with the Area B courses on the checklists; (3) some of the rubrics did not give clear advice on the options available in Area D (and on needed pre-requisites); (4) some checklists contained “directed” electives for their majors—which varies from the requirements in the VSU college catalogue (except for the published differentiations in the catalogue in Area A and Area D).

Frequency and Sequencing of Course Offerings Required for Program Completion
Most courses tend to run regularly and at capacity when they are offered; the reports indicate some concern that enough sections are available to meet student demand, particularly for those courses needed for transfer students.  Most areas tend to offer a greater number of courses in the fall and slightly fewer in the spring.  In some areas, summer offerings may be problematic for students attempting to complete core requirements at that time; for example, not all departments which traditionally offer Area D courses provide the same volume and diversity of lecture or lab courses during the summer. However, many of the subcommittees suggested that sufficient core offerings did exist; however, students may have problems finding courses at the specific times they need. For example, the subcommittee investigating Area B offerings believes that adequate sections of these courses are offered, despite a persistent perception about a lack of availability. The subcommittee hypothesizes that this perception may stem from the large number of possible PERS classes; although adequate offerings are available, students may not be able to enroll in the specific class they desire. The subcommittee also reports that VSU may be allowing too many substitutions in this area. Of the 1214 course substitutions for Area B tracked between April 2004 and December 2005, approximately 79% were transfer-related, which means that 21% were coming from native Valdosta students.

Enrollment in Required Courses
Subcommittees report that, in some areas, a disproportionate enrollment burden has fallen on certain departments.  For example, in Area E, the bulk of student enrollment in elective courses falls primarily on the Department of Sociology, Anthropology, and Criminal Justice and on the Department of Psychology and Counseling; 64% of all students meet their elective requirements in courses offered by these departments.

Similarly, in Area B, the instructional burden is unequally distributed with the most courses being taught by faculty in the College of Arts and Sciences, followed by faculty in the College of the Arts and the College of Nursing. The  Area B data  also shows an unequal distribution of sections offered across the seven areas, with the most significant number of course offerings in Perspectives on Human Expression (PERS 2300 courses) and Perspectives on the Environment/Physical World (PERS 2400 courses).  Also an unequal number of courses have been created in each area, from a low of four in PERS 2200 courses to a high of fifteen in PERS 2300 courses. 

Diversity of Program’s Students
These reports cannot distinguish between core curriculum students and the general VSU student population.  However, VSU has a generally diverse student body: 62.5% female, 21% African American, 4% other ethnicities, and 2% international students.  Some reports suggest that certain classes have less gender and ethnic diversity than others, but that evidence is largely anecdotal.
Instructional Productivity
Many of the departments offering core classes find that credit-hour generation of the core classes is equivalent to (or sometimes greater than) that of other classes offered in the department.  For example, in the English Department, during this five-year period, in fall and spring semesters, 61-69 % of all courses were devoted to core instruction, 31-34 % in summer.  In Area D, the core classes in Biology, Chemistry, Mathematics and Computer Science, and Physics, Astronomy, and Environmental Geosciences comprise about 50-75% of the classes taught in those departments. Of course, all departments count this FTE productivity; however, some confusion exists about how departments should calculate FTE for their faculty teaching PERS courses.  Committees also wondered if Delaware data could be helpful in this category.
Program’s Contribution to Achieving VSU’s Mission
Undoubtedly, these core courses contribute to VSU’s mission, particularly in meeting its General Education outcomes:

1.
Students will demonstrate understanding of the society of the United States and its ideals.  They will possess the requisite knowledge of the society of the United States, its ideals, and its functions to enable them to become informed and responsible citizens. They will understand the connections between the individual and society and the roles of social institutions. They will understand the structure and operational principles of the United States government and economic system. They will understand United States history and both the historical and present role of the United States in the world.

2. Students will demonstrate cross‑cultural perspectives and knowledge of other societies.  They will possess sufficient knowledge of various aspects of another culture, including the language, social and religious customs, aesthetic expression, geography, and intellectual and political history, to enable them to interact with individuals within that society from an informed perspective. They will possess an international viewpoint that will allow them to examine critically the culture of their own nation and to participate in global society.

3.
Students will use computer and information technology when appropriate. They will demonstrate knowledge of computer concepts and terminology. They will possess basic working knowledge of a computer operating system. They will be able to use at least two software tools, such as word processors, spreadsheets, database management systems, or statistical packages. They will be able to find information using computer searching tools.

4.
Students will express themselves clearly, logically. and precisely in writing and in speaking, and they will demonstrate competence in reading and listening. They will display the ability to write coherently in standard English; to speak well; to read, to understand, and to interpret the content of written materials in various disciplines; and to listen effectively and to understand different modes of communication.

5. Students will demonstrate knowledge of scientific and mathematical principles and proficiency in laboratory practices.  They will understand the basic concepts and principles underlying scientific methodology and be able to collect, analyze, and interpret data. They will learn a body of scientific knowledge and be able to judge the merits of arguments about scientific issues. They will be able to perform basic algebraic manipulations and to use fundamental algebraic concepts to solve word problems and equations. They will be able to use basic knowledge of statistics to interpret and to analyze data. They will be able to evaluate arguments based on quantitative data.

6.
Students will demonstrate knowledge of diverse cultural heritages in the arts, the humanities, and the social sciences. They will develop understanding of the relationships among the visual and performing arts, literature and languages, and history and the social sciences. Students will be versed in approaches appropriate to the study of those disciplines; they will identify and respond to a variety of aesthetic experiences and engage in critical thinking about diverse issues. They will be able to identify the components of and respond to aesthetic experiences in the visual and performing arts. They will develop knowledge of world literature within its historical and cultural frameworks. They will understand modem issues within a historical context and the role of the individual in various forms of societies and governments.


7.
Students will demonstrate the ability to analyze, to evaluate, and to make inferences from oral, written. and visual materials.  They will be skilled in inquiry, logical reasoning, and critical analysis. They will be able to acquire and evaluate relevant information, analyze arguments, synthesize facts and information, and offer logical arguments leading to creative solutions to problems.

8. 
Students will demonstrate knowledge of principles of ethics and their employment in the analysis and resolution of moral problems. They will recognize and understand issues in applied ethics. They will understand their own value systems in relation to other value systems. They will judge values and practices in a variety of disciplines.

Each area of the core has designed courses that meet one or more of these outcomes as indicated by the core matrices.  However, until recently, these outcomes were not available on the VSU website, and not all syllabi for core classes list these outcomes.
QUALITY: SATISFACTORY
As defined in the University System of Georgia Academic Affairs Handbook, quality consists of the following: “measures of excellence. Quality indicators may include, but are not limited to, attainment of student learning outcomes, a comparison of program elements relative to internal and external benchmarks, resources, accreditation criteria, relevant external indicators of program success (e.g., license and certification results, placement in graduate schools, job placement, and awards and honors received by the program), and other standards.” http://www.usg.edu/academics/handbook/section2/2.03/2.03.05.phtml

According to the VSU CPR document, to measure productivity, programs should look at the following factors:
Quality of the Program as Defined by Program Guidelines and/or Accreditation Standards in the Discipline

One of the difficulties in assessing the quality of a general education curriculum liess in the diversity of courses offered in that curriculum.  All departments have indicated that courses they offer in the core are designed to meet the program guidelines as defined by the University System of Georgia and by VSU’s own general education outcomes.  Some programs also produce standardized syllabi for some core courses.
However, some of the subcommittees also examined disciplinary standards as set by professional organizations.  For example, the Chemistry program has been approved by the Committee on Professional Training of the American Chemical Society, the equivalent of accreditation. In Area A, the composition classes do adhere to many of the recommendations of the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE). Following NCTE guidelines, much of the writing instruction offered in composition classes adopts the recommended multi-stage process: pre-writing, developing and organizing, revising and editing, etc.  However, the program does not follow NCTE guidelines for class size and workload.  The NCTE recommends that faculty should not be assigned more than 12 hours per week in classroom teaching, yet full-time temporary faculty at VSU regularly teach 15 hour loads. Additionally, NCTE guidelines suggest that writing teachers should have no more than 60 writing students per semester; an instructor with 5 courses will normally have 125.  The NCTE also recommends that writing classes should have between 15-20 students; course caps at VSU are regularly set at 25 (actual averages over the five-year period of the report are 24.25 for ENGL 1101 and 23.97 for ENGL 1102).

Some of the subcommittees also examined the course requirements in their areas at other USG institutions and discovered variations that VSU might want to explore further.  For example, in its required courses in Area E, VSU shares a model common to over half of the state universities and two-year institutions.  However, the other regional university and the research universities utilize a different model with more elective courses and fewer required courses.  VSU may also want to explore how its requirements measure up in relation to our benchmark peer institutions.
Quality of the Faculty

The instructional quality of faculty teaching core classes seems high. All areas report that over 70% of the core courses are taught by full-time (as opposed to adjunct) faculty members. However, the term “full-time faculty” does not always designate tenured or tenure-track faculty status or those faculty possessing the terminal degree in their field.  For example, full-time temporary instructors teach an increasing proportion of ENGL 1101 and 1102 courses, while professors and adjuncts teach a proportionally smaller share. The same trend holds true for the core math classes; the percentage of full-time temporary instructors that teach core area courses has increased sharply in MATH 1101, 1111, and 1113 while the percentage of professors teaching those courses has dropped correspondingly. Many of these faculty members are teaching five courses per semester.
Additionally, most programs report that they do not have any formal system to help new faculty prepare to teach in the core curriculum.  Some departments use common textbooks and provide sample syllabi, others use departmental colloquia and mentoring, and faculty development funds are available for instructional improvement. 
Quality of VSU Facilities, Equipment, Learning Support Resources, and Practicum Placements Supporting the Program
Recent renovations as well as new facilities have helped to ensure that the classroom, lecture, and laboratory spaces are in relatively good condition. As many as 80% of VSU classroom facilities are “smart,” i.e., they are equipped with an instructor computer, DVD/VCR, LCD projector, and screen. However, some departments, such as Art and Music in Area C, have space and currency problems, and the infused technology is not always fully integrated or reliable. Adequate space may also be a looming problem. For example, many courses in Areas D and E have begun to offer larger sections to meet growing enrollment needs and have experienced difficulties in locating classrooms that will accommodate this growth.

Learning support resources continue to grow with the introduction of the Student Success Center in Fall 2006; data is now being collected to gauge how this new center affects both student success and retention.  Many programs also offer resources on their homepages to assist students in core classes; for example, two websites are available for students in Area D geology classes: http://fossils.valdosta.edu and http://geohistory.valdosta.edu.
 Quality of Research, Scholarship, and Creative Endeavors

VSU has an extremely productive faculty, and many faculty members publish, present, and participate in activities relevant to the core classes they teach, but it difficult to gauge precise numbers.
Quality of the University’s Annual Financial Investment in the Program’s Operation and Growth

It is also difficult to gauge the University’s financial investment in the program; however, as mentioned earlier, in many of the departments that offer a significant number of courses in the core, faculty FTE comprises over 50% of the departmental faculty FTE. Additionally, VSU has added a number of new faculty lines over these past years to assist departments which offer core curriculum courses. Therefore, VSU has invested significantly in faculty resources.
Quality of Program Advising, Enrollment Management, and Student Services for this Program
There are few measures to ascertain student satisfaction with advising, particularly for the core classes. In the focus groups, the consensus was that advising in the major area was better than in the core.  Additionally, little data is collected to indicate the quality of advising.  Advisor training has largely been decentralized, relegated to individual colleges and departments.
Similar difficulties were expressed about enrollment management, which most areas report consists mainly in monitoring enrollments.  Units report that they do not receive consistent data with which to make scheduling decisions. However, more of this data has been made available through the BANNER system in recent years.
The University offers a wide range of student services; however, it is hard to determine how many students in the core (as opposed to majors) are taking advantage of these services.

Quality of Diversity and Global Perspectives in the Curriculum, Faculty, and Students of the Program

An overview of the VSU curriculum shows that many of the courses do offer a variety of diverse perspectives.  For example, Area C courses are particularly strong in addressing the global perspective with courses in foreign language and culture, world religions, and world literature.  Many of the other courses have global elements as well.  Study Abroad programs are also available for many Area C classes.  Similarly, the Area B courses are specifically designed to offer diverse and global perspectives. Of the 61 PERS courses listed in the 2004-2005 undergraduate catalogue, 74% referenced specific international, global, or multicultural aspects within these courses. Course evaluations indicate that 73% of students report that PERS classes significantly helped them better understand their social or cultural environment. In Area E, 11 of the 19 courses offered (57.9%), meet the diversity outcome.

While the curriculum is diverse, the faculty is not always as diverse as the student body: 90% of VSU faculty are white; 5% African American; 5% other.  55% are male; 45% are female. These differences may be even more pronounced in specific areas.  For example, among Area E faculty, only 31% offering Area E courses were female (compared to 62% in the student body), 4% of faculty were African-American (compared to 21% in the student body).  However, 7% of the faculty were born outside of the United States (compared to 2% international students).

Quality: Exceptional Achievements and Honors of the Program’s Students, Graduates and Faculty

Most of the coursework for the Honors Program occurs in the core curriculum, and Valdosta State University does have Honors Societies for first- and second-year students.  Undergraduate research is also actively pursued at VSU.  While much of that research may take place primarily in upper division courses, some students from core classes have presented their findings either in papers or poster sessions at the annual Undergraduate Research Symposium. The only specific award opportunity listed by any of the subcommittees was the English Department essay contest open to students in Area A and C classes.
Quality: General Success of the Program’s Graduates

While measures exist to track the success of VSU graduates, no specific measures are in place to ascertain the general success of students after they exit the core curriculum and enter their major program of study.

Quality: Stakeholder Satisfaction with the Program

While course evaluations, the focus group and alumni surveys indicated general satisfaction with the program, VSU does not consistently collect data specifically to indicate how satisfied students are with their general education experience.
Quality: Selectivity and Academic Achievement of Students and Graduates in the Program

VSU students continue to raise their performance level in the Regents’ Test required by the University System of Georgia.  In 2000, 79.4 percent of VSU students passed the essay examination, compared to 85.7 percent in 2005.  At the same time, the combined SAT of entering VSU freshmen rose from 1012 in 2000 to 1028 in 2005. The average freshman GPA increased from 2.84 in 2001 to 2.88 in 2005; the average sophomore GPA increased from 2.58 to 2.62 in the same period.

Quality of the Program’s Responsiveness to Change and Improvement
A number of departments report continuing changes in their core offerings as a result of assessment practices. For example, the decisions to deactivate several Area C offerings were the result of departmental assessments, and the English Department has initiated an ad hoc committee charged with developing consistency in content and evaluation of its core classes.
II. Recommendations for Improving Program Productivity

List the most important recommendations for improving the program’s productivity.

(1) Develop a better administrative system to oversee the core curriculum. This system could ensure the following:
* that all departments and programs have the appropriate data to make scheduling decisions about core curriculum classes (see item #4 below)
*that departments and programs are given clear expectations about the number of courses they are expected to offer and the times at which these courses need to be offered

*that departments’ and programs’ resource needs (both in personnel and budget) are clearly tied to expectations for core teaching

*that accountability measures exist so that core curriculum needs are met

(2) Prepare more materials (and continue to work on clarifying current materials) to help publicize and explain the core curriculum to students and faculty.  The Office for Academic Affairs has already added a “Core Curriculum” link on its homepage, but all departments should strive to make sure that all their advising materials are up-to-date and accurate. All course syllabi should include General Education outcomes and how the course helps to meet those outcomes.  Special efforts may need to be made to educate students (and faculty) about the institutional options area of the core (Area B).

(3) Explore further ways to lessen course withdrawal rates whether through targeting certain courses for specialized intervention, imposing limitations on the number of withdrawals a student can make, or shortening the withdrawal period.
(4) Continue to work on making sure that departments teaching core courses have easy access to data to help them make decisions about needed numbers of classes and faculty:
*enrollment projections
*withdrawal rates

*grade distributions

*average number of semesters for students to complete Areas A-E

(5) Computerize the course substitution system so that data can be more clearly      tracked.

III. Recommendations for Improving Program Quality

List the most important recommendations for improving the program’s quality.

Strategic Planning Principle #1 from the Board of Regents contains the following as Action Step 1:

Restructure the USG core curriculum requirements to focus on a common set of content and performance outcomes that reflect the knowledge and skill needs of an educated person in the 21st century.

An outcomes-based core curriculum framework will focus USG general education requirements on a set of strategic decisions about what students should know and be able to do in specific knowledge and skill areas (“content outcomes”) and establish student performance expectations (“performance outcomes”) for the completion of core curriculum requirements.
(1) With the above mandate in mind, VSU must carefully explore its current core and define its content and performance outcomes in each area. Therefore, VSU should appoint a General Education Assessment Committee (with representatives from each of the five major areas) to begin discussion of appropriate assessment measures, either for each outcome or for each core area.  This committee can identify which courses in the core might serve as points to conduct assessments on specific outcomes.

(2) This group should also explore whether the current core curriculum adequately meets the needs of VSU students.  Several subcommittees have advocated possible redistributions of hours among the areas and also within areas.
(3) Develop training for all faculty members (whether full or part-time) for both teaching core-level classes and advising in the core.

(4) Further explore diversity in core classes to examine if more recruitment and retention work may be required.

(5) Add further faculty excellence awards as recognition for superlative teaching or advising in core classes.
(6) Create additional student awards applicable to performance in core curriculum classes.

APPENDIX A : Strategic Planning Principle #1
Summary of Strategic Actions
  Board of Regents Planning Retreat

 STATEMENT OF PLANNING PRINCIPLE

As a result of its strategic actions, the University System will re-examine its general education curriculum, renew its commitment to a liberal arts education for this century, and improve the quality of undergraduate teaching and learning.

GENERAL EDUCATION FOR THE 21ST CENTURY

The undergraduate experience in higher education is built upon the  foundation of the liberal arts and sciences—disciplines that crystallize knowledge of the natural and human world and foster habits of mind and skills that prepare students for leading informed, intelligent lives. This liberal arts foundation is often referred to as “general education” and is typically grounded in a “core curriculum” that all undergraduate students must complete.

Over time, the liberal arts foundation of higher education has evolved in response to new and emerging social needs. Thus, it is not surprising that significant changes in the 21st century, propelled by advances in technology and the emergence of a global, knowledge driven economy, have caused educators to again examine ways in which the liberal arts foundation of higher education can effectively respond to contemporary educational needs.

In addition to its traditional emphasis on reasoning, communication and quantitative skills and basic knowledge of the human and natural world, general education in the 21st century must also focus on producing graduates with the following characteristics:

   •global literacy, sensitivity to other cultures, and proficiency in foreign language;

   •proficiency in managing, interpreting, and validating new sources of information;

   •ability to be inventive, think creatively, and to move with ease across disciplinary boundaries; and

   •ability to work in teams and to communicate effectively with people from different backgrounds and cultures.

Although the USG Council on General Education approved a statement in 2004 that acknowledges some of these new knowledge and skill areas, they are not systematically reflected in the USG core curriculum framework. The current framework was developed ten years ago as part of the semester conversion process and needs to be re-examined.

Strategic Actions

   Action 1

Restructure the USG core curriculum requirements to focus on a common set of content and performance outcomes that reflect the knowledge and skill needs of an educated person in the 21st century.

An outcomes-based core curriculum framework will focus USG general education requirements on a set of strategic decisions about what students should know and be able to do in specific knowledge and skill areas (“content outcomes”) and establish student performance expectations (“performance outcomes”) for the completion of core curriculum requirements.

   Action 2

Pilot the use of an appropriate assessment instrument (or instruments) that aligns with USG core curriculum content and performance standards.

As a supplement to curriculum-embedded assessment, the system-wide administration of a standardized general education assessment instrument or instruments will provide a system-wide snapshot of student learning in the core curriculum, pinpoint curricular

   weaknesses and monitor improvement over time.

IMPROVING QUALITY—OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

To meet the complex demands and challenges that await them, students need   educational experiences that are intellectually challenging, personally empowering,

and eminently useful. Curricular content is important, but even the best designed

curriculum will be ineffective in the absence of a strong focus on the quality of

undergraduate instruction and the creation of exemplary learning opportunities for

students. Hence, the USG strategic focus on the core curriculum should be complemented by a focus on educational initiatives that support these and other desired outcomes and provide support and reward for faculty members who make meaningful contributions to undergraduate student learning and success.

 Strategic Actions

 Action 3

Support pilot programs on campuses that link the general education curriculum or study  in the major to integrative and transformative learning experiences that can be assessed and replicated at other USG institutions.

Classroom based learning can be powerfully enhanced by experientially based learning—for example, through participation in a faculty guided research or creative project, a team-based field experience, a study abroad program, or an interdisciplinary learning community. The USG should strive to increase the availability of such opportunities

for its undergraduate students.

 Action 4

Refine current descriptions of faculty work to include faculty contributions in areas such as student advising, experiential learning, mentoring, instructional innovation, the scholarship of teaching and learning, and collaborative institutional planning aimed

at improving student learning.

Shared understandings of faculty work, and the value of that work, affect faculty workload and institutional reward practices. Thus it is critical to appropriately recognize faculty work that is integral to effective undergraduate instruction and student learning.

Action 5

Create a Regents’ distinguished teaching faculty title to be granted by the Board of Regents in recognition of outstanding undergraduate instruction.

The USG sends powerful messages to faculty through its system of recognition and support. Currently, there are several honorific regents titles reserved exclusively for star research faculty at research institutions but no analogous titles for star teaching

faculty. Faculty members honored with a distinguished teaching faculty title could, with funding support, lead campus and system faculty development initiatives aimed at improving undergraduate instruction and student learning.
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Subcommittee 1 (Area A—Essential Skills)


7 members

(1) Department of English  (2): 

Chere Peguesse cpeguess@valdosta.edu 

*Mark Smith marksmit@valdosta.edu 

(2) Department of Mathematics and Computer Science  (2):

Andreas Lazari alazari@valdosta.edu  


Greg Harrell gharrell@valdosta.edu 
(3) College of Nursing: 

Delane Flowers dflowers@valdosta.edu 

(4) College of Business:

 Ed Walker edwalker@valdosta.edu  

(5) College of Education: 

Maggie Roberts mroberts@valdosta.edu 

Subcommittee 2 (Area B—Institutional Options)

7 members
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(1) Institutional Options Coordinator:

^Cheri Tillman cgtilma@valdosta.edu 

(2) College of the Arts (2): 

Lai Orenduff lorenduff@valdosta.edu 
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(3) College of Arts and Sciences (2): 
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Cathy Badura cbadura@valdosta.edu  replaced by Melanie Byrd for Fall 2006

(4) Department Heads Council: 

Ed Chatelain echatela@valdosta.edu 
 (5) Academic Committee: 

*Kathe Lowney klowney@valdosta.edu 

Subcommittee 3 (Area C—Humanities/Fine Arts)

7 members

(1) Department of English: 

Jane Kinney jkinney@valdosta.edu 

(2) Department of Modern and Classical Languages: 

Sandra Walker swalker@valdosta.edu 

(3) Department of Communication Arts: 

*Charles Beadle cbeadle@valdosta.edu 

(4) Department of Music: 

Susan Eischied seischie@valdosta.edu 

(5) Department of Art: 

Paula McNeill pmcneill@valdosta.edu 

(6) Department of Philosophy: 

Michael Stoltzfus mjstoltz@valdosta.edu 
(7) Women’s Studies Program: 

^Tracy Meyers tmeyers@valdosta.edu  

Subcommittee 4 (Area D—Science, Mathematics, and Technology)
7 members

(1) Department of Physics, Astronomy, and Geosciences: 

*Martha Leake mleake@valdosta.edu  
(2) Department of Biology: 
Jim Nienow jnienow@valdosta.edu 
(3) Department of Chemistry : 

^Donna Gosnell dgosnell@valdosta.edu 

(4)   Department of Mathematics and Computer Science: 

Sudhir Goel sgoel@valdosta.edu  
(4) College of Nursing: 

Selen Lauterbach shlauterbach@valdosta.edu 

(6) College of Education: 

Brian Gerber blgerber@valdosta.edu 

(7) Pre-Engineering Program: 
Barry Hojjatie bhojjati@valdosta.edu  

Subcommittee 5 (Area E—Social Sciences)


7 members


(1) Department of Political Science: 

*David Hill davhill@valdosta.edu 
(2) Department of History: 

^Paul Riggs priggs@valdosta.edu  
(3) Department of Sociology, Anthropology, and Criminal Justice: 

Ginger Macheski macheski@valdosta.edu 

(4) Department of Physics, Astronomy, and Geosciences: 

Michael Noll mgnoll@valdosta.edu 
(5) Department of Economics: 

Zulal Denaux zdenaux@valdosta.edu 

(6) Department of Psychology: 

Bob Bauer bbauer@valdosta.edu 
(8) African American Studies Program: 

Calvin Walker cawalker@valdosta.edu 
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