Please comment on any aspect of the survey you just completed.

The new program objectives are too vague. Many of the stated "learning outcomes" are just restatements of the objectives, so they are not really outcomes at all, and they are so vague that there are no tools to evaluate whether the student has achieved them. I'm not sure what the plan is for these objectives, but I do not see how they are going to help formulate a comprehensive general education program.

The diversity goal will be met for education students as part of the required coursework for teacher certification.  We must teacher our students how to meet state standards for certification.  We cannot expand our curriculum and further.  I would hope that our students could meet the general education requirements and their teacher certification requirements at the same time.  Do not add another layer that overlaps existing program requirements.

I think we're average to above average in most areas. I do see a huge need to improve our math instruction at the general education level. I see huge discrepancies in student outcomes in this area.  Many students struggle and I'm not sure that is always reflective of the students, themselves.  My student advisees tend to complain that they are not able to interact with their math professors as often as they would like. The math center is EXCEPTIONAL... and I wish more students would utilize it.  I just also think we need to do more in the classes, too, to be sure students are engaged and connecting.  Also, I do not understand at all why MATH 108 does not fulfill general education requirements.  This just does not seem like it's in the best interest of the general student population.  That is a very comprehensive difficult class and a stepping stone for many.  It should fulfill a GE goal.  ALso, I think our students are falling short of the mark in writing abilities.

I don't like the stated outcomes for the humanities, sciences, and social sciences because they are either highly technical or subject to numerous interpretations, depending on the discipline.

English classes are especially lacking. When the students come into our program many cannot write well and certainly cannot use APA format correctly even with help from the writing center. We are a professional program and when students graduate they are expected to be able to write and communicate professionally. We work with many to get them more up to speed, but they should be coming with these basic writing skills (which they are lacking) and we as their professors are correcting spelling, grammar, and sentence structure. 

In my opinion, we should not engage in social engineering by demanding that students have diversity training.   And although the goals of understanding other cultures are laudable and appropriate, it strikes this professor that by ranking diversity training at the same level as reading, writing, and 'rithmetic, as being grossly misplaced.  This professor would instead propose that we require students to pass a 201/202 level course in a foreign language, such as Spanish.  Being able to read literature and poetry in that language will go far more towards informing the student of another culture than countless workshops on diversity training.  I will end this comment by saying it is thoroughly unacceptable to have nonacademic officers set the agenda for the goals of the curriculum.  And the curriculum council should resist these trendy, but highly inappropriate, influences.

Remove Goal 3

"The intent of the survey is confusing.  

I rated many of the science questions at a low level, in large part because mixing health sciences with natural sciences does not serve students' need to understand how the scientific world works.  Health science and natural sciences are different beasts and should not be intermixed in the general education scheme"

I don't see how filling in the bubbles here provides much helpful information.  I think my main concern with respect to the outcomes here is that they remain vague with respect to the need for student _written work_ in achieving the outcomes.  If courses consisting entirely of multiple-choice exams are interepreted as fulfilling these goals, then the outcomes will not be achieved (though we can pretend they have been).  It is important, I think, to build into the goals a requirement for student written work.  No course without _significant_ written work (essays, essay exams, lab reports, etc.) should qualify to meet any general education goal.

Although "diversity" seems to be in vogue these days among the liberal establishment, it is not necessarily something we need to force upon our students.  Kowtowing to the radical left is not a way to ensure the future of either our people or our country.

"I believe each area of the survey needed better explanation.  Perhaps a brief summation of each major area should have been included.  I felt as though I was repeating the same information in both parts.  

The survey was difficult to interpret and it did not include the background information.  I believe the instrument should have been worded in a manner that was easy to comprehend."

I do not see a need to establish a GE requirement on Diversity.

Anything we can do to lower the gen ed requirements would be a good thing.

The outcomes are stated in such general language that they are virtually unmeasureable.  

The survery is set up such that I do not know how you could answer any question other than with a "5"? 

"crtical thinking in all areas seems to be lacking

students have difficulty in applying areas to different disciplines"

Communication outcomes seem to meet very minimal expectation.

"I am strongly in favor of including diversity goals in the general education objectives and appreciate the committee's efforts to rethink general education at ISU.  

Overall I find several of the descriptions a bit vague and somewhat oddly organized (particularly the first repetitive one).  When I write objectives and outcomes I try to avoid an undefined term like ""understand"" in favor of more concrete active verbs, some of which appeared in some of the outcomes (""apply"", ""analyze"", ""interpret"").  Even some of the uses of those terms in an outcome seem vague - especially the same three used repeatedly under fine arts, humanities, social sciences.  

I am specifically concerned that in mathematics students must first recognize it as a language in order to more fully learn to use it as such (which is not suggested by the wording here), that the first outcome is again too vague, and that perhaps the outcomes do not go far enough in stating what we should be striving to have students be able to do."

The general question needs to be refined and defined.  How should we determine if the outcome satisfies the requirement? By student performance?

When I teach courses in the 300 level, students still do not know how to write a paper.  I have to go over basic structures, MLA formating and other skills that they were supposed to have learned in English 101 / 102.  Students also lack the skills to critically use outside sources.  

This was difficult to rate.  I see some students who are able to generalize content to upper division courses and be able to think critically and reflectively.  However, students often do not seem to be able to think critically, generalize information from one course to another and apply concepts.  I think our general education courses do a great job providing a breadth of knowledge, but I get concerned about the depth in terms of learning, critical thinking and application.  

"I think that the new objective highlighting ""diversity"" is ridiculous.  It is just political indoctrination masquerading as ""instruction"".  Genetically, physiologically, and biochemically humans are essentially identical.  The variation within racial-social-national groups is much greater than the variation between groups.  This fetish with ""diversity"" should not be foisted upon students.

Regarding the General Education requirements in general, I hope that the list of courses will reflect the vast array of intellectual offerings present at this university.  Currently the General Ed program is a jobs program for under-performing departments in the College of Arts and Sciences.  It is time that this strangle-hold was broken and the General Education requirements were broadened to include course offerings from Engineering, KHP, Pharmacy, Technology, etc.  If we want some ""diversity"" around here, why don't we try having some course diversity for the General Ed program."

General education courses do not do a good job of integrating knowledge  among the classes and health professions do not integrate general education in their courses. We spend too much time focused on fact memorization rather than "application" and higher order thinking. 

I do not think these "objectives" are superior to the existing general education "goals."  That isn't to say that the existing goals couldn't be improved/streamlined--just that this isn't an improvement.  The current goals lend themselves towards being satisfied by a specific group of courses and it is very unclear from these new "objectives" how they will be satisfied by coursework.  For example,  Objective 1B is extremely vague.  In general, students should improve their critical thinking skills in ALL general education coursework--whether math, science, literature, philosophy, art, etc.  On the other hand, Objective 1D is overly specific.  No other objective has outcomes that specific and I am curious as to why this one does--it reads more like a course syllabus.  Again, however, these skills should be covered in ALL disciplines, but are especially relevant to writing and could be covered under Objective 1A.   I am also concerned with the word "basic" in Objective 1C.  Obviously all general education courses are taught at an introductory level, so why single out mathematics for including the word "basic."  The word "basic" implies math skills that are below the college level--basic arithmetic and simple algebra.  In general, it seems like Objectives 1B, 1D, and possibly 3 should be addressed in ALL general education courses--or at least incorporated as outcomes under some of the other objectives.  I am also concerned in Objective 2B about the addition of "Applied and Health Sciences" to "Natural Sciences."  Why are "Applied and Health Sciences" part of GENERAL education requirements?  General education requirements give every student a broad background in the liberal arts, with emphasis on practicing thinking/writing/analyzing skills  in a variety of theoretical disciplines.  We don't use general education requirements as job preparation for specific careers.  There are no general education requirements in business, education, or engineering.  So, why include "Applied and Health Sciences" in the general education program?  Finally, I do not see how the existing Goal 11 is addressed in these new objectives.  Political/economic understanding is too important to the undergraduate general education to be included under a larger umbrella of "social sciences" unless specifically addressed by a learning outcome.  Similarly foreign language should probably be specifically addressed as an outcome in the "diversity" objective.

"The overall structure of three objectives with sub-objectives and outcomes for each seems good.

Three of the four parts of Objective 1 are clear and definite, but 1B is unclear, romantic, and unassessable. The outcome ""I. Apply logical, critical, and reflective thinking skills"" is not a measurable outcome at all, and ""reflective thinking"" is silly. ""II. Comprehend and interpret existing information and scholarly works"" is already present in outcomes for other objectives. ""III. Articulate new understandings or connections"" is so vague, both as concept and as framework for assessment, that I cannot imagine how anyone would propose it. Objective 1B should just be eliminated, and what remained would be a strong, clear objective.

Objective 2 is good. I would prefer that b. just said ""Sciences,"" since the modifiers ""Natural, applied, or health"" reflect ISU politics rather than pure thought and read that way.

Objective 3 seems very rough. First, I doubt that our objective really is broad knowledge of diverse communities. Rather, we are just shooting for broad understanding. Outcome I feels like a first approximation to something that could be more precise. Shouldn't that be to recognize different groups, their perspectives, and their values rather than recognizing characteristics? The current statement sounds like the objective is classification. Outcome II also feels like a first approximation. Which is inherent, the attributes or the influence? I think attributes is probably what is meant. But we do not want to come up with a science of how those attributes influence anything, do we? Also, the long list is awkward and suggests departmental interests. I am not sure that what is intended by Outcome III really differs from what is intended by Outcome II, and ""for effective communication"" is puzzling.

As a second approximation for Objective 3, I propose:

Program Objective 3: Broad understanding of diverse communities.

Student learning outcomes:

I. Identify communities that share common cultures, perspectives, or concerns within larger societies.

II. Use knowledge of diverse communities to analyze contemporary or historical issues."

The explanation of the of the survey instrument could have been clearer.  Not entirely sure that I understand what we were being asked to evaluate, particularly in part two of the survey.

"As Gen Ed. requirements are reviewed, I believe there needs to be a component on Technology Literacy that should be added. This is a HUGE whole missing in our Gen. Ed. requirements that hinders teaching in all aspects from basic Word Processing to Computer Information, and even Web surfing for valid information. 

This survey felt very repetitive. "

"Objective 3 is not written in the same style as the others.  I suggest:

1. Recognize the defining characteristics of diverse communities.

2.  Describe the influence of attributes inherent in diverse communities.

3.  Apply understanding of diverse perspectives to address current issues.

Other comments about the Objectives.

Objective 1 could be met by writing and speaking and math intensive courses from discipline-areas in Objective 2 (arts, humanities, social and behavioral sciences, sciences).

Not clear about distribution of courses that meet each objective... who decides?

The proposed diversity goal is simply a political correctness goal.

I do not see adequate attention to thinking performance levels and to what is necessary to move students from one level to another.

"I do not understand why the history of science is important for a goal of understanding science.  While the history of science is fun and interesting, it is not really relevant to understanding the science.

I also do not understand Program Objective 3.  Isn't this just history, sociology, anthropology etc... and isn't this already covered by Program Obejective 2?  I do not think it needs to be raised to a seperate objective.  I am not sure for what this will be used but do not use objective three to increase the number of courses that a student is required to take.  ISU needs to decrease the number of required credit not increase the number of required credits."

Goal 3 is a misdirected attempt to impose ideology

"1.  combining health with phys and biol sciences as a 'goals' requirement would be a major disservice to our students.  Health science differs fundamentally from phys and life sciences in that it focuses on sympmtoms, diagnoses and treatments, whereas phys and life sciences focus on processes and pathways.  Blurring those differences would be a major mistake.

2.  why is there no discussion or questions about Foreign (or Native) Lang?  At least two years of FL should be a basic university requirement for all students (note: I'm housed in a sciences program).  Not having a FL requirement would be a major disservice to our students.  This has little/nothing to do with reading foreign journals (as in the past).  It has everything to do with being a professional in any increasingly professinoally international world.  It is also imperative for any real insight into foreign cultures."

"math 123 is too weak a course to satisfy a math gen ed.

students pass eng 101 and 102 with unacceptable English skills. A higher bar is needed in these courses."

Very difficult to impossible to answer questions.  Example: The learning objectives were broad such as Fine Arts and Humanities.  And then the outcomes just referenceed learning something about the "discipline."  I do not think of such a broad area as a discipline.  Yes, there are disciplines within broad areas.  What are students supposed to learn about Fine Arts & Humanities?  Questions are too, too broad.  And this is only one example.  

I was happy to see Objective 3.

This is the most poorly designed survey I think I have ever seen.  It is unclear what the questions are actually pertaining to and what the choice of responses actually refers to as well.  This survey is incomprehensible.  I strongly urge you to rewrite and repeat this survey if you are actually interested in getting useful feedback.  If all you want to do is be able to say that you actually asked for faculty input, I guess you can use the results from this survey.

"Many students arrive woefully unprepared for university.  Although intelligent, many lack the skills and background to pass some of their basic classes.  Further, some students have learning disabilities which have gone undiagnosed until now and then wreak havoc at the university level. Many students find themselves failing core classes because they have so much catching up to do.  While much of this is the fault of primary and secondary education, reducing goal classes is not the answer. If anything, they need more education, not less.

Regardless of the students' preparedness, it is still appropriate of our institution  to provide our students with the broadest possible education because we never know where they may end up.  Reducing goal requirements will ultimately compromise the students' education, our integrity as an institution and it will come back to haunt us.  

"

What the students need most and are in danger of losing is further practice in writing papers.  Courses which fulfill distribution requirements, except for science and math classes should require a fair amount of writing.  Science classes which fulfill distribution classes should include actual lab work.

I didn't see anything that addressed the importance of languages other than English to the general knowledge expected of a college degree.  Foreign language study needs to be part of our goals, and actually develops the skills of many of our students who already have some exposure to cultures outside of the US.  

This survey could not possibly be used as a tool to evaluate the effectiveness of the current general education requirements. Because there are multiple classes that can be used to meet the requirements, a proper evaluation would need to include a reference to those classes that do fulfill those specific requirements. Some classes will be effective, others will not.

