Educational Policy Committee (EPC)

April 8, 2009
Present:  Professors CJ Koepp, Ted Lossowski, Ernie Olson, and Sandy Shilepsky; Student Representative Martina DiMeglio '10; Dean Leslie Miller-Bernal; Associate Dean Cindy Speaker; and former trustee Gail Kitch (via phone beginning at 10:15am).
The meeting was called to order at 10:00am. 
1. Discussion and approval of minutes from March 25, 2009 meeting
Motion made and seconded to approve the minutes with minor corrections. Motion carried.

2. Discussion of open meeting to be scheduled
The Committee agreed that Wednesday, April 29th at 4:30pm would be the best date for the next open meeting to discuss general education.

3. Continuation of the review of reports from the general education subcommittees
The Committee started with discussion of the report from the subcommittee on formal reasoning.  The chair of the subcommittee in opening remarks indicated that the committee was trying to be practical, working with what we do now including the distribution requirements, in developing its proposal.  If the subcommittee had been working with the ideal, the group would have brought forward a proposal that required students to do both a logic and critical thinking course (or its equivalent) and a mathematics course (or its equivalent).
Issues and questions raised during discussion included:

· What exactly is meant by formal reasoning? Does number 1 of the learning objectives capture the essence of what we mean by formal reasoning?
· Why is lab science the focus of the applied formal reasoning course? 
· The idea of putting the philosophy option in the applied category.

· How do the learning objectives and the requirements go together? Objectives specifically mention quantitative competence and use of technology.

· Concern of how small majors would roster courses that would fulfill requirements.

· The recommendation from the subcommittee reaffirms the status quo.

· How do we know the current requirements are succeeding?
· Could majors be involved in making critical judgments about whether or not their students are satisfying learning objectives? Can major fields develop these skills? Could ask major fields how they would or do develop students’ applied formal reasoning abilities.

· The need to be intentional.

· Is critical thinking the same as applied formal reasoning?

· Testing students for math placement.

· Faculty concern that increasing formal reasoning requirements as part of general education would take away from the ability to meet the needs of majors. Example used was if philosophy was required to offer more logic courses it would reduce their ability to offer ethics which is critical for some majors. Should ethics be a requirement for general education?

· Remediation not seen as something attractive.

· Proposal under discussion relies on the distribution requirements continuing.

· If the current requirements continue, there’s a need to rationalize them better.

· Student concern that upper-level course offerings in the major are not as available as needed in order to graduate in four years. But some members of the Middle States visiting team found that the number of special topics and upper-level courses in the majors were greater than necessary given our size and curriculum.

·  Concern that the curriculum feels under-theorized; especially of concern for students thinking of graduate school.

· Rather than using the term general education which has the connotation for some that it’s something you do early in the college years and “get out of the way,” idea of using “ongoing education”. The importance of thinking of learning objectives for all graduates and what might be covered in the major.

· It would be difficult to present where we are on this requirement.

· Given the learning objectives – they really lead to three courses; concern given the number of credits required for certain majors; how do majors fulfill these learning objectives. 

· Use of “appropriate technology” in the learning objectives allows differences depending on majors. Perhaps could use “appropriate quantitative reasoning,” “appropriate formal reasoning.”
· Students don’t necessarily separate their courses into gen ed, major, and courses they want to take.

· Formal reasoning requirement could be met by specific courses in gen ed and applied formal reasoning met through the major.

· Standard 12 of Middle States specifically mentions quantitative skills as part of general education.

Recap of the major issues:  (1) a combined requirement – formal reasoning and quantitative skills; (2) practical considerations; (3) what might be at the expense of implementing certain requirements; (4) assumption of other requirements.
Sandy agreed to develop a diagram to share with the Committee that captures what the requirements could be and rationalizes what we’re doing.
The meeting adjourned at 11:10am.

Respectfully submitted,

Associate Dean Speaker
