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THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY 

The University Faculty Senate 

AGENDA 

Tuesday, October 21, 2014 – 1:30 p.m. 

112 Kern Graduate Building 

 

Senators are reminded to bring their PSU ID card to swipe in a card reader to record attendance. 

 

In the event of severe weather conditions or other emergencies that would necessitate the cancellation of a 

Senate meeting, a communication will be posted on Penn State Live at http://live.psu.edu/. 
 

 

A.  MINUTES OF THE PRECEDING MEETING 

 

 Minutes of the September 9, 2014, Meeting in The Senate Record 48:1 

 

B. COMMUNICATIONS TO THE SENATE 

 

Senate Curriculum Report of October 7, 2014 Appendix A 

 

C. REPORT OF SENATE COUNCIL – Meeting of October 7,  2014 

 

D. ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE CHAIR 

 

E. COMMENTS BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY 

 

F. NEW BUSINESS  

  

G. FORENSIC BUSINESS 

 

 Forensic Report on Proposed Revisions to AD47 Appendix B 

 [20 minutes allocated for presentation and discussion] 

  

H. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

 

I. LEGISLATIVE REPORTS 

  

 Committees and Rules 

 

Revisions to the Constitution, Article II, Sections 3 and 5 (Membership) Appendix C  

 

Revisions to the Bylaws, Article II, Section 2 (Senate Council) and Article VII,  Appendix D 

Section 4 (Delegation of Authority)  

 

Revisions to the Standing Rules, Article II, Section 6 (e and i) (Standing  Appendix E 

Committee Structure) 

 

http://live.psu.edu/
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Revisions to the Bylaws, Article III, Section 3 (Election to the Senate) Appendix F 

Procedures for Retiree Senators 

 

Revisions to the Standing Rules, Article III, Section 7 Appendix G  

(Joint Faculty/Administrative Committee to Monitor Travel Policies) 

 

J. ADVISORY/CONSULTATIVE REPORTS 

   

K. INFORMATIONAL REPORTS 

 

General Education Planning and Oversight Task Force 

 

  A Progress Report to the University Faculty Senate Appendix H 

  [45 minutes allocated for presentation and discussion] 

 

Intercollegiate Athletics 

  

  Self-Study Report and Review of the Rawling’s Report* Appendix I 

 

Intra-University Relations 

  

  Student Transition Issues from the Commonwealth Campuses to University Park Appendix J 

  [15 minutes allocated for presentation and discussion] 

 

Libraries, Information Systems, and Technology 

 

  ScholarSphere Basics and One Button Studio (slide presentation included) Appendix K 

  [10 minutes allocated for presentation and discussion] 

 

Undergraduate Education 

 

  Summary of Petitions by College, Campus, and Unit 2013-2014* Appendix L 

   
*No presentation of reports marked with an asterisk 

 

L.   NEW LEGISLATIVE BUSINESS 

 

M.  COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE GOOD OF THE UNIVERSITY 
 

 

The next meeting of the University Faculty Senate will be held on Tuesday, December 9, 2014, 1:30 p.m., Room 112 Kern 

Graduate Building.   

 

All members of the Faculty Senate are asked to sit in their assigned seats for each Senate meeting.  The assignment of seats 

is made to enable the Senate Chair to distinguish members from visitors and to be able to recognize members 

appropriately.  Senators are reminded to wait for the microphone and identify themselves and their voting unit before 

speaking on the floor.  Members of the University community, who are not senators, may not speak at a Senate meeting 

unless they request and are granted the privilege of the floor from the Senate Chair at least five days in advance of the 

meeting.  
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COMMUNICATION TO THE SENATE 
 
 

DATE: October 8, 2014 
 
TO: Jonna M. Kulikowich, Chair, University Faculty Senate 
 
FROM: Judy Ozment, Chair, Senate Committee on Curricular Affairs 
  
 

The Senate Curriculum Report dated October 7, 2014 has been circulated 
throughout the University. Objections to any of the items in the report must be 
submitted to Julia Gibboney, curriculum coordinator, 101 Kern Graduate 
Building, 814-863-0996, jsg1@psu.edu, on or before November 6, 2014. 

The Senate Curriculum Report is available on the web and may be found at: 
http://www.senate.psu.edu/curriculum_resources/bluesheet/bluex.html 

 

   
 
  An Equal Opportunity University 

http://www.senate.psu.edu/curriculum_resources/bluesheet/bluex.html
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Date:    October 8, 2014 
 
From:  Timothy Balliett, Ethics Specialist, Office of Ethics and Compliance 
 
To:        Jonna M. Kulikowich, Chair, University Faculty Senate 
 
RE:       Forensic report on proposed revisions to AD47 
 
AD47: General Standards of Professional Ethics (http://guru.psu.edu/policies/AD47.html) was 
first enacted as PS95 in 1986, later renamed HR95, and finally AD47 in 1996.  There have been 
no substantial changes or revisions since its initial adoption in 1986.  Per Freeh 
Recommendation 2.8.2, “Review periodically all University policies for relevance, utility and 
necessity, and modify and rescind as possible,” Vice President for Administration Tom Poole, as 
the Policy Steward of AD47, has asked University Ethics Committee to review and revise AD47.   
 
The audience of AD47 in its current form is faculty, specifically professors.  Given current best 
practices in ethics and compliance, the results of The Pennsylvania State University Values and 
Culture Survey, and the development of the Penn State Values, the University Ethics Committee 
recommends the revision of AD47 to include two principle sections: (1) professional and ethical 
conduct standards that are common among all faculty, staff, administrators, and student 
employees, and (2) professional and ethical conduct standards that are specific to the 
respective roles of faculty, staff, administrators, and student employees. 
 
Given the importance AD47 may have in continuing to enhance the ethical climate of the 
University, the University Ethics Committee recommends discussion and review of proposed 
revisions during the drafting process with constituents affected by the revisions.   
 
Thus the University Ethics Committee recommends the formation of a consultative committee 
to aid in the University Ethics Committee’s drafting of revisions to AD47.  It is proposed that 
this consultative committee be comprised of: three faculty members (preferably selected by 
University Faculty Senate with expertise in ethics and compliance, faculty rights, organizational 
management and ethics), two staff members selected by the University Staff Advisory Council, 
one technical service employee selected by Teamsters No. 8, one graduate student employee 
selected by the Graduate and Professional Student Association, one associate general counsel 
selected by the Vice President and General Counsel, one employee from the Office of Research 
Protections, and one University administrator selected by the Vice President for 
Administration.  
 

http://guru.psu.edu/policies/AD47.html


 

 

The forensic will be facilitated by Regis Becker, Chief Ethics and Compliance Officer, and Tim 
Balliett, Ethics Specialist, both of the Office of Ethics and Compliance. 
Discussion will center on two questions: 
 
1. What input does University Faculty Senate have on revising AD47: General Standards of 

Professional Ethics, specifically regarding the University Ethics Committee’s proposal to 
include general professional conduct and ethics expectations that are common among all 
University faculty, staff, administrators, and student employees, as well as professional 
conduct and ethics expectations specific to the roles of faculty, staff, administrators, and 
student employees? 
 

2. What input does University Faculty Senate have on the proposed consultative committee to 
assist the University Ethics Committee in revising AD47: General Standards of Professional 
Ethics?  
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Penn State - Administrative 

Policy AD47 GENERAL STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL 

ETHICS 

Policy Steward: Vice President for Administration 

Contents: 

  Purpose  
  Statements  
  Further Information  
  Cross References  

 

PURPOSE:  

To set forth statements of general standards of professional ethics to serve as a reminder of the variety of 

obligations assumed by all members of the academic community 

STATEMENTS:  

I. Professors, guided by a deep conviction of the worth and dignity of the advancement of knowledge, 

recognize the special responsibilities placed upon them. Their primary responsibility to their respective 

subjects is to seek and to state the truth as they see it. To this end, they devote their energies to 

developing and improving their scholarly competence. They accept the obligation to exercise critical 

self-discipline and judgment in using, extending, and transmitting knowledge. They practice intellectual 

honesty. Although they may follow subsidiary interests, these interests must never seriously hamper or 

compromise their freedom of inquiry. 

II. As teachers, professors encourage the free pursuit of learning in their students. They hold before their 

students the best scholarly standards of their respective disciplines. They demonstrate respect for the 

student as an individual, and adhere to their proper role as intellectual guides and counselors. They make 

every reasonable effort to foster honest academic conduct and to assure that their evaluations of students 

reflect the students' true merit. They respect the confidential nature of the relationship between professor 

and student. They avoid any exploitation of students for private advantage and acknowledge significant 

assistance from them. They protect their students' academic freedom. 

III. As researchers/scholars, professors recognize that their goal is to discover, develop, and communicate 

new understanding. This goal is rarely achieved without making use of knowledge gained from others. 

Researchers must always exercise gracious and appropriate recognition of published work in the 

literature, conversations with colleagues, and the efforts of students who work under the researchers' 

guidance. They must be scrupulous in presentation of their own data; it must be verifiable as a result of 

the highest standards in data gathering techniques. They must be extremely careful in the use of data 
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reported by others, especially if used in the formation of broad comparative or contradictory hypotheses, 

since they may not know of any compromising circumstances in such data gathering. They must be 

comprehensive in consideration of work with human subjects; they must have thoroughly researched all 

procedures, must have informed individuals involved of all aspects of their cooperation, and must report 

all responses accurately, both positive and negative results. As open-minded researchers, when 

evaluating the work of others, they must recognize the responsibility to allow publication of theories or 

experiments that may contradict their own findings, as only by free inquiry and dissemination of all facts 

will the fruits of the labor of the whole community be allowed to mature. 

IV. As colleagues, professors have obligations that derive from common membership in the community of 

scholars. They respect and defend the free inquiry of their associates. In the exchange of criticism and 

ideas they show due respect for the opinions of others. They acknowledge their academic debts and 

strive to be objective in their professional judgment of colleagues. They accept their share of faculty 

responsibilities for the governance of their institution. 

V. As members of their institution, professors seek above all to be effective teachers and scholars. 

Although they observe the stated regulations of the institution, provided the regulations do not 

contravene academic freedom, they maintain their rights to criticize and seek revision. They determine 

the amount and character of the work they do outside their institution with due regard to their paramount 

responsibilities within it. When considering the interruption or termination of their service, they 

recognize the effect of this decision upon the programs of the institution and give due notice of their 

intentions. 

VI. As members of the community, professors have the rights and obligations of all citizens. They measure 

the urgency of these obligations in the light of their responsibilities to their respective subjects, to their 

students, to their profession, and to their institution. When they speak or act as private persons they 

avoid creating the impression that they speak or act for their respective colleges or the University (See 

AD07). As citizens engaged in a profession that depends upon freedom for its health and integrity, 

professors have an articular obligation to promote conditions of free inquiry and to further public 

understanding of academic freedom. 

All tangible assets (including equipment, software, audio-visual material, theatrical costumes, etc.) 

owned, leased or operated by the University are to be used in the conduct of University programs and 

activities at University owned or leased locations. 

University departments may offer services only to other University departments and only for University-

related work. Permitted work includes, instructional work for credit and non-credit courses, conferences, 

workshops, institutes, training programs, etc.; support for faculty research, publications, presentations, 

and outreach activities; services for recognized student organizations; and services for other organized 

student extramural activities.  

University tangible assets and services may not be used for personal gain, by employees for purposes 

outside the scope of their employment (see also Policy HR35), or by students beyond their instructional 

requirements.  

FURTHER INFORMATION: 

For questions, additional detail, or to request changes to this policy, please contact the Office of the 

Executive Vice President and Provost. 
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CROSS REFERENCES: 

Additional Policies to refer to would include: 

AD07 - Use of University Name, Symbols and/or Graphic Devices, 

HR35 - Public Service by Members of the Faculty and Staff, 

HR91 - Conflict of Interest,  

IP02 - Coauthorship of Scholarly Reports, Papers and Publications (Formerly RA13), 

RA10 - Addressing Allegations of Research Misconduct (Formerly Handling Inquiries/Investigations 

Into Questions of Ethics in Research and in Other Scholarly Activities), and 

RA14 - Use of Human Subjects in Research. 

 
Effective Date: May 10, 1996  
Date Approved: June 10, 1996  
Date Published: June 24, 1996 (Editorial change, August 21, 2014)  

Most Recent Changes : 

 August 21, 2014 - Editorial changes. In the STATEMENTS, VI. and CROSS REFERENCES sections, 
reference to Policy AD07, Use of University Name, Symbols and/or Graphic Devices, has been added. 
Addition of policy steward information, in the event that there are questions or requests for 
changes to the policy. 

Revision History (and effective dates): 

 June 14, 2006 - Revision History added. 
 May 10, 1996 - Former policy had been HR95 (previously PS95). Relocated to Administrative 

Policy section. 
 March 24, 1989 - Title changes, plus addition of "Cross Reference" section. 
 October 20, 1986 - New Policy. 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES AND RULES 
 

Revision to the Constitution, Article II, Sections 3 and 5 (Membership) 
 

(Legislative) 
 

Implementation: Upon approval by the President 
 
Recently a decision was made to reorganize law education at Penn State, changing from one law 
school with two campuses to two separate law schools.  Consequently, a change in the 
composition of the Senate is needed to reflect that new structure and provide for Senate 
representation for each law school.  Changes are given below as follows: new text is provided in 
bold; strike-throughs indicate deletions.  
 
SECTION 3 
For the purpose of electing senators, the University faculty shall be divided into the following 
groups, hereinafter referred to as academic voting units: 

(a) Each college/unit at University Park 
(b) Penn State Abington  
(c) Penn State Altoona 
(d) Penn State Berks  
(e) Penn State Erie, The Behrend College 
(f ) Penn State Great Valley 
(g) Penn State Harrisburg, The Capital College 
(h) Dickinson School of Law 
(i) Penn State Law 
(j) (i) University Libraries at University Park. All members of the University Libraries at 
locations other than University Park who fit the definition of the Senate Electorate are 
included in the Senate Electorate and census for that particular location 
(k) (j) College of Medicine 
(l) (k) The Combined Departments of Military Science at University Park. All members of 
the Departments of Military Science at locations other than University Park who fit the 
definition of the Senate Electorate are included in the Senate Electorate and census for that 
particular location 
(m) (l) Each campus of the University College 
(n) (m) Such groupings as may be designated, according to such procedures as the Senate 
may establish 
(o) (n) The academic voting units shall elect their senators at-large rather than as 
representatives of smaller units within the academic voting units, except at multi-campus 
units. In the case of a multi-campus unit, the academic voting unit itself shall determine the 
method of allocations Senate seats within that unit, provided that each geographic location is 
represented by at least one senator. The method of allocating Senate seats must be approved 
by Senate Council.  

 
Each faculty member shall be counted in one, and only one, academic voting unit. Members of 
the University faculty who are not included in one of the above units (described in a-nm of this 
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section of the Constitution) may petition for assignment to an academic voting unit, according to 
procedures as the Senate may establish. 
 
SECTION 5  
(c) The full-time, degree-seeking students at the University shall be represented by student 

senators elected by their units and by two ex officio student senators from undergraduate 
student government organizations. Student senators shall be allocated as follows: 
(1) One undergraduate student from each of the colleges at University Park 
(2)   One student from each of the following locations or units: 

Penn State Abington  
 Penn State Altoona  
 Penn State Berks  
  Penn State Erie, The Behrend College  
 Penn State Great Valley 

Penn State Harrisburg, The Capital College 
 Dickinson School of Law  
 Penn State Law 
 Division of Undergraduate Studies 
 Graduate School 
  College of Medicine  
 

SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES AND RULES 
• Mohamad A. Ansari 
• Larry C. Backer 
• John W. Bagby 
• Dawn G. Blasko 
• Mark A. Casteel, Chair 
• Michael J. Chorney 
• Patricia M. Hinchey, Vice Chair 
• Pamela P. Hufnagel 
• Jonna M. Kulikowich 
• Christopher P. Long 
• Robert D. Ricketts 
• Kim C. Steiner 
• James A. Strauss 
• Brenton M. Yarnal 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES AND RULES 
 

Revisions to the Bylaws, Article II, Section 2 (Senate Council)  
and Article VII, Section 4 (Delegation of Authority) 

 
(Legislative) 

 
Implementation: Upon approval by the Senate 

 
Recently a decision was made to change from one law school with two campuses to two separate 
law schools.  Consequently, changes in the composition of the Senate Council and delegation of 
authority to the law schools are needed to reflect that new structure.  Changes are given below as 
follows:  new text is provided in bold; strike-throughs indicate deletions.  
 

Article II (Senate Council) 
SECTION 2 
 The Senate Council shall include: 

 (a)  The Senate officers, with the Chair presiding. 
 (b)  One faculty senator elected from and by the elected faculty senators of each academic 

unit entitled to four or more elected faculty senators. One faculty senator elected by and 
among the elected faculty senators of other voting units at University Park, The 
Dickinson School of Law, Penn State Law, and Great Valley. One faculty senator 
elected from and by the elected faculty senators of the campuses of the University 
College. One student senator elected from and by the elected student senators. All 
elections to the Senate Council shall be for terms of one year. A member of Senate 
Council unable to attend a meeting may send another elected senator from the member’s 
voting unit to represent the unit and vote. 

 (c)  In the event of a vacancy among the elected members of the Council, the electing body 
shall elect a replacement. 

 (d)  The elected members of the Faculty Advisory Committee shall participate, without vote, 
in Senate Council deliberations. 

 (e)  The President and the Executive Vice President and Provost of the University may attend 
Senate Council meetings at their own discretion. 

 
Article VII (Delegation of Authority) 

SECTION 4 
The faculty of The Dickinson School of Law and Penn State Law areis delegated 
responsibility, respectively, for the approval and content of courses (900-level courses) taken by 
law students in the law curriculum (900-level courses). This delegation of responsibility is 
subject to review by the University Faculty Senate. The review process shall include the 
submission of all 900-level courses to the Curriculum Coordinator for inclusion on the Senate 
Curriculum Report (Blue Sheet) and will be subject to the same hold and approval procedures as 
those listed in The Guide to Curricular Procedures. 
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• Mohamad A. Ansari 
• Larry C. Backer 
• John W. Bagby 
• Dawn G. Blasko 
• Mark A. Casteel, Chair 
• Michael J. Chorney 
• Patricia M. Hinchey, Vice Chair 
• Pamela P. Hufnagel 
• Jonna M. Kulikowich 
• Christopher P. Long 
• Robert D. Ricketts 
• Kim C. Steiner 
• James A. Strauss 
• Brenton M. Yarnal 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES AND RULES 
  

Revisions to the Standing Rules, Article II, Section 6 (e and i) (Standing Committee Structure) 
  

(Legislative) 
 

Implementation: Upon approval by the Senate 
 
Recently a decision was made to change from one law school with two campuses to two separate 
law schools.  Consequently, a change in the composition of specific Senate standing committees 
is needed to reflect that new structure.  Changes are given below as follows:  new text is 
provided in bold; strike-throughs indicate deletions.  
 

Article II (Standing Committee Structure) 
SECTION 6 (e) 
(e) Committee on Faculty Affairs  
1. Membership: 

(i) At least 23 elected faculty senators including  
(a) at least one faculty senator from each college at University Park and one faculty senator 

from each of the following:  Abington; Altoona; Berks; Dickinson Law; Penn State 
Law; Erie; Great Valley; Harrisburg; University Libraries; Medicine; and University 
College; and 

(b) at least three faculty senators who hold a fixed-term appointment.  
 
SECTION 6 (i) 
(i) Committee on Intra-University Relations 
 1. Membership: 

 (i) At least 16 elected faculty senators including  
(a) one faculty senator each from Abington, Altoona, Berks, Erie, Harrisburg, Dickinson 

Law, Penn State Law, and Medicine; four faculty senators from the University 
College, and five faculty senators from different colleges at University Park; and 

(b) at least two faculty senators who hold a fixed-term appointment.  
 
 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES AND RULES

• Mohamad A. Ansari 
• Larry C. Backer 
• John W. Bagby 
• Dawn G. Blasko 
• Mark A. Casteel, Chair 
• Michael J. Chorney 
• Patricia M. Hinchey, Vice Chair 

• Pamela P. Hufnagel 
• Jonna M. Kulikowich 
• Christopher P. Long 
• Robert D. Ricketts 
• Kim C. Steiner 
• James A. Strauss 
• Brenton M. Yarnal 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES AND RULES 
 

Revisions to the Senate Bylaws, Article III, Section 3 (Election to the Senate) 
Procedures for Retiree Senators 

(Legislative) 

Implementation:  Upon Approval by the Senate 
 
In 2002 the Senate enacted legislation to authorize two retiree senator seats in the Senate.  The 
procedures that were adopted in that legislation addressed the qualifications of and the 
mechanism for identifying eligible individuals.  Since 2002, the opportunity for senators to 
participate in Senate committee meetings and plenary sessions via electronic communication 
technologies has made proximity to University Park a lesser consideration for senators in 
general.   In addition, limiting participation to only those who have been retired for l0 years or 
less might exclude individuals who continue to contribute to the academic environment of the 
University and who could make valuable contributions to Senate’s functions.  The procedures for 
electing retiree senators have been followed carefully since the inception of those procedures. 
However, the procedures are not included in the Constitution, Bylaws, and Standing Rules of the 
Senate, and therefore, are not readily accessible to interested parties.   This Legislative report 
proposes changes in two of the qualifications for retiree senators and revisions in the Bylaws to 
include the election procedures.  
 
Bold type indicates additions; strikethroughs indicate deletions. 

 
Article III 

ELECTION TO THE SENATE 
SECTION 1 
Election to the Senate by members of the University faculty in each voting unit shall be as 
follows: 

(a) Nominations shall be made by members of the University faculty. The procedures shall 
provide that every member of the electorate shall have the opportunity to place names in 
nomination. 

(b) While it is recommended that there be at least twice as many nominations as there are 
senators to be elected, there must be no fewer than one-and-one-half times the number of 
senators to be elected.  

(c) Election shall be by secret ballot. 
 
SECTION 2 
The Elections Commission shall review annually and adjust, if necessary, the number of senators 
to be elected from each voting unit, based on the distribution of the University faculty as of the 
preceding November 1. 
 
SECTION 3  
Two retired faculty senators will be elected according to the following procedures.   The 
Senate office will obtain from the Office of Human Resources a list of retired faculty 
members.  That list will be cross-checked with lists of faculty who served on the University 
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Faculty Senate prior to retirement.  From the list of former senators, the Committee on 
Committees and Rules will develop a list of potential nominees, and the Executive Director 
will then contact the individuals to ask if they would stand for election to the Senate.   A 
ballot will be established with the individual former senators (the order of names on the 
ballot will be determined by random selection) who have consented to serve.  This ballot 
will also have a line marked “Other” for write-in votes so that other members of the retired 
population can be included in the voting.  The ballot will be made available to all retired 
faculty.  A simple plurality vote will determine the winner.  In the case of a tie the 
Committee on Committees and Rules will determine the winner by a coin toss.  One 
Retired Senator will serve on the Committee on Faculty Affairs and one will serve on the 
Committee on Faculty Benefits.  The term of office will be four (4) years.  If a retired 
senator cannot fulfill his/her term, the alternate from the last election will be appointed to 
do so.   The elected retired faculty will be full voting members of the Senate.   
 
SECTION 3 4 
Student senators shall be nominated and elected according to such procedures as the Elections 
Commission of the Senate may establish. 
 
If a student senator is unable to attend a meeting of the University Faculty Senate, an alternate 
may substitute for the senator at the plenary meeting of the Faculty Senate. The alternate may 
also substitute for the senator at the senator's committee meeting being held on the same day. 
The Senate office must be provided with the name of the alternate senator prior to the first full 
meeting of the Senate year.  The alternate senator must notify the Senate office prior to attending 
the meeting in order to receive the same voting privileges as the senator for whom he/she is 
substituting for the day. 
 
SECTION 4 5 
The names of newly elected and newly appointed senators to serve during the following year 
shall be reported to the Senate office by the first Friday in February in order to be reported to the 
Senate at the last regular meeting of the academic year. 
 
SECTION 5 6 
An elected senator who is engaged in any type of professional activity making it impossible to 
carry out Senate responsibilities for a period exceeding three consecutive months, excluding 
June, July and August, may resign if he or she wishes, but otherwise shall be replaced by an 
alternate to fill the period of time that the senator will be absent from the Senate. 
  
SECTION 6 7 
In case an elected faculty senator is unable to complete the elected term, the University faculty of 
the senator’s voting unit shall identify a replacement in the following manner: In addition to 
identifying an elected senator for each vacant seat, regular Senate elections shall identify at least 
the highest ranking alternate, that is, the candidate receiving the highest number of votes of those 
not elected. If more than one alternate is identified, the alternates’ names should be submitted in 
order of rank, based on the number of votes. The names of the winner(s) and all of the 
alternate(s) shall be reported directly to the Senate office. First choice for replacement is to be 
the highest ranking alternate, as identified in the most recent regular Senate election; if the 

2 
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highest ranking alternate is not available, then the choice will move to all remaining alternates, in 
order of their rank by vote. If no alternates are available from the most recent regular Senate 
election, then the University faculty of the voting unit shall hold a special election to identify a 
new elected senator, who will complete the unfinished term. This same procedure shall be 
followed in the replacement of committee members elected at-large by the Senate.  
  
SECTION 7 8 
Senate voting units have the authority to replace a unit senator who has three or more absences 
from plenary meetings of the University Faculty Senate in any given academic year.  A voting 
unit should adhere to the procedures outlined in the Bylaws, Article III, Section 6 for identifying 
a replacement senator. 
  
SECTION 8 9 
All elections of the Senate shall be supervised by an Elections Commission consisting of the 
Secretary of the Senate and four other elected faculty senators selected by the Committee on 
Committees and Rules. 
 
SECTION 9 10 
In cases in which a voting unit or geographic location has only one faculty senator, if that senator 
is unable to attend a meeting of the University Faculty Senate, an alternate may substitute for the 
senator at the plenary meeting of the Faculty Senate. The alternate may also substitute for the 
senator at the senator's committee meeting being held on the same day. The substitute must be 
identified on the Senate office's list as an alternate for the voting unit or geographic location and 
must notify the Senate office in order to receive the same voting privileges as the senator for 
whom he/she is substituting for the day.  
  
SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES AND RULES 

• Mohamad A. Ansari 
• Larry C. Backer 
• John W. Bagby 
• Dawn G. Blasko 
• Mark A. Casteel, Chair 
• Michael J. Chorney 
• Patricia M. Hinchey, Vice Chair 
• Pamela P. Hufnagel 
• Jonna M. Kulikowich 
• Christopher P. Long 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES AND RULES 
 

Revision to the Standing Rules, Article III, Section 7 (Discontinuation of the Joint Faculty 
Administrative Committee to Monitor Travel Policies) 

 
(Legislative) 

Implementation:  Upon approval by the Senate 
 
This committee, originally legislated by the Senate in 1992, served as an advisory committee to 
the University Travel Services office.  The committee has not met since 2009, and University 
Travel Services discontinued its full-service operations in August 2012.  Consequently, there 
seems to be no reason to maintain this joint committee.  This legislation would remove the 
committee from the Standing Rules and re-number Sections 8 through 12 of the Standing Rules 
accordingly.  This legislation also removes reference to the committee under the Standing Rules, 
Article II, Section 6 (f), Committee on Faculty Benefits.  Strike-throughs indicate wording to be 
removed; bold type is new wording. 
 
SECTION 7 
Joint Faculty/Administrative Committee to Monitor Travel Policies 

(a) Membership: 
(1) Four members appointed by the Chair of the Senate from a slate of six candidates 

nominated by the Committee on Committees and Rules. The faculty members 
shall serve rotating two-year terms and may serve for no more than two 
consecutive two-year terms. 

(2) Four members appointed by the President. 
(3) Executive Director of the Senate (ex-officio, non-voting). The Chair of the 

Committee is appointed jointly each Senate year by the President and the Chair of 
the Senate from among the faculty members on the Committee.  

(b) Duties: The Joint Faculty/Administrative Committee to Monitor Travel Policies shall 
advise and consult with others involved in the University travel program on all University 
travel policies. It shall include in its activities ways to publicize programs, disseminate 
information to travelers and facilitate the development of policies to eliminate obstacles 
to the effective functioning of the program. It shall act in an advisory and consultative 
capacity to the University Travel Services office. It shall act in a similar capacity to 
facilitate and improve relations between the University Travel Services office and 
University travelers. It shall act as liaison between the University travel program and the 
University Faculty Senate to maintain a well understood, efficient and economic ongoing 
program for the University. It shall receive suggestions for improvement in the program 
and shall submit a written report annually to the Senate Committee on Faculty Benefits.  

  
SECTION 8 7 
Faculty Athletics Representatives 

(a) The Faculty Athletics Representative shall be appointed by the President following 
nomination by the Committee on Committees and Rules of the Faculty Senate. The 
representative shall be a tenured full Professor at University Park with a full-time faculty 
appointment. 
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(1) The term of appointment shall be five years and is renewable. Reappointment by 
the President requires prior endorsement by the Committee on Committees and 
Rules of the Faculty Senate. 

(2) The Faculty Athletics Representative for University Park shall serve under the 
direction of the President and represent the faculty in all matters related to varsity 
athletics at University Park . The representative shall serve as an ex officio 
member of the Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics and as the primary liaison 
between the Athletic Director and the Faculty Senate. Under the direction of the 
Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics and in accord with Policies and 
Procedures for Students, Section 67-00, and in compliance with Big Ten and 
NCAA rules, the representative will act on behalf of the University faculty to 
certify eligibility for competition and financial aid; approve minor exceptions to 
67-00 normal progress and GPA policies; approve waivers for outside 
competition; assist student athletes in pursuing and receiving academic awards; 
review proposed NCAA and Big Ten legislation and assist in developing an 
institutional position on such matters; review forms and documents related to 
compliance with 67-00, Big Ten, and NCAA rules; administer the NCAA 
Coaching Certification examination; facilitate research and data collection related 
to intercollegiate athletics, in general, and the academic status of student athletes, 
specifically; assist in preparing waivers related to NCAA and Big Ten rules; 
consult with the President, Athletic Director, and faculty regarding any matters 
related to the general status of intercollegiate athletics; participate in 
investigations of possible rule infractions; and represent Penn State at NCAA, Big 
Ten, and other appropriate meetings or conventions. After consultation with the 
chair of the Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics, the Faculty Athletics 
Representative may approve minor exceptions to committee-approved University 
Park intercollegiate athletic schedules. The representative will also report to the 
Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics all University Park varsity athletic 
schedules prior to the beginning of the sport season and schedule changes as they 
occur, all excused class absences for athletic teams each semester, and academic 
eligibility of athletes for both grade-point deficiency and normal progress each 
semester. 

(3) The Faculty Athletics Representative will present to the Senate annually a 
summary of the year’s activities.  

(4) He/she will also advise Faculty Athletics Representatives at campuses other than 
University Park, as appropriate. 

(b) Faculty Athletics Representatives (other than University Park) shall be appointed by the 
chancellor of each campus that participates in any National Collegiate Athletic 
Association (NCAA) programs following nomination  by the campus faculty 
organization, to act for the faculty of that campus. The Penn State University Athletic 
Conference (PSUAC) should use the same process to appoint a Faculty Athletics 
Representative for all Penn State locations that participate in two-year intercollegiate 
athletic associations. The Faculty Athletics Representatives shall be tenured full-time 
Penn State faculty members from their respective campuses. 
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(1) The term of appointment shall be five years (renewable) and reviewed by the 
appropriate administrative officers in consultation with the committees or faculty 
organizations at the end of each term. 

(2) The Faculty Athletics Representatives shall act for their respective faculties in 
accord with Academic Policies and Procedures for Undergraduate Students, 
Section 67-00, and present a summary of activities annually to the Committee on 
Intercollegiate Athletics. The Faculty Athletics Representatives also serve as ex-
officio members of the extra-senatorial Committee on Campus Athletics. The 
Faculty Athletics Representatives shall also serve, under the direction of the 
appropriate administrative officers of their campus, as the representative to the 
appropriate intercollegiate athletic associations.  

   
SECTION 9 8  
Committee on Campus Athletics 

(a) Membership: 
(1) All NCAA Division III Faculty Athletics Representatives. 
(2) The Penn State University Athletic Conference (PSUAC) Faculty Athletics 

Representative. 
(3) One faculty senator elected from a campus competing in athletics events other 

than University Park. 
(a) Serves as Chair of the Committee. 
(b) Serves concurrently on the Senate Committee on Intercollegiate 

Athletics. 
(4) One student senator elected from a campus competing in athletics events other 

than University Park. The student senator serves concurrently on the Senate 
Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics. 

(5) One Division III campus athletics director. 
(6) Director, Commonwealth Campus Athletics. 
(7) One student athlete from a campus competing in athletics events other than 

University Park. 
(b) The University Park, Division I, Faculty Athletics Representative, will be available to 

advise the campus FARs as noted in the Senate’s Standing Rules, Article III, Section 8, 
(b) (2). 

(c) The membership of the Committee on Campus Athletics will be determined annually by 
the Senate Committee on Committees and Rules. Committee meetings will be held at 
least three times per semester. 

(d) Any changes recommended by the Committee on Campus Athletics to University or 
student policy relating to athletics (i.e., 67-00) would be proposed through the committee 
chair to the Senate Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics or chair of the appropriate 
Senate committee. 

(e) Duties: The Committee on Campus Athletics will maintain a reporting to, and 
information-sharing, relationship with the Senate Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics. 
Responsibilities will include the approval of campus athletic schedules; review of 
student-athlete eligibility reports; ensure campus compliance with Policy 67-00; monitor 
student athlete GPA requirements (both Division III and PSUAC); oversight of academic 
review/graduation rates of campus student-athletes; and provide consultation for 
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campuses considering changes in athletics conferences. The CCA will provide a forum 
for discussion and consultation for intercollegiate athletics programs on the campuses and 
promote positive communication between faculty, coaches, and student athletes. The 
CCA will review the annual reports from the campuses and compile them for 
presentation to the Senate Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics. The CCA will prepare 
and present a biennial report on the status of campus athletics to the University Faculty 
Senate. The CCA will facilitate and enhance faculty consultation prior to the appointment 
of FARs at the campuses. The CCA will develop guidelines for the involvement of 
campus faculty organizations in providing oversight and consultation to the campus 
athletic director. 

(f) Mandated reports: biennial report on the status of campus athletics. 
   

SECTION 10 9 
University Faculty Ombudsperson 

(a) Eligibility: Current or emeritus faculty member  
(b) Election: By the Senate Council for a term of four years (renewable). While University 

Faculty Ombudsperson, the incumbent may not serve on the Standing Joint Committee 
on Tenure, the Committee on Faculty Rights and Responsibilities, or the University 
Promotion and Tenure Review Committee  

(c) Duties: The University Faculty Ombudsperson shall coordinate the training of all college 
and campus ombudspersons; shall provide for the appropriate dissemination of 
information among the various college and campus ombudspersons; and shall be the 
University-level contact for the various college and campus ombudspersons. The 
University Faculty Ombudsperson shall report periodically to the Senate Council and 
shall maintain liaison with the Office of the University Provost, the Office of Human 
Resources and the Office of the University Faculty Senate. The University Faculty 
Ombudsperson shall have no appeal function.  

  
SECTION 11 10 
Council of Past Senate Chairs: 

(a) Membership: The Council shall consist of the Past Chairs of the Senate other than the 
Immediate Past Chair. It shall have no legislative authority, and shall 
serve only as an advisory and consultative body to the Chair of the Senate. 

(b) Duties: The Council shall convene only at the call of the Senate Chair to provide 
consultation and advice. 

  
SECTION 12 11 
Senators representing the Senate on extra-senatorial committees, boards, and commissions shall 
report actions of these bodies to the Senate when requested by the Senate Council or the Chair. 
 
************************************* 
Standing Rules, Article II 
SECTION 6 (f) 
(f) Committee on Faculty Benefits 

1. Membership: 
(i) At least seven elected faculty senators 
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(ii) Associate Vice President for Human Resources* 
(iii)One retired faculty senator 

2. Selection: By the Committee on Committees and Rules 
3. Duties: The Committee on Faculty Benefits shall investigate and be the faculty’s voice on 

the adequacy and other attributes of the University’s provisions for salaries, retirement 
privileges and benefits, sabbatical leaves, hospitalization and medical insurance, life 
insurance, other insurance, investment and savings plans, travel reimbursement, 
educational benefits, recreational benefits, and other perquisites, benefits and conditions 
of faculty employment. It shall maintain liaison with the Joint Committee on Insurance 
and Benefits and the Joint Faculty/Administrative Committee to Monitor Travel Policies. 

4. Mandated reports: The Committee shall report to and make recommendations to the 
Senate at least annually. The Committee on Faculty Benefits shall have the authority to 
approve its mandated Informational Reports for publication to the Senate Agenda. The 
committee shall send its Informational Reports to the Senate Council. 
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GENERAL EDUCATION PLANNING AND OVERSIGHT TASK FORCE 
October 2014 Progress Report to the University Faculty Senate (Informational) 

READING GUIDE 
 
In this two-part informational report, Part A presents research and data compiled over the 
last 18 months, as context and background for the Task Force’s current thinking about 
changes to Penn State’s General Education program. Part B focuses on options for change, 
including multiple curriculum prototypes and additional questions to consider. Below is an 
abbreviated guide to the report, with page numbers indicating where key elements appear. 
 
Page (starting page of the relevant section) 
3 Background  This section and the subsequent sections in Part A summarize national 
and Penn State research and data on General Education.  This context has informed the 
Task Force’s present thinking about the concepts described in Part B of the report. 
 
6, 53  Learning Objectives  The Task Force is considering a set of seven measurable 
learning objectives for General Education, based on national best practices, as defined 
beginning on page 6.  Adopting such objectives, which are open for comment, would enable 
us to evaluate our Gen Ed curriculum in a way consistent with national practices, and to 
make ongoing, data-driven adjustments (see page 53, and p. 91 for a sample rubric for one 
of the objectives, Integrative Learning, with a link to others). 
 
31, Appendix J  Curriculum Prototypes  Three possible models for the General 
Education curriculum are proposed to facilitate conversation.  Faculty are encouraged to 
consider the strengths and potential tradeoffs of each model (pp. 34-39). All of them show 
how we might structure Gen Ed in relation to the learning objectives.  All include 
components such as skills, a distribution across knowledge domains, and interdisciplinary 
integration or course clusters, though they reflect different emphases. No single one of 
these prototypes is being proposed as the final model for Penn State; rather, these are to 
allow us to consider pros and cons. The Task Force is seeking input on these prototypes, 
with the objective of creating a hybrid, modified, or new model that maximizes the 
strengths that faculty emphasize while minimizing the tradeoffs.  For context, our current 
Gen Ed requirements appear on p. 63. 
 
51 Faculty Support   Excellence in any General Education curriculum is dependent on the 
faculty and other instructors who teach it.  The Task Force is considering means to provide 
faculty with structures and resources to better support and reward their commitment to 
General Education.  Among these ideas is a General Education Institute. 
 
54 Additional Questions   The Task Force is discussing ten or more additional topics that 
will impact General Education regardless of the particular curriculum model.  These topics 
include, for example, first-year experience, academic rigor, and questions about writing, 
quantitative skills, and physical activity courses.  We invite input on these topics and 
suggestions for further topics or concerns that should be addressed.   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This report, presented in two parts, A) outlines the past year of work completed by the 
General Education Planning and Oversight Task Force (Gen Ed Task Force) regarding their 
charge to revisit and revise General Education, and B) describes the plan for engaging the 
University community in deliberative conversation about three prototype curricula, each of 
which is designed to meet the learning objectives presented in this report. Importantly, 
none of the prototypes presented here represent proposals; rather, they are 
frameworks for deliberating opportunities and challenges. 
 
The Gen Ed Task Force was jointly charged by the Senate Chair and Provost to examine and 
propose revision to Penn State’s General Education program. Since March 2013, the Gen Ed 
Task Force has researched advancements in General Education scholarship, benchmarked 
changes in General Education at other institutions, examined the strengths and weaknesses 
in our current system of General Education, developed an array of contemporary and 
assessable learning objectives, and solicited feedback from students, faculty, and other 
stakeholders. The first year of Task Force work culminated in a retreat during May 2014, 
which affirmed the primary focus on student learning and resulted in an agreement to 
develop and examine multiple curricular options. Details of these processes and their 
results are presented in Part A of this report. 
 
Part B describes three prototype curricula, which are examples of how a General Education 
curriculum could be structured to meet the learning goals described in Part A. These 
prototypes were developed in response to the May retreat and refined following another 
retreat in August. Part B of this report also outlines the public deliberation process that will 
help inform the development of a curriculum that balances ideals with realities.  Feedback 
from this deliberative process will inform the further actions and proposals of the Task 
Force. 
 
Overall, the past year of work has helped clarify the opportunities we have to better align 
the way we structure student learning opportunities in General Education to contemporary 
research on pedagogy and national trends. While the strengths of our current General 
Education courses are significant, the opportunity exists for innovation that would 
strengthen student learning, provide us the evidence to demonstrate student growth, and 
provide stronger support and recognition of those who teach General Education courses. 
Evidence for gaps in our present General Education program, and ideas for how to best fill 
them, are based on the growing body of literature on General Education; national trends in 
higher education; and feedback from students, faculty, and stakeholders. In particular, 
several national studies suggest that General Education should be updated to become 
increasingly learning centered, guided by learning objectives, and structured to facilitate 
students’ awareness of and ability to connect across multiple disciplinary perspectives. 
These opportunities for improvement exist, not because our current program is inherently 
flawed, but because it was not designed to accomplish objectives that have emerged as 
critical to higher education during the past 15 years and because it has not had the 
resource or infrastructure support to achieve some of the aims that it earlier identified. 
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To build a General Education structure that ensures the institution is providing all 
students—regardless of their majors or natural inclinations—learning opportunities that 
meet criteria consistent with the growing body of General Education scholarship, we must 
rethink the way our current program is structured. These characteristics challenge us to 
consider a curriculum that is more transparent in intent to students and is guided by 
clearly articulated and, wherever possible, measurable learning objectives.  
 
Seven broad learning objectives have been selected for consideration by the Gen Ed Task 
Force: (1) Literacy, (2) Communication, (3) Global and Intercultural Competence, (4) Social 
Responsibility and Ethical Reasoning, (5) Integrative Thinking, (6) Critical and Analytic 
Thinking, and (7) Creative Thinking. [See Appendix A.] Collectively, these seven objectives 
reflect the values, abilities, skills and knowledge that every Penn State student should have 
the opportunity to develop through a General Education curriculum. 
 
Along with the growing body of literature on General Education, there is a growing 
repertoire of assessment tools that can be used to assess learning objectives, in both 
formative and summative ways. While being able to demonstrate to students and other 
stakeholders the learning that students accomplish, there are other benefits to explicit and 
measured outcomes. Explicit learning objectives for General Education can make clear to 
students the point of this component of their degrees. This may help them to commit more 
fully to the excitement and challenges of engaging with new fields of inquiry, exercising 
their curiosity in new ways, expanding their worldviews in time and place, encountering 
multiple value systems, and thinking deeply about complex ideas that can appear to be 
disconnected from their immediate academic and career plans.  
 
A major point from the past year of investigation is the need to better support, recognize, 
and reward faculty who teach in General Education. Part B of this report details the needs 
for faculty support identified by the Task Force, and elaborates a plan to propose 
structured and sustained support for faculty. 
  
The Task Force’s guiding priority is to envision a curriculum that will foster student 
learning while recognizing the complexity of Penn State and the movement of our students 
into and through the University. The public deliberation process and continuing Gen Ed 
Task Force research will include rigorous analysis of potential impacts of any General 
Education curriculum on articulation agreements, the ability for students to explore 
interests, discover majors, change majors, shift campuses, use transfer credits, and make 
timely degree progress. Analysis of these impacts will be a major focus of the fall semester’s 
research, consultation, and deliberation.   
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Part A: National Research on General Education and the Penn State Context 
 
I. Context for Penn State’s Examination of General Education: 
 
Part A of this report outlines the past year of work completed by the General Education 
Planning and Oversight Task Force regarding the charge to revisit and revise General 
Education. This work included: researching advancements in General Education 
scholarship, benchmarking changes in General Education at other institutions, developing 
an array of contemporary and assessable learning objectives, examining the strengths and 
weaknesses in our current system of General Education, and summarizing the feedback 
received from students, faculty, and other stakeholders.  All of these tasks culminate in the 
exploration of opportunities and challenges to making changes to our current system. A 
companion report, Part B, outlines the plan for engaging the University community in 
deliberative conversation about the relative strengths and challenges of new curricular 
models, each of which is designed to meet the learning objectives presented in this report.  
  
The revision of Penn State’s long-standing General Education program presents an 
opportunity to enhance the educational experience of students and increase Penn State 
graduates’ ability to meet the varied and complex challenges they will encounter. The 
University and the world around us have changed dramatically since Penn State’s last 
major consideration of General Education, in 1997, as have the ways faculty approach 
teaching. As a starting point, the way that information is conveyed has changed dramatically 
in the past two decades.   The students we are educating and the world in which they will 
participate after they graduate demand that we, at the very least, seriously review our 
General Education program to see that it is providing what our definition says it should be 
providing in 2014. Just as faculty regularly alter their course content, pedagogies, and 
assessments, the structure that frames those individual courses also needs to flex over 
time. We therefore have the opportunity to respond to these changes, while preserving 
strengths of our existing program, by creating an updated and distinctive academic 
experience for all students through General Education.  
 
It is clear that there are many examples of excellence at Penn State, some of which exist 
within our current General Education program. The Gen Ed Task Force is investigating how 
we could systematically and sustainably provide these excellent opportunities to all Penn 
State students through the General Education program, an element of every Penn State 
undergraduate degree. To have a robust and common experience for all Penn State 
students, regardless of major, college, or campus, aligns with the emerging themes and 
directions of the University Strategic Plan1 which calls for strategies to transform 
undergraduate education. Providing high quality education responsive to changes in the 
world is central to meeting President Barron’s stated priorities (Excellence; Access and 
Affordability; Student Engagement; Diversity and Demographics; Student Career Success 
and Economic Development; and Technology).  

1 “University-Level Strategic Planning: Emerging Themes and Directions” Quality Advocates 
Session, Provost Nicholas Jones March 21, 2014 
http://www.psu.edu/president/pia/advocates/2014/03/   
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The past year of work has been guided by assurances from University leadership that 
student learning is our guiding principle. 
 

"We need to give our students the best possible learning experience and in a 
way that would be distinctive and attractive at Penn State. Quality and 
excellence is and will always be a primary driver.”  (Provost Nick Jones)2 

 
The Charge: Revisiting General Education at Penn State 
 
On March 28, 2013, then Senate-Chair Yarnal and then-Interim Provost Pangborn charged 
the General Education Planning and Oversight Task Force, which they had jointly appointed 
with:  

• Developing the process for revisiting and revising General Education 
• Creating and managing a timeline with milestones for developing and 

implementing the process 
• Determining subcommittees to be charged with addressing various components 

of the process 
• Identifying the many stakeholders in General Education and insuring their 

consultation 
• Providing ongoing oversight of the process, including oversight of the 

subcommittees 
 
General Education has long been recognized as a critical component of Penn State’s mission 
of research, teaching, and service. Its central role in shaping the lives of our 
undergraduates was reiterated in the 2009-10 University Strategic Plan, which called for a 
comprehensive review and re-evaluation of the goals and requirements of General 
Education at Penn State. At a national level, higher education faces the pressures of 
increasing tuition and decreasing public funding, and the potential for transformation by 
newly emerging technologies. Responding to these challenges as opportunities, we seek to 
make substantive changes to our undergraduate curricula that will elevate the academic 
quality of a Penn State education. With the national call for accountability and affordability 
in higher education, and the need to ensure that credit hours and tuition dollars fulfill the 
promised goals of an undergraduate degree, we must ensure not only that our 
requirements are worthy of the significant place they occupy in the curriculum, but also 
that they also prepare our graduates to thrive in increasingly competitive global contexts. 
We envision a distinctive Penn State General Education curriculum that embraces 
intellectual inquiry, diversity, and excellence. As we draft a proposal for the Faculty 
Senate’s consideration, we seek robust constructive engagement with Senators and other 
stakeholders. 
 
The purpose of General Education, broadly, is to provide students with a breadth of 
academic experiences that prepare them for life beyond the University.  The University 

2 Email communication August 23, 2014 to Gen Ed Task Force Co-Chairs 
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Faculty Senate defined General Education in 1985 (and revised it in 19973) as 
encompassing:4 
 

 “…the breadth of knowledge involving the major intellectual and aesthetic skills and 
achievements of humanity. This must include understanding and appreciation of the 
pluralistic nature of knowledge epitomized by the natural sciences, quantitative skills, 
social-behavioral sciences, humanities and arts. To achieve and share such an 
understanding and appreciation, skills in self-expression, quantitative analysis, 
information literacy, and collaborative interaction are necessary. General Education 
aids students in developing intellectual curiosity, strengthened ability to think, and a 
deeper sense of aesthetic appreciation. General Education, in essence, aims to cultivate 
a knowledgeable, informed, literate human being.”  

 
Much of this definition holds as true in 2014 as it did in 1985 and in 1997.  In addition, 
however, our current rethinking of General Education takes into account pedagogical, 
technological, scientific, social and economic changes; indeed change has occurred across 
every discipline and in every aspect of society over the past two decades since the design of 
our current General Education system.  Further, General Education scholarship has 
developed as a field just as individual disciplinary fields have evolved.  Pedagogical studies5 
in relation to higher education have grown dramatically as well in the past two decades, 
and this growth impacts significantly the field of General Education.  Several national scale 
studies show that in many institutions, General Education programs are being updated to 
become increasingly:6 
  

• Learning centered, as opposed to teaching centered7  
• Guided in their curriculum by Learning Objectives (see Section II)  
• Structured to facilitate students’ awareness of and ability to connect across multiple 

disciplinary perspectives  
 

3 December 2, 1997 Faculty Senate Report Informational report/legislative reports for 
prior General Education revision http://senate.psu.edu/record/record120297.html 
4 Appendix A.1 General Education (Baccalaureate Degrees) 
http://www.psu.edu/ufs/policies/appx-a1.html of the University Senate policies 
5 For example: (a) D. Bok Our Underachieving Colleges:  A Candid Look at How Much 
Students Learn and Why They Should Be Learning More (2008) Princeton University Press. 
(b) LEAP (National Leadership Council for Liberal Education and America's Promise) (2007) 
College Learning for the New Global Century.  Washington, D.C.:  American Association of 
Colleges & Universities (c)  G. E. Miller The Meaning of General Education: The Emergence of 
a Curriculum Paradigm (1988) NY:  Teachers College Press. 
6 Gaston, P. L.; Clark, J. E.; Ferren, A. S.; Maki, P.; Rhodes, T. L.; Schilling, K. M.; Smith, D. 
General Education & Liberal Learning: Principles of Effective Practice 2010 AAC&U 
7 A. E. Guskin “Restructuring to Enhance Student Learning (and Reduce Costs).” Liberal 
Education 1997, 83 (2), 10-19. 
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While there are examples of Penn State courses that meet these objectives, and examples of 
students who have achieved integrative thinking spanning disciplinary areas, these 
accomplishments are largely dependent on individual initiative. To build a structure that 
ensures the institution is providing all students learning opportunities that meet these 
innovative criteria, we must rethink the way that our current program is structured. These 
characteristics challenge us to rebuild a curriculum that is more transparent in intent to 
students, guided by clearly articulated and, wherever possible, measurable learning 
objectives.  But even as our focus needs to shift away from General Education courses to 
General Education curriculum, we need also to remember that many of our most successful 
existing General Education courses may very well remain central and important 
components of a revised General Education curriculum.  At the same time, we are 
committed to providing students with opportunities for breadth in their learning by 
exposure to seven epistemologically different domains.  
 
A survey conducted in late 2008 by Hart Research Associates for the Association of 
American Colleges and Universities addressed the importance of coherence and learning 
objectives in developing General Education curricula.8  This online survey of 433 Chief 
Academic Officers or their designated representatives at AAC&U member institutions both 
(a) measured the prevalence of specified learning objectives in higher education 
institutions at the time; and (b) documented recent trends in curricular change, specifically 
in the areas of general education and assessment. The report Trends and Emerging 
Practices in Higher Education found that, while the majority of institutions employ a 
distribution (or menu) model of General Education, only 15% employ this modality alone.  
Common intellectual experiences, thematic courses, upper-level requirements, core 
curricula and/or learning communities are often incorporated, as well. 
 
Little systematic data exists that support increased learning or educational gains based on 
one model of General Education as opposed to another. For example, no institution has 
conducted a Pre-test/Post-test Control Group experimental study of General Education 
designed to compare, for example, a distributed model to an integrated model, or to run 
other controlled experiments to evaluate objectives. Even without such a systematic study, 
however, the fields of learning assessment and General Education have developed 
significantly since 1996 as previously described. We need to draw upon those 
developments to provide our students with an education updated to prepare them as best 
as we can for the world into which they will graduate. 
 
II. General Education Curriculum Based on Learning Objectives 
  
A focus of our General Education revision should be to create a curriculum based on 
learning objectives. Learning objectives are an essential component of any curriculum. 
They are written by faculty members to indicate intended objectives and to specify what 
learners should know or be able to do as a result of the educational experience. These 

8 “Learning and Assessment: Trends in Undergraduate Education; A Survey Among 
Members of the Association of American Colleges and Universities” 2009 survey conducted 
by Hart Research Associates  (http://www.aacu.org/about/membersurvey) 
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objectives inform educational decision-making as instructors consider ways to help 
students achieve the objectives to demonstrate their mastery of these important learning 
elements. Learners who are aware of the objectives can use this understanding to guide 
their learning efforts. In the upcoming discussion and sample curriculum prototypes 
presented in this report, learning objectives are stated as a set of broad skills and abilities 
that a learner can apply. Each broad objective comprises significant specific components, 
and each component can be further determined by a set of objectives that identify its 
specific and measureable goals. Though these individual objectives are important, the focus 
of this section is on the broad learning objectives for General Education.  
 
Seven broad learning objectives have been selected for consideration by the Gen Ed Task 
Force: (1) Literacy, (2) Communication, (3) Global and Intercultural Competence, (4) 
Social Responsibility and Ethical Reasoning, (5) Integrative Thinking, (6) Critical and 
Analytic Thinking, and (7) Creative Thinking. [See Appendix A for key components and 
definitions of these objectives.] Collectively, these seven objectives reflect the values, 
abilities, skills and knowledge that, if approved, the faculty as a whole would be committed 
to ensuring every Penn State student has the opportunity to develop. The statement of 
these objectives was developed primarily by the Assessment subcommittee of the Gen Ed 
Task Force, and has been discussed broadly among Task Force membership. Although the 
Gen Ed Task Force approved of these objectives,9 the precise specification of these is 
understood as a working document, and input is very much invited. The following sections 
explain the processes used to arrive at the seven objectives. A vision for the role of these 
objectives in the General Education curriculum is described in Part B of this Senate 
Informational report. 
  
Identifying Objectives for the General Education Curriculum 
 
Deliberation over potential objectives for a revised General Education curriculum began 
with an examination of objectives within our current system of General Education. This 
examination revealed for key points that have focused the work of the General Education 
Task Force. First, the current definition of General Education is not framed in the context of 
learning objectives, which makes a broad assessment of student mastery of these 
important goals unfeasible. Some courses may use and regularly assess them, while others 
do not, and beyond the level of individual courses, there is no focus on assessing students’ 
achievements of learning objectives in General Education as a whole. Second, the many 
domain-specific objectives currently presented for each skill and knowledge domain are 
focused on goals of the course and not on student mastery at the program level. Third, 
these goals include elements that are written in ways that are not feasible to measure. For 
example, terms such as “appreciate” and “develop consideration” do not easily lead to 
documentation of student mastery. Finally, the curriculum itself is not structured in ways 
that provide clear mandates or opportunities for all students to accomplish the skill and 
domain objectives such as those mentioned above,10 because given the extent of student 

9 Gen Ed Task Force Meeting May 1, 2014. 
10  (See Appendix B or 
http://senate.psu.edu/curriculum_resources/guide/sec1.html#GeneralEducation) 
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choice – itself an important positive element –there is no mechanism to ensure that all 
students complete courses that address even a clear subset of these learning objectives.  
 
In light of the above analysis of the current General Education program, the Assessment 
subcommittee has investigated possible learning objectives that could more clearly guide a 
revised General Education curriculum. This investigation included curricular comparisons 
with peer institutions,11 reports from key national organizations dedicated to the 
furtherance of General Education (see Bibliography), surveys of Penn State employers and 
alumni (see Section VIII), and robust discussions of best practices in higher education. 
These activities led to a tentative proposal of seven objectives (Literacy; Communication; 
Global and Intercultural Competence; Social Responsibility and Ethical Reasoning; 
Integrative Thinking; Critical and Analytic Thinking; and Creative Thinking), each 
expressed through a suite of specific learning objectives. This proposal was the subject of 
small group discussions during the May 2014 Gen Ed Task Force retreat. Each small group 
focused on a subset of the objectives and discussions centered around questions of the 
appropriateness of individual elements and which, if any, components and objectives 
should be eliminated or added. Although the six areas of competencies were generally 
supported during retreat discussions, feedback resulted in revisions to several of the 
specific components and objectives specified under many of the learning objectives. 
 
Work on the proposed learning objectives continued throughout summer 2014. In June 
2014, Penn State sent a team to the General Education and Assessment Institute held by the 
American Association of Colleges and Universities (AAC&U). This team comprised 
experienced members of the Assessment Subcommittee and the Gen Ed Task Force (A. 
Christensen, T. Furman, B. Harper, J. Schulenberg, and P. Van Meter). The institute afforded 
an opportunity to get feedback on the proposed learning objectives from national experts 
and generate plans for how these could be assessed in the context of General Education. 
During the institute, the team was encouraged to examine how our proposed objectives 
align with the outcomes of a project called Liberal Education and America’s Promise 
(LEAP),12 that have been identified by AAC&U as essential to prepare students for the 21st 
century. One advantage of this alignment is that our proposed objectives can be associated 
with mastery rubrics developed by the AAC&U. Each of these rubrics was developed 
through an iterative and collaborative process that engaged educators, content experts, and 
assessment experts from across the nation. These rubrics provide metrics that have been 
established nationally as valid and reliable (see Appendix C). At the General Education and 
Assessment Institute, the Penn State team also developed ideas about how these objectives 
can be integrated meaningfully into a revised General Education curriculum in order to 
inform assessment. These ideas are described in Part B of this Senate Informational Report. 
 
In July 2014, the Gen Ed Task Force welcomed Dr. Patricia Alexander, an international 
expert on student learning and development. During her visit, Dr. Alexander met with 

11 Peer institutions included University of Maryland; Michigan State University; Brigham 
Young University; University of California Santa Clara; Columbia University; Ohio 
University; SUNY Buffalo; University of Kansas 
12 Liberal Education & America’s Promise (LEAP) http://www.aacu.org/leap  
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members of the Task Force and Senate Council to discuss the meanings of the proposed 
learning objectives, instructional activities that would support accomplishment of the 
objectives, and possible mechanisms of assessment. The Assessment subcommittee also 
met with Dr. Alexander to discuss the learning objectives in more detail and to elicit 
feedback on assessment mechanisms. Based on this discussion, the objectives were revised 
to split critical and analytic thinking and integrative thinking into two separate objectives, 
for the total of seven identified above.  
 
Ongoing conversations include discussion of a proposal by the Joint Diversity Awareness 
Task Force to include the criterion “Power and Privilege” (“understanding of the nature of 
power, privilege, and discrimination in the United States and abroad at the societal, 
institutional, and individual levels”) among those necessary for a course to receive US/IL 
designation. 13 Members of the Assessment Subcommittee have recently proposed to make 
this criterion one of the learning objectives, which will be explored more fully with the 
Task Force in the months ahead. 
 
 
III. Benchmarking 
 
In their October, 2012 Senate forensic report, a General Education study group provided 
some initial benchmarking data,14 including information gathered during a General 
Education Colloquium (December 2011).  Looking across the national landscape, “a 
majority of institutions continue to implement General Education as a nearly unlimited 
menu of course choices” for part of all of their in their curricula. Other curricular structures 
that are used, with far less frequency, include open curricula (with unlimited choice); 
completely prescribed curricula; and core curricula in which students enroll in common 
first year courses and then continue in the menu system.  The detailed bibliography in this 
report provides a wealth of references on the scholarship of General Education. 
 
As part of a Spring 2014 independent study project, a team of Smeal students conducted 
some initial benchmarking to understand the size and structure of General Education 
programs at Penn State versus peer institutions.  In their study, they found among Big 10 
institutions, Penn State requires the third highest number of credits in General Education, 
behind only Purdue and Minnesota (Figure 1).  Penn State is the only university to require 
credits in health and physical activity, and requires a larger number of credits distributed 
among the knowledge domains than the peer institutions that were examined. These data 
informed the Task Force discussion on the number of credits of the Penn State General 
Education program, but so far it appears that the opportunities afforded with a 45 credit 
curriculum outweigh potential benefits of reducing its size. Moreover, the Task Force has 
maintained the importance of student exposure to learning in all currently defined 
knowledge and skill domains. 

13 Joint Diversity Awareness Task Force Progress Report, April 2014 
14 Forensic Session October 2012. Report Based on an Invitation from the President,  
Provost and the Chair of the University Faculty Senate to Examine General Education 
http://senate.psu.edu/gen_ed/genedrpt-aug2012.pdf 
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Figure 1: Credits required in General Education at benchmarked Big 10 institutions 
 
During the last ten months, the Themes and Explorations subcommittee of the Gen Ed Task 
Force also conducted a benchmarking activity early in their process to discuss the potential 
role of a “themes” focused General Education program.  This subcommittee searched for 
institutions that described their General Education program as including themes and, while 
it was not an exhaustive survey, their benchmarking did identify a range of institutions of 
varying sizes and missions.  These institutions and some of their major characteristics are 
presented in Appendix D.  While some institutions had elements that warrant further 
discussion, the search revealed that very few institutions of the size and complexity of Penn 
State have attempted a theme-based approach to General Education and, of those 
universities that have adopted themes, very few have structures that would ensure 
integrative thinking, multiple perspectives on a common issue, or any scaffolding15 or 
progression through the curriculum.  The program at Portland State University comes 
closest to the way that some committee members originally conceived thematic clusters as 
working, and Portland State was the only institution to have a readily available assessment 
plan.  Appalachian State was the only institution that appeared to mandate that faculty 
teaching within a theme had to work together to demonstrate how integration between 
courses would occur. After this benchmarking, the Themes and Explorations subcommittee 
did not recommend pursuing the model either of Portland State or Appalachian State.  
However, it expressed interest in the concept of a limited number of credits devoted to a 
theme, along with credits reserved for exploration.  More recently, the subcommittee noted 
the model of individual courses that integrate the perspectives of multiple disciplines or 
domains, as implemented at the University of Maryland and proposed by some 
Commonwealth faculty on the subcommittee. 
 
 
 
 

15  Scaffolding refers to a variety of instructional techniques used to move students 
progressively toward stronger understanding and, ultimately, greater independence in the 
learning process. 
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IV. Strengths and Weaknesses of the Current General Education Program 
 
Conversations about revision to the General Education program at Penn State regularly 
gravitate toward the questions, “what evidence do we have to suggest change is needed 
(what’s broken about our current program)?” and “what evidence do we have to suggest 
the changes proposed will be any better than what we currently have?” An October 2012 
Senate report9 and an Informational Report from October 201316 outlined several general 
critiques of our current General Education program (suggesting the need for change) and 
offered summaries of ways forward that are consistent with national best practice 
(evidence that certain changes have promise for improvement). Positive characteristics of 
our current program have been made clear.  Indeed, there are many strong aspects to our 
current General Education program, which a plan for revision can aim to retain, but there is 
room for updating and improvement even if nothing is actually “broken.”  We seek ways to 
respond to the challenge of preserving the best aspects of our current program while 
drawing on national scholarship to meet the intellectual and practical needs of today’s 
students, which differ in some ways from those of previous generations, and in taking best 
advantage of new opportunities. Any proposed changes are based on the growing body of 
literature on General Education and pedagogy (examples of which are in the bibliography 
for this report), as well as the wealth of expertise on our campuses. 
 
In this section we provide a summary of the interrelated strengths and weaknesses of Penn 
State’s current General Education program. Program strengths often come with tradeoffs in 
other areas that present weaknesses. Current political, economic, social, and ideological 
opportunities and threats also inform the current discussion on revision of General 
Education at Penn State.  
 
Strengths 
 
The most commonly noted strength of the current General Education program is in the 
flexibility it provides to students and programs. This flexibility relates to course offerings 
and selection, the ease of change of campus or college or major (including the discovery of 
majors), credit transfer from other institutions or credit acquisition by means such as 
Advanced Placement and CLEP, course substitutions, and the timing of course completion. 
 
General Education requirements encompass a broad list of skill and knowledge domains, 
allowing students (depending on offerings at their campus of enrollment, or online) an 
extensive array of choices, and permitting departments and faculty a range of opportunities 
to offer courses that speak to faculty interests and encourage faculty to bring their research 
and creative activities into the classroom. In the ideal, this allows students the opportunity 
to develop an intellectually exploratory and cohesive core of General Education courses. 
Particular substitution rules (3-6-9, world language, and upper-level substitutions) further 

16 Faculty Senate Informational Report October 2013 “A Progress Report to the University 
Faculty Senate” General Education Planning and Oversight Task Force. 
http://senate.psu.edu/agenda/2013-2014/oct2013/appc.pdf   
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facilitate this opportunity.  Flexibility in our current General Education program provides 
students with freedom to explore. However, many students do not take advantage of the 
wide array of choices; instead a large proportion of students enroll in a small number of 
courses to fulfill their General Education requirements: for example, COMM 150 and INART 
115 (GA); HIST 020 and RL ST 001 (GH); NUTR 251 and KINES 017 (GHA); CHEM 110 and 
ASTRO 001 (GN); STAT 200 and MATH 21 (GQ); PSYCH 100 and SOC 001 (GS).17  
 
Students can easily move from campus to campus within Penn State. In particular, the 45-
credit General Education requirement currently facilitates the 2 + 2 system for many 
students by allowing degree progress through General Education even if major courses are 
not provided at a campus. Recommended Academic Plans for students beginning at 
campuses for degrees requiring completion at University Park reflect the completion of 
General Education during the first two years.18  The 45-credit package with distributions 
across knowledge domains also facilitates the movement of students among majors and 
colleges.  University-wide, some 45% percent19 of Penn State students graduate from a 
college different from their initial enrollment. Because General Education credits are 
largely portable (especially when students move from highly prescribed majors to those 
that allow more flexibility, or when students have worked with academic advisers to plan 
for multiple options from the start), Penn State maintains a competitive six-year graduation 
rate. 
 
This flexibility also helps to make Penn State attractive to incoming or transfer students 
because it facilitates the acquisition of credit for students who took college courses in high 
school or at other institutions prior to enrolling at Penn State. Each year, new first-year 
students transfer approximately 57,000 credits from Advanced Placement (AP) tests 
(making up 22% of all previously earned credit). The College Board Report in June 2014 
shows that for the students beginning classes in summer or fall 2014, 2504 students (out of 
4069 students from the incoming class who submitted scores) received AP credit. For these 
students, the most prevalent credits earned were for English Literature and Composition 
(ENGL 001 (GH)), followed by Calculus AB (MATH 140 (GQ)); U.S. Government and Politics 
(PL SC 001 (GS)); Statistics (STAT 100 or STAT 200 (GQ)); and Psychology (PSYCH 100 
(GS)). This flexibility also facilitates transfer and adult learners with prior experience in 
gaining a Penn State degree. Each year, about 162,000 previously earned credits are 
transferred by advanced standing students as they transition to Penn State; this number 
can be anticipated to increase as World Campus grows.20  
 

17 Each of these enrolled between 1300 and 7000 students during the Fall 2011 – Spring 
2012 time period. Data from the December 2012 report on Student Enrollment Patterns in 
General Education were used for this analysis. 
18 For example, see Earth and Mineral Sciences and Health and Human Development RAPs 
http://dus.psu.edu/students/sem_plans.html 
19 “Graduation Pathway for 2003 First-Time Full Time Baccalaureate-seeking Cohort” 
Office of Planning and Institutional Assessment, January 2011 
20 Prior Learning Assessment Task Force Report, October 11, 2013 
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The current flexibility of our General Education requirements also enables students to take 
courses at another institution while enrolled at Penn State, because many of our courses 
are available elsewhere as well (our requirements do not tend to be highly specialized or 
idiosyncratic). Each year, about 35,000 credits (14% of transferred credits) are completed 
by currently enrolled Penn State students at other institutions. This provides students the 
opportunity to take courses at another institution, which may facilitate students to achieve 
on-time graduation by taking courses that are often difficult to schedule at Penn State (CAS 
100 and STAT 200, for example), or include study abroad (or “study away,” which is not 
necessarily beyond the U.S.), or to take courses that students are concerned might 
adversely affect their CGPA if taken at Penn State. For all students transferring credit from 
other institutions, only 13% of those credits come in as direct equivalent, with the 
remainder often being processed as substitutions. Data on where these substitutions are 
counted on degree audits has not been systematically maintained, but the new Course 
Substitution Request System data suggest that about 40% of transferred credits are 
substituted in General Education.  Although all students must take 60 Penn State credits to 
receive a Penn State degree, it is possible for upper-class transfer students to take all of 
those required 60 credits in their major, minor, or other degree components other than 
General Education. 
 
Further, while some General Education sections are restricted to first-year (or first- and-
second year) students, in most cases students are able to take General Education courses at 
any point in their academic careers, allowing students flexibility in how they structure each 
semester, and allowing departments flexibility in course offerings. Some students 
appreciate the opportunity to take a General Education course in their junior or senior 
year, rather than having a full load of courses in their major field(s) at that point.  
 
Weaknesses 
 
We used the term “weaknesses” in the terminology of the conventional SWOT analysis 
(Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats), but aspects about to be noted could 
equally well be regarded as “missed opportunities”: aspects in which we could do better. 
Missed opportunities or areas of weakness exist, not because our current program is 
inherently flawed, but because it was not designed to accomplish objectives that have 
emerged as critical to higher education during the past 15 years, or because it has not had 
the resource or infrastructure support to achieve the aims that it earlier identified. 
 
Our current General Education program is offered predominately at the entry level of the 
curriculum, meaning a very high percentage of enrollments are at the introductory level; 
only 48 of the 1254 General Education courses listed in the bulletin21 are at the 300-level 
or higher. This is, of course, partly because our current General Education structure 
discourages the inclusion of courses with prerequisites and therefore discourages inclusion 
of 400-level courses (though they can be included as substitutions). This emphasis on 
introductory courses, as evidenced in student feedback summarized below, may imply to 

21 Undergraduate Degree Programs Bulletin 
http://bulletins.psu.edu/undergrad/generaleducation/generalEd1 
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students that General Education courses are not as intellectually demanding as courses in a 
major and are unconnected to their overall learning.  As noted in the March Forensic 
Report22 
 

“Analysis of the most frequently enrolled courses in each domain (Informational 
Report from Senate Committee on Undergraduate Education in December 2012) 
indicates no conceptual, topical, or curricular links among the courses that are 
completed by the vast majority of Penn State Students at any campus.  The General 
Education requirements thus fail to capitalize on the intellectual potential of our 
students in two important arenas: (1) integrating knowledge and skills across 
multiple domains and (2) rising to developmentally appropriate intellectual levels.” 

 
Further, skill sets not currently emphasized by the General Education program have 
recently emerged as critical to employers, alumni, parents, and students (see data in 
Section VIII). In particular, intercultural competence, analytical thinking, and integrative 
thinking, though certainly referenced in some parts of our current Curricular Affairs 
guidelines, are not systematically implemented and emphasized within the current 
program, but these are skills needed for an educated citizenry in the 21st century. While 
many faculty have incorporated these skills into their courses, there is no systematic 
incentive or reward for doing so, and no institutional oversight to ensure that learning 
opportunities aligned with these critical skills are routinely offered to students. 
 
While the current General Education program was built on ideals that continue to be valid, 
it has not been easy to determine its extent of success in meeting those ideals, because the 
program was developed without the benefit of contemporary advances in assessing 
programs and student learning. To date, assessment of General Education at Penn State has 
focused on both structural elements (e.g., patterns of instructor appointments in highly-
enrolled courses in each domain23) and mastery of critical thinking (an ongoing pilot at 
University Park is using the Critical Thinking Assessment Test, with pilots at Greater 
Allegheny and Abington pending in fall 2014). The current General Education objectives, 
though many of us would probably agree with them as far as they go, are stated rather 
vaguely (Undergraduate Bulletin; Appendix B). 
 
Although more specific course objectives are part of the Curricular Affairs process for 
individual courses (Appendix B), the relatively general nature of the objectives for General 
Education as a whole, coupled with the highly flexible and un-scaffolded curriculum, leads 
to a lack of clarity on how (through what sort of assessment instruments), where (in what 

22 Faculty Senate Informational Report March 2014. “A Progress Report to the Faculty 
Senate”  Joint Diversity Awareness Task Force. 
http://www.senate.psu.edu/agenda/2013-2014/mar2014/appc.htm 
23 Faculty Senate Informational Report December 2012 “ Enrollment and Faculty Patterns 
in General Education Enrollment and Instructor Patterns in General Education Courses” 
Undergraduate Education. 
http://www.senate.psu.edu/agenda/2012-2013/dec2012/appn.pdf    
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courses), and when (at what points in a student’s academic development) learning and 
mastery can be assessed, beyond the individual instructor’s grading of his/her students. 
 
The flexible structure of the program also presents challenges to both instruction and rigor 
because instructors cannot assume students have had the prior opportunity to develop 
particular foundational skills.  For example, whereas 80% of Penn State students have 
taken ENGL 015 (Rhetoric and Composition) or ESL 015 (English as a Second Language 
Composition) by the end of their third semester, only 65% of students university-wide 
complete ENGL 202 by the end of their 7th semester, with wide differences between 
majors (Appendix E). Similarly, students most commonly take CAS 100 (Effective Speech) 
in their sophomore or junior years, but more students enroll in this class in their senior or 
fifth year than in the freshman year of college (Appendix F). 
 
A further weakness or missed opportunity concerns support for General Education.  To 
teach with full effectiveness and to assess complex intellectual skills like integrative 
thinking or critical analytic thinking, faculty need professional development, support, and 
recognition for their investments in teaching. While course-by-course instruction in our 
current General Education program is often excellent, the University does not 
systematically and visibly encourage investment in General Education teaching or the 
monitoring of General Education program effectiveness. In the past year of university-wide 
conversations prior to this report, for example, many individuals pointed out that while 
active learning was designed as a key element of the current General Education program, in 
some situations--particularly in large courses taken by many of our students--support for 
instructors to fully implement active learning, such as support for teaching assistants, has 
been lacking. A successful revision will need to address this gap with appropriate resources 
(see Part B of this Informational Report). 
 
V. Change, and the Opportunities It Provides 
 
Conversations with stakeholders from the University community over the past year (see 
Sections VI, VII and VIII) have highlighted some important concerns, which can be called 
threats or challenges, related to a revision of General Education. Many of those concerns 
are related to tradeoffs that may be necessary if we decrease the flexibility in the 
curriculum described above and to the potential costs to departments and campuses as 
personnel and course offerings change. As we engage in deliberative conversation over the 
coming months, the tradeoffs we face need to be carefully examined. 
 
One of the first actions of the General Education Task Force was to reaffirm our 
institutional commitment to one shared University-wide General Education program.  Not 
all universities have made this commitment; in some, each college or location determines 
its students’ graduation requirements.  This commitment means that we face the challenge 
of designing a program that can be delivered at many locations, and in both online and 
residential modes, in ways that give all our students the advantages of taking their General 
Education at Penn State, with our distinctive identity as a student-focused research 
university.   
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Further, conversations around revision have revealed concerns that may affect morale and 
the willingness to embrace change; or to change General Education, in particular, at this 
time. In particular, some faculty or other stakeholders interpret this potential revision as a 
direct criticism of a General Education program that works well for them and their 
programs, or as a criticism of their (or their colleagues’) current teaching. Some faculty 
place primacy on the learning that takes place in majors, and suggest that if further 
investments in undergraduate instruction are to be made, perhaps they should be made 
within the majors instead. Some faculty expressed concerns over changes in General 
Education that might reduce flexibility, and thus impact the transfer of credit and 
movement of students. Finally, in an institution that is undergoing change on many fronts, 
adding change to our long-standing General Education program presents additional areas 
of uncertainty in an already uncertain environment.  
 
We have the opportunity to create a distinctive Penn State General Education curriculum 
that embraces intellectual inquiry, diversity, and excellence. The General Education Task 
Force has affirmed the central role of student learning in building a curriculum that 
ensures students will have opportunities to acquire the knowledge, skills, and experiences 
they will need to live and work in a global environment and to improve life for others and 
for themselves. 
 
In revising General Education around student learning, we have the opportunity to increase 
the value of the Penn State brand by explicitly adding value to General Education. We also 
have the opportunity to change the culture around General Education at Penn State by 
refocusing on the important role it plays in a university education, elevating it to a central, 
more highly valued component of the Penn State experience.  We have the opportunity to 
increase student demand for the educational opportunities structured into General 
Education by changing the way we make the learning objectives explicit and how we 
connect them to students’ experiences24. As elaborated below, perceptions of General 
Education among students, alumni, and other stakeholders run across a wide spectrum. We 
have the opportunity to shift that spectrum toward the positive and valued aspects 
represented by this range of perceptions. By helping students more readily connect the 
learning in General Education with learning in the major, we help students better recognize 
the central role General Education plays in their university education. 
 
In building a General Education curriculum, we also have the opportunity to strengthen our 
ability to deliver and assess student learning. A number of strategies for this strengthening 
may be considered, including structures or processes for providing support for those who 
teach General Education courses, policies for continually monitoring and updating the 
curriculum, and mechanisms for regular formative assessment that feeds into ongoing 
improvements.  
 
We will be discussing these and other opportunities and concerns over the next several 
months.  As is elaborated in Informational Report B, the university-wide deliberations will 

24 R. B. Alley “Watchable Wildlife and Demand-Driven General Education” Journal of General 
Education 2013, 62 (1), p 37-42. 
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seek a balance between institutional values and the costs, financial or otherwise, associated 
with meeting them.  
 
VI. Input from Meetings with Students  
 
The Gen Ed Task Force Subcommittee on Student Opportunities and Constraints was 
charged to 1) determine potential opportunities and challenges; 2) elicit student 
perceptions; and 3) create a master list of opportunities and challenges perceived by 
students and as recognized by faculty and staff advisers. This subcommittee had six student 
representatives. Student representatives also sat on several other subcommittees as well as 
the parent task force. 
 
Over the Spring 2014 semester, focus groups were held to seek input from students at 18 
commonwealth campuses, 7 units from University Park including DUS and the Schreyer 
Honors College, and three non-traditional student populations. Meetings were also held 
with student government leaders, and students in some classes were engaged in the 
process to elicit their perceptions. In addition, ENGL/CAS faculty led 20 deliberations with 
students enrolled in Rhetoric and Civic Life (ENGL/CAS 138T) at University Park. A list of 
specific meetings and dates can be found in Appendix G. 
 
Two types of student meetings were held. The first focus groups, in 23 meetings, consisted 
of open discussion, based on a set of guiding questions. These questions focused on what 
students perceived to be advantages or challenges with the current General Education 
model, their ideas for possible improvements, and discussions about the idea of “themes” in 
General Education. Later student focus groups, in 14 meetings, employed the Kettering 
model of public deliberation25 that has been widely used in their National Issues Forum 
(www.nifi.org). On that model, the Gen Ed Task Force developed a Deliberation Guide to 
facilitate a process in which participants were asked to advocate for each of three visions of 
the main purpose of General Education to draw out the opportunities and challenges of 
alternative emphases. The three visions for the General Education curriculum at Penn State 
were: broadening horizons and expanding perceptions; seeing the interconnectedness 
among disciplines; and connecting classroom learning to outside experiences. Students 
were asked to vote on their favorite option before the deliberation began and then again 
afterwards to see if opinions shifted over the course of the discussion, which did happen 
frequently.  
 
The process was crafted to foster deliberative discussion that helped us to identify common 
values capable of guiding decisions and action. The results of the deliberation process 
further reinforced the feedback we heard anecdotally in less structured conversations that 
students wanted flexibility in General Education, saw the value of writing, speaking, and 
quantitative skills, and appreciated the importance of integrating knowledge from across 
disciplines. The deliberation guides used for these student meetings are found in Appendix 
H. 

25 D. W. McIvor; D. W. M. Barker; N. McAfee Democratizing Deliberation, A Political Theory 
Anthology. Kettering Foundation Press 2012, 184 pp. 
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Primary opportunities and concerns voiced by students.  
 
The formats of the discussions at the smaller University College campuses, mid-sized 
Campus Colleges and University Park differed in structure. However, a number of 
commonalities that bridge all campuses have emerged, as well as clear differences that are 
noted below. 

 
• Students had mixed opinions about General Education 

 
At all campuses, students valued flexibility and the exploration enabled by General 
Education; many students recognized the importance of a well-rounded education and 
the fundamental skills and knowledge acquired in General Education.  Many students 
cited exploration as a key opportunity to discover their major. 
 
However, students also expressed concern about their perception that General 
Education coursework was irrelevant because it does not contribute to their academic 
or career goal; some commented that General Education was not worth their time or 
tuition; and some were dissatisfied with the quality of their General Education 
coursework. At University Park, students specifically commented about the lack of 
depth.  

 
• Thematic clusters of courses were viewed favorably by students, but concerns were also 

expressed 
 
One of the proposed curricular components discussed with students was an 
interdisciplinary thematic cluster of courses. Students anticipated benefits including 
more in-depth learning, student ownership, and the opportunity for interdisciplinary 
learning.  Many students believed that themes would help them see the connection 
among General Education courses and increase the relevance of General Education to 
their academic goals; would increase the appeal of General Education; and increase 
their competitiveness in the job market. 
 
However, students worried about the flexibility and availability of General Education 
themes, and identified logistical challenges and concerns for their implementation. 
Students, particularly at the Campus Colleges and University College, were concerned 
about possible financial impacts on their progress toward graduation due to lack of 
flexibility in the thematic component in General Education.  
 

• Students recognized the potential benefits but also had concerns about experiential learning 
opportunities in General Education 
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In general, students value out-of-class experiential learning opportunities, such as 
internships, service learning, research or study abroad, and recognized that 
engagement has the potential to bring many benefits.  Students noted that engaged 
scholarship can provide them with meaningful learning experiences, increase their 
interest, and provide opportunities to learn practical skills in real-life settings. 
 
At all campuses, however, students expressed concern about added expense and 
workload if there were a required engaged scholarship component in General 
Education. Students also noted concern with how out-of-class work would be evaluated.   
 
Some small focus groups of international students, adult learners, and world campus 
students also suggested additional variations in student perspectives for these groups.  
While international students tended to prefer more exploration in General Education, 
they had more reservations about the concept of an integrated thematic component. 
Adult students at University Park also preferred exploration in General Education, did 
not understand the value or purpose of thematic clusters, and thought that engaged 
scholarship did not quite apply to them. On the other hand, the focus group of World 
Campus students commented positively about the idea of engaged scholarship in 
General Education, and its potential to increase their competitiveness and 
connectedness.  
 

• General issues with Gen Ed, and how advising can help 
 
At all campuses, students identified difficulties with registering for General Education 
courses to fit both their schedules and interest.  Moreover, students seemed to have 
limited understanding of General Education, and its purpose within their 
undergraduate curriculum. Many had misunderstanding about which courses were part 
of General Education, and often defined General Education as the courses that they 
needed to “get out of the way.” 
 
However, students generally referred to the central role of advising to help them to 
understand General Education and make appropriate course selections. Greater choice 
of courses to meet General Education requirements, more sessions of courses to 
facilitate scheduling, and additional advising were identified as mechanisms to increase 
student learning opportunities in General Education. 

 
Data from student comments from website  
 
There was also robust engagement of students on the gened.psu.edu website (see below); 
this was due at least in part because some faculty assigned readings and homework to 
students that included participation during the open comment periods, a factor that may, to 
some extent, affect the range of responses. Some representative student comments from 
the website include: 
 

 “It would be unfortunate to limit a student's exploration … as I feel that one of the 
most important benefits of Gen Eds is offering students the ability to explore their 
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interests.” 
 

“Will a future employer really be impressed that I took Elementary Astronomy as a 
college freshman to only fulfill my Gen Ed requirement, or would they rather see 
that my classes were largely focused on the major that led to my applying for a job 
with them?” 
 
“I believe that easy Gen Eds are crucial to our learning. They expose us to new 
concepts that we would not have learned otherwise and may not necessarily want to 
learn more about. They show us… new topics without being overwhelming and 
provide a general overview of knowledge that allows students to decide whether 
they want to delve into the field more or whether they should explore different 
academic paths.” 
 
“I know what I want to do. I know what I want my major to be and I know that I will 
be able to succeed in the classes associated with this major. However, I find myself 
placed in classes that, simply put, I'm not good at … They are extremely challenging 
for me and take away time from learning about my major and in turn bring down 
my GPA.” 

 
 
Other Student Voices  
 
The Smeal College students described above (see Section III) included, in addition to 
benchmarking with CIC peer institutions, meetings with DUS advisers, first year students, 
and students at two Commonwealth Campuses (Altoona and New Kensington); they 
developed and administered a survey about General Education completed by more than 
500 University Park (primarily Smeal, DUS, and HHD students) and 400 Commonwealth 
Campus students; and visited three popular General Education courses and administered 
Clicker questions.  It was found that a desire to maintain or increase GPA was selected as the 
most important reason that students took a General Education course, followed by a desire 
to learn new things and to gain information about a major or minor.  These data were 
presented in a preliminary discussion at the January 2014 Gen Ed Task Force Retreat, and 
then in the final report later that semester.    
 
A “Student Voices” video compilation26 was produced by WPSU for the Schreyer Institute 
for Teaching Excellence conference on General Education held in October 2013. To 
complement this video, recent graduate H. Wildeson undertook a senior capstone project in 
fall 2013 in which she interviewed faculty. In the video, University Park faculty who teach 
in the General Education program are asked about their perspectives and ideas for General 
Education.  Wildeson gave permission for the Gen Ed Task Force to show the video during 

26 Schreyer Institute for Teaching Excellence video 
https://streaming.psu.edu/media/?movieId=25399   
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meetings and discussions with faculty, and to make it available from the Task Force web 
site.27 
 
In another undergraduate student project, a Presidential Leadership Academy (PLA) team 
submitted a report 28, which contains a proposal for a General Education model.  As part of 
this project, the PLA team conducted interviews with 9 faculty and unit leaders at 
University Park, including 3 members of the Gen Ed Task Force and subcommittees. In 
their view, there is an existing challenge with some exploratory courses: 
 

“It is important, however, that exploration courses do not dissolve into un-engaging 
“fluff” courses which lack rigor and only give students a very peripheral glance at a 
subject.” 

 
And in response, they proposed a unique idea for exploratory courses: 
 

“… short courses which provide a more pointed investigation into a topic could be 
offered in conjunction with standard, full-semester courses. … reduce the amount of 
redundancy and “filler” material in introductory classes such that the course is more 
meaningful….Take the following examples illustrating how short courses could be 
constructed: 
 

· A 1.5 credit course on Game Theory could be offered as an alternative to an 
introductory course which provides a cursory glance at mathematical logic. 
 
· A 1.5 [credit course] on the Arab-Israeli Conflict could be offered as an 
alternative to a 3-credit introductory course” 

 
The PLA team further proposed an entire General Education program, which includes a 
“theme” or “focus” with a capstone course.   
 
 
VII. Input from Meetings with Faculty  
 
Faculty Teaching General Education Courses 
 
Conversations with both students and faculty highlight the important role played by those 
who teach in General Education. Those who teach General Education courses deserve 

27 H. Wildeson video http://vimeo.com/82199805  
28 T. Groh, R. Gurunathan, E. Waschenko, C. Miller, S. Silversmith. GENERAL EDUCATION AT 
PENN STATE: A Policy for Reforming Structure, Communication, and Assessment. May 2014. 
http://gened.psu.edu/wp-
content/uploads/sites/7232/2013/10/General_Education_Policy_Proposal.pdf 
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support, recognition, and opportunities for development. The challenges of doing so at 
Penn State are similar to those faced by our peer institutions.29 
 
At Penn State, General Education courses are taught by a diversity of faculty (and, at 
University Park, graduate students). A 2012 report from the Committee on Undergraduate 
Education examined the enrollment patterns and instructor types in General Education 
courses.30  This report found that in 2009 – 2012 a predominant portion of General 
Education courses (>76%) were taught by faculty in fixed-term appointments, and that 
University College and the Campus Colleges had a heavier reliance on fixed-term, part-time  
(e.g. FT2) faculty for delivery of these courses (~35%) than did University Park (15%). 
Indeed as the 2012 report indicates, General Education courses are less likely to be taught 
by tenure/tenured-line faculty than are other types of courses, such as those in the major 
or at the graduate level.  Thus any General Education revision should take into 
consideration the diversity of our instructional faculty. 
 
In the most recent report on Faculty Tenure Rates, it was noted that more than half of the 
full-time faculty at Penn State are on fixed term appointments:31  
 

Penn State employs almost 5,900 full-time faculty members, including lecturers, 
librarians and research faculty.  Of these, almost 2,900 are either tenured or on the 
tenure track.  The following data are University-wide counts for full-time faculty in 
fall 2013. (Source: Penn State Fact Book: Faculty Distribution by Tenure, Fall 2013.) 
 

Tenured   2,203 (  37.4%) 
Tenure track-not tenured    672 (  11.4%) 
Other    3,015 (  51.2%) 
Total    5,890 (100.0%) 

 
The Gen Ed Task Force has therefore tried to engage faculty at all levels from across the 
geographically-dispersed University in the discussion about General Education at Penn 
State. We have actively sought input on how best to support the development and 
pedagogy of all faculty – regardless of appointment – in the delivery of an excellent 
curriculum. 
 
Synopsis of Spring 2014 Open Town Hall Meetings with Faculty 
 

29 Faculty Development: Finding Balance in Changing Roles. Peer Review, Fall 2007, Vol. 9 
No. 4. http://www.aacu.org/peerreview/2007/fall 
30 Faculty Senate Informational Report, December 2012. “Enrollment and Instructor 
Patterns in General Education Courses” Senate Committee on Undergraduate Education. 
http://senate.psu.edu/agenda/2012-2013/dec2012/appn.pdf  
31 Faculty Senate Informational Report, April 2014. “Faculty Tenure Rates 2013-2014 
Annual Report” Faculty Affairs.  
http://senate.psu.edu/agenda/2013-2014/apr2014/appm.htm   
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The Faculty Subcommittee of the General Education Task Force was charged with 
collecting initial faculty comments and input at General Education Town Halls that were 
scheduled regionally for the campuses and at the colleges at University Park beginning in 
mid-March and continuing throughout April into May. There have been 21 Town Hall 
meetings with faculty held to date (see Appendix I).  While there are some issues raised 
that may be unique to particular campuses or colleges, clear, shared themes have emerged 
which are presented below. Overall, faculty clearly expressed a spectrum of support and 
enthusiasm, skepticism and negativity, and concern about their ability to participate in 
ongoing consultation in the process.  The general tone of the individual meetings varied. 
However, it is clear that faculty are engaged and interested in the General Education 
discussion. Many faculty question why changes in our current General Education program 
are necessary (a topic that is addressed in Section III). It is important to note that there is 
variance in the level of faculty support for some of the initial proposed components (in 
particular, for thematic clusters of courses). The major themes emerging from the town hall 
meetings included: 
 
• Clarifying the Philosophy of General Education 

 
Most faculty endorse the important role that General Education plays in the growth and 
development of students; recognizing it as an important opportunity for exploration 
that should not be driven by “employment” objectives. 
 
There was recurrent concern that the proposed changes could potentially restrict 
rather than enhance students’ exploratory opportunities. 

 
• Opportunities and Challenges for Interdisciplinary Collaboration 

 
Some faculty express enthusiasm for the opportunity to collaborate across disciplines 
and campuses. In addition, some faculty/campuses view the opportunity to identify 
themes as something that could enhance the “brand” and help to recruit students. 

 
On the other hand, many faculty express concern over the difficulties that arise in trying 
to initiate and sustain such collaborations, particularly when most faculty who teach 
General Education courses are fixed-term. 

 
• Institutional Issues 

 
Many faculty emphasize that there are many broader institutional issues that impact 
the success of any General Education curriculum that are not addressed by the 
proposed revisions. These include such issues as: the composition of the faculty 
(standing versus fixed-term), how teaching is valued in promotion and tenure and 
salary decisions, academic standards for student admissions to Penn State, the diversity 
of Penn State’s campuses, including World Campus (where growth is anticipated), 
among others. 
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Skepticism exists that unless the institutional culture and structure change, to give 
greater value to General Education, any General Education changes will be less than 
successful. 
 
There are many questions about the level of institutional support and resources that 
will be necessary for revision of the General Education curriculum. In addition, there is 
also concern that if budgets are increasingly driven by enrollments, the institutional 
reward system may encourage the offering of “easy” courses, and it may become 
increasingly difficult for the faculty to maintain high academic standards unless there 
are specific rewards and incentives for doing so. Planned consultation with campus and 
college leadership in Fall 2014 (see Part B of this Informational Report) will focus on 
these aspects. 

 
Common concerns that were voiced focused on what the potential impacts would be on 
campuses, colleges, majors and faculty; on the logistics for students; or with the process 
and timetable. Some faculty are concerned about how changes in General Education would 
impact faculty job security and teaching roles. A number of faculty are concerned that the 
timeline for the process was not sufficient to enable robust dialogue and consultation with 
faculty across the institution, and that greater clarity was needed to obtain meaningful 
input. In addition, many faculty and staff express concern over the logistical details of 
implementation of a curricular change, particularly around how the new student 
information system (LionPATH) will integrate with a General Education revision and how 
the increased importance academic advising may play in helping students understand and 
navigate a new General Education curriculum will be supported. 
 
A meeting with a subset of Evan Pugh Professors echoed some of the concerns above. 
However, this group emphasized their perception of a general erosion of academic rigor 
and raised questions about the effectiveness of learning in large classroom and on-line 
settings with little TA support. They recommended careful examination of budget models 
to enable better support of strong pedagogical technique.  
 
In the majority of meetings with faculty there were also positive comments and 
suggestions. Some of these have been directly incorporated in the curricular prototypes 
(see Part B of this Informational Report). For example, faculty made suggestions about 
requiring a C or better in the foundational courses in writing, communication and 
quantification; incorporation of modern skills (e.g. information literacy, visual literacy, 
conflict resolution); or alternative models (e.g. individual integrative courses vs. a themed 
series of courses). Many faculty teaching in the current General Education program were 
favorable about the opportunity to teach more advanced coursework beyond the 100 level.  
Elevation of ethics in the curriculum and strengthening the global competencies 
components were generally referred to with favorable comments.  Integration of research 
and education within General Education was viewed as a particularly desirable goal 
(consistent with a separate Faculty Senate vote in Spring 2014)32, though faculty felt that 

32 Chairs and Vice Chairs of the Senate Committees on Curricular Affairs, Educational 
Equity and Campus Environment, Faculty Affairs, Global Programs, Outreach, Research, 
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research or other engaged scholarship experiences should be optional in General 
Education, not a requirement, for all students.   
 
Several additional suggestions made by faculty and staff advisers are notable.  Faculty and 
staff in several campus locations suggest that steps should be made to ensure that General 
Education is consistent across all campuses; that General Education should be ‘re-branded’ 
to emphasize its relevance and importance to student learning; and that faculty teaching in 
General Education should be recognized.  
 
 
Synopsis of comments submitted by faculty on the web site  
 
In partnership with the Teaching and Learning with Technology office at Penn State, the 
General Education Task Force has created a public website (gened.psu.edu), that is 
designed to engage the university community in a broad, inclusive, and ongoing dialogue 
about the value of General Education and to include them to the extent possible in the 
process by which decisions are made about the shape of the new curriculum.   
 
The gened.psu.edu website has become a living space of ongoing conversation and 
deliberation about the emerging General Education program at Penn State. Since it was 
launched on August 24, 2013 the site has been visited by individuals in 22 countries and at 
57 colleges or universities, including Penn State.  As of May 8th, there were more than 
240,000 individual page views and 900 views of the Forensic Report submitted to the 
Faculty Senate in March 2014 and posted on this site.  
 
A recent qualitative analysis33 of the over 200 comments on this website (gened.psu.edu) 
used focused coding to identify common themes. Many of the comments submitted via the 
website were either questions posed by faculty or students regarding the General 
Education reform process or moderator comments that were largely directed at these 
questions. Other comments revealed the presence of six major themes: (1) Current Reform 
Debate; (2) Challenges Of Implementing General Education Reform; (3) Suggestions For 
Implementing General Education Reform; (4) Proposed Themes; (5) Support for 
Exploration And Skills; and (6) the Concept of General Education.  
 
With regards to the issue of resources and related support for General Education, many of 
the comments expressed a wariness of resources that might be needed for the perceived 
curricular limitations of a theme-based General Education curriculum. However, this view 
was not uniformly held and a variety of opinions regarding General Education reform were 
expressed on the website. 

Student Life, Undergraduate Education, and University Planning “Engaged Scholarship 
Report”, Advisory/Consultative Report April 2014 http://senate.psu.edu/agenda/2013-
2014/apr2014/appg.htm  
33 The Gen Ed Task Force thanks the Office of Planning and Institutional Assessment for 
their expertise and effort in compiling and reporting the comments submitted on the 
gened.psu.edu website. 
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• Representative comments from faculty: 
 

 “The word ‘General’ to me means a broad overview of a topic. If you want to follow 
the theme concept, then you should change the descriptive word to "Advanced" or "In 
Depth" electives. I view the Gen Ed courses as planting seeds of knowledge. It will take 
them time to bloom. It might not happen in the 4 years of college.” 
 
 “This is a very exciting process and the ideas are flowing with wonderful energy! I 
agree wholeheartedly that ethics and creative thinking are crucial. I would also add 
leadership. It doesn't have to be only 'lead the world' type leadership, but personal 
leadership at its foundation.” 
 
 “On the ‘what could be better’ side of the discussion, smaller classes would be an 
improvement in many areas that I have knowledge of. Many students get their sense 
of just being a "number" at PSU partly because of some of their 500+ seat GenEd 
Courses that they are not even required to attend, much less actively participate in, 
except perhaps online, a poor substitute for the inspired dialog possible with a 
professor and an active class.” 
 
 “As I review the comments, questions and responses by the GETF I Would like to 
raise the concern of an enforced requirement of taking ‘our Penn State’ Courses for 
the General Education core and/or theme requirements. Perhaps I am not 
interpreting the meaning and power of the ‘firewall’ but we need to be cautious on 
restricting transferability of courses from other accredited schools because the 
student hasn't had enough of our ‘gen ed’ courses.” 

 
The Gen Ed Task Force process moving forward includes plans to continue to engage 
faculty in face-to-face meetings as well as welcome comments and dialog on our interactive 
web site (see Informational Report Part B). 
 
Meetings have included discussions with the Academic Leadership Council (of Chancellors 
and Deans), Academic Council on Undergraduate Education, Council of Campus 
Chancellors, and Campus Administrative Officers (see Appendix I).  In addition, the Gen Ed 
Task Force benefits from regular consultation with an advisory group of Chancellors and 
Deans.34 These discussions span topics from the objectives and structure of the General 
Education curriculum to administrative aspects. In particular, this group is concerned with 
balancing the ideals of student learning and the real costs to colleges and campuses to 
deliver these learning opportunities. As a whole, this advisory group has strongly 
encouraged the Task Force to make sure principles and learning objectives are the driving 
factor behind recommendations. 
 

34 Chancellors and Deans Advisory Group to the Gen Ed Task Force includes: Nan Crouter, 
Madlyn Hanes, Melanie Hatch, Keith Hillkirk, Barbara Korner, Dan Larson, Susan Welch, 
Ann Williams 
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VIII. Input from Additional Penn State Stakeholders 
 
The Gen Ed Task Force identified additional stakeholders that include alumni, corporate 
recruiters, and academic partners in articulation agreements here and abroad. In this initial 
consultation phase, surveys were sent out to the first two groups. Additional consultation 
with other stakeholders will take place as the curriculum model is further clarified; see 
Part B of the Informational Report.  
 
Penn State Alumni Survey Data  
 
In partnership with the Penn State Alumni Association, the Gen Ed Task Force sent an 
invitation to 10,000 Penn State alumni who had graduated with a baccalaureate degree 
within the last 15 years (i.e. in the time period of the current General Education program). 
The sample was randomly generated from all undergraduates from all majors and 
campuses. We received 1079 responses to our invitation to complete a brief survey (11% 
response rate). When asked what were the best aspect(s) of their General Education 
courses, the most frequent responses were: “I was exposed to topics outside my major” 
(76%); “There was flexibility” (49%); and “I explored new ideas” (48%). Alumni were also 
asked which skills or attributes they wished, in hindsight, were more highly emphasized in 
General Education. The most frequently selected responses were Critical Thinking (56%); 
Communication Skills (55%); and Integrative Thinking (45%). 
 
In addition, a large number of the respondents (433) supplied comments in the free 
response portion of the survey. In a qualitative analysis, these were tagged as belonging in 
one or more categories, and summarized: 
 
Positive Comments (110): 

• enjoyed exploration, gave broad perspective 
• helped find my major/career 
• General Education is important to help students be well rounded 
• valuable part of education 
• gave me a break from math/science/engineering courses in my major 

 
“Part of Penn State’s superiority in education is due in large part to the General Education 
requirements. Penn State does not just ensure that students are well educated in their field, 
but that they receive a well-rounded education.”  
 
“ I was a liberal arts major, and in the moment, I was incredibly annoyed that I had to take 
math and science classes to satisfy my Gen Ed courses. Today, I'm so grateful that Penn 
State had such a strong Gen Ed component. This theater major now works in finance.”  
 
“General education courses set PSU apart from most schools.” “15 years later, I still credit 
my comfort with speaking in front of audiences with my mandatory speaking course.” 
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Negative (69): 
• waste of time and money, not relevant to major, no benefit 
• too many credits/courses 
• mostly prescribed by major, needed more flexibility 
• variable difficulty and quality 
• hard time scheduling classes 

 
“Each class seemed like a box to check off instead of a learning experience.”  
 
“If they really did emphasize critical thinking and communication skills they would have 
had value, but…I had to learn that on the job.”  
 
“Gen Ed classes were scheduled based on the probability of attaining the highest grade for 
the least amount of effort in order to pad my GPA, which they ALWAYS did.” 
 
Suggestions (121):  

• emphasize written, oral communication more 
• emphasize math, computer skills, data analysis more 
• find a way to cohesively group courses, develop integrative thinking 
• more flexibility 
• more structure 
• make more relevant to major 
• emphasize development of skills for “real world” (e.g. personal finance, 

negotiation) 
 
“Gen Ed classes were usually easier than major classes. This might be by design to offer a 
little relief for students, however, I think there's an opportunity to increase the quality of 
these classes, even if it increases the difficulty a bit.” 
 
“I think everyone should need to take a course on general finances (consolidating loans, 
buying a home, paying student loans, etc) and retirement planning. I had no idea what I 
was doing in these areas after graduating and they are fundamentals of everyone's life!” 
 
“Gen Eds are what the student makes of them. You can't make someone want to learn 
something outside their field. Provide Gen Ed courses aimed at a target audience: Art for 
engineers, Humanities for Engineers.” 
 
“As a student, I definitely appreciated the ‘cafeteria style’ choices of Gen Ed coursework. 
However, looking back now, I wish there was a more cohesive grouping of courses--one 
that I could make more sense of their connectedness.”  
 
“Students should be encouraged to view their Gen Eds more seriously. Right now, many see 
it as a waste of time and expect it to be easy.” 
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“I think it would be better to focus on each student having a minor instead of all of these 
random classes that don't really go towards anything.” 
 
 
National Corporate Recruiter and Penn State Corporate Recruiter Survey Data  
 
There have been a number of national surveys of corporate recruiters and employers to 
seek input on what employers look for in undergraduates.  The National Association of 
Colleges Employers Job Outlook Survey (April 2014) identified the five top personal 
qualities or skills that employers seek:35 
 

• Ability to make decisions and solve problems 
• Ability to verbally communicate with persons inside and outside the organization 
• Ability to obtain and process information 
• Ability to plan, organize, and prioritize work 
• Ability to analyze quantitative data 

 
According to a report in the Chronicle of Higher Education (December 2012),36 a survey of 
employer perceptions noted that “when it comes to the skills most needed by employers, 
job candidates are lacking most in written and oral communication skills, adaptability and 
managing multiple priorities, and making decisions and problem solving”.  In addition, 
employers place the responsibility on colleges and universities to prepare graduates in 
written and oral communications and decision-making skills. The survey results suggest 
that employers believe that colleges need to “work harder to produce these traits in their 
graduates”. 
  
In an April 2013 report,37 the AAC&U surveyed employers on their priorities for college 
learning and student success. In this report, employers identified cross-disciplinary skills 
and knowledge as critical to a student’s potential for career success, and “they view these 
skills as more important than a student’s choice of undergraduate major”.  In addition: 
 

• Nearly all those surveyed (93%) agreed, “a candidate’s demonstrated capacity to 
think critically, communicate clearly, and solve complex problems is more 
important than their undergraduate major.”  

• More than nine in ten of those surveyed said it is important that those they hire 
demonstrate ethical judgment and integrity; intercultural skills; and the capacity for 
continued new learning.  

35 National Association of Colleges and Employers Job Outlook Survey April 2014 
[https://www.naceweb.org/about-us/press/skills-employers-value-in-new-hires.aspx 
accessed 8/22/14] 
36 The Chronicle of Higher Education Report “The Role of Higher Education in Career 
Development: Employer Perceptions” December 2012 
37 The Association of American Colleges and Universities “It Takes More than a Major: 
Employer Priorities for College Learning and Student Success” April 2013 
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• More than three in four employers say they want colleges to place more emphasis 
on helping students develop five key learning outcomes, including: critical thinking, 
complex problem-solving, written and oral communication, and applied knowledge 
in real-world settings. 

 
The Wall Street Journal (WSJ) has recognized Penn State for our ability to prepare 
graduates for the job market. In a September 2010 WSJ survey of corporate recruiters, 
Penn State was rated first among 100 colleges and universities across the country.38  
 
In addition to that survey, we sought to ask recruiters with a relationship with Penn State 
about their perception of the value of the skills and attributes of General Education. In 
partnership with Penn State Career Services, in April 2014 the Gen Ed Task Force sent a 
brief survey to 16,000 corporate recruiters, from whom we received responses from 980 
(6% response rate).  
 
We first asked corporate recruiters for their opinions on the value of various skills and 
attributes, all of which are current or potential learning objectives for General Education, 
and to rate these using a Likert scale of 1 (low) to 4 (high). Consistent with national studies 
cited above, the four skills and attributes that were rated as the most valuable were critical 
thinking, speaking, listening and writing.   
 
We then asked respondents what skills and attributes would make Penn State graduates 
more attractive candidates for a position in their company.  The results indicate that of 8 
possible attributes, the three most highly rated were critical thinking (83%), teamwork 
(81%), integrative thinking (65%); in contrast, the attribute rated the lowest (of the eight) 
was a high grade point average.  
 
 
IX. Summary and outcomes of May 2014 retreat 
 
The opportunities and challenges of General Education modernization at Penn State, 
synthesizing all of the comments and input from students, faculty, and other stakeholders, 
were the focus of the discussion at the May 2014 retreat. At the conclusion of the retreat, 
the task force agreed that our foremost goal is fostering student learning.  
 
In summary, opportunities we have identified include: 

• leveraging the strengths of our faculty and better integrating General Education 
teaching with research; 

• improving student learning and providing students with a context with which to 
understand the importance of General Education; 

• promoting faculty collaboration and pedagogy development; 
• becoming a national leader in General Education curriculum assessment and 

research 

38 Wall Street Journal “Penn State Tops Recruiter Rankings” September 13, 2010 
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Challenges that members of the Task Force and other members of the University 
community have raised in discussions, town hall meetings, focus groups, and on the 
website are identified below. We will be exploring ways to meet these challenges. 

• maintaining flexibility and mobility for students; 
• delivering the curriculum on all campuses, including World Campus; 
• achieving a good balance between preserving continuity with the strengths we have 

now and making changes to foster innovations and improvements; 
• supporting, incentivizing, and rewarding faculty participation in an excellent 

General Education curriculum; 
• upholding strong academic standards; 
• securing ongoing resources for faculty and units to fund and maintain 

improvements to the curriculum 
 
As a result of the feedback received at that point, the Gen Ed Task Force decided to 
lengthen the timeline for the process: instead of presenting a legislative report to the 
Faculty Senate during the fall of 2014, as planned earlier, during the summer of 2014 the 
task force instead developed several possible curriculum prototypes for additional 
deliberation and input from the University community.  These, together with more 
information on the process moving forward are described in Part B of this Informational 
Report.  
 
 
Part B: The Process for Deliberation, Including Curriculum Prototypes 
 
The first part of this report, Part A, outlines the importance of making transformative 
change in General Education and elaborates the principles guiding the work of the General 
Education Task Force. To summarize, a revision of the General Education program offers 
significant opportunities to enhance student learning and to better support the faculty who 
facilitate that learning; it also entails trade-offs and costs. While envisioning a curriculum 
that can meet the ideals of strengthening student learning around key objectives, we also 
need to be mindful of any barriers that proposed changes may present to student 
movement through the University and to the costs that may be encountered as the 
institution shifts to new ways of structuring learning opportunities. Part B of this report 
outlines the public deliberation process that will help inform the examination of the 
opportunities and barriers in the development of a curriculum that balances ideals with 
realities. It also provides three sample curriculum prototypes for discussion none, of which 
represents an actual proposal from the Task Force at this point.  
 
 
X. The Deliberation Process and Prototype Curricula that Have Emerged for 

University-wide deliberation  
 
Process for engaging the academic community in substantive deliberation 
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The leadership and membership of the Task Force are deeply committed to engaging the 
entire Penn State community in discussions around this important portion of our 
curriculum. For a deliberative process to be inclusive, it must be structured to enable 
members of the community to genuinely participate in the process by which decisions are 
made. To facilitate this participation, the General Education Planning and Oversight Task 
Force (Gen Ed Task Force) has partnered with the University Teaching and Learning with 
Technology Office, and with faculty and graduate students with expertise in practices of 
deliberation from the Department of Communication Arts and Science, to establish a 
process of deliberation that will enable members of the University community to 
contribute in substantive ways to the decisions associated with the new General Education 
curriculum.  
 
During the 2013-2014 academic year, the Gen Ed Task Force developed practices of 
ongoing deliberation based on the Kettering Foundation’s model of public deliberation 
widely used in the foundation’s National Issues Forum. Over the course of the Fall 2014 
semester, the Gen Ed Task Force is implementing a modified version of that model to 
enable deliberation on three General Education curriculum prototypes. This deliberative 
process will be ongoing and asynchronous through the Penn State General Education 
website (http://gened.psu.edu).  Further, it will be supplemented by continuing in-person 
facilitated conversations about the prototypes at every campus and college across the 
University. 
 
 
Submission, Deliberation and Refinement of Curricular Prototypes  
 
During summer 2014, the Gen Ed Task Force developed several curriculum prototypes, 
with the intention of presenting the University community with multiple viable alternative 
models for organizing General Education. This document includes analysis of how each 
prototype aligns with the student learning objectives developed for General Education, and 
will serve as a basis for identifying ways in which each prototype would impact unit 
budgets and staffing, as well as student movement through the University.  
 
This process of considering curriculum models drew upon meetings and consultations 
undertaken during the 2013-14 academic year.  In late Spring 2014, the Gen Ed Task Force 
solicited models, now called prototypes, from all members of the Gen Ed Task Force and its 
seven subcommittees — more than 80 participants in all — and then examined the initial 
set of 18 prototypes that were received (more on this below).  From the outset, the 
anticipation was that none of these prototypes would be the final curriculum design that 
the Gen Ed Task Force will recommend to the Faculty Senate. Rather, by examining 
multiple options, we gave ourselves the opportunity to identify aspects that would reflect 
our values and goals for General Education, and to construct a curriculum that maximizes 
student learning.  This process of considering alternative prototypes allowed us to 
anticipate and advocate for the resources needed to enhance student learning, and to 
reflect on the tradeoffs that may be necessary for implementation of a new General 
Education curriculum.  
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Among the eighteen prototypes proposed in May 2014, some emphasized a common core, 
others restructured the current flexible 'cafeteria style' menu, many focused on facilitating 
connections across knowledge domains, and others emphasized competencies around a 
variety of modern literacies. All Task Force and subcommittee members were then invited 
to two meetings to examine the submitted models. In May and June 2014, thirty-five 
individuals participated in one or both of those meetings either in person or via Adobe 
Connect.  
 
The first discussion focused on identifying the pros and cons of each of the eighteen 
prototypes. Several prototypes did not address the vision and learning goals of General 
Education at Penn State and were removed from further discussion. Some others that did 
address our situation showed significant overlap in intent and structure. Following the 
initial meeting, these were consolidated into four distinct prototypes, which were 
discussed in a second meeting.  At the August retreat, three of the models that had unique 
approaches to fostering integrative connections across knowledge domains were further 
deliberated. A fourth model, which was a combination of two of the others, was introduced 
to the deliberation on the second day of the retreat after attendees had an opportunity to 
discuss the individual components. 
 
The discussions at the August retreat affirmed several central principles that have been the 
subject of ongoing discussion since then: 
 

• There is value in students taking a breadth of courses, and the curriculum should 
encourage distribution across all of the current skill and knowledge domains. 

• Attempts at structuring integrative learning (across multiple disciplines and 
domains) for students are valued, and multiple ways to accomplish this should be 
examined. 

• Maintaining flexibility is important, as it promotes discovery and allows for student 
movement across campuses, colleges, majors, and institutions. 

• The curriculum should support gains in students’ intercultural competency, and 
expand to global competency, along with the other identified learning objectives of 
Communication; Literacy; Critical and Analytical Thinking; Social Responsibility and 
Ethical Reasoning; Creative Thinking; Integrative Thinking; and Global and 
Intercultural Competence. 

 
There was also agreement around the need for greater precision and clarity around terms 
like “integration” and “global competency.” Several additional questions were identified for 
further discussion (see Section XIV). The Gen Ed Task Force is also explicitly concerned 
with avoiding barriers to student degree progress or other unintended negative 
consequences. Analysis of potential impacts on, for example, articulation agreements; the 
ability for students to explore multiple interests, discover majors, change majors, shift 
campuses, transfer credits, and make timely degree progress; and internal implications for 
Penn State colleges and campuses, will be a major focus of the fall semester’s research, 
consultation, and deliberation 
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As a result of the August retreat, two new curricula were proposed, re-framing General 
Education in terms of the learning objectives. After further discussion by the Gen Ed Task 
Force, three prototypes have been chosen to bring forward for University-wide discussion 
and deliberation. Again, none of these prototypes is expected to represent a final curriculum 
recommendation that may be proposed to Faculty Senate: the prototypes are intended to 
focus discussion of the varying ways in which the General Education curriculum might be 
revised. Our task now is to deliberate the gains and tradeoffs of each prototype so that we 
can identify the components that best match the faculty’s vision for General Education, in a 
curriculum that is sustainable and deliverable across the entire institution. 
 
XI. Curricular Prototypes for Consideration: Structures and Definitions   
 
The summary charts for each the three prototypes are shown below, and the deliberation 
guide describing some of the potential opportunities and tradeoffs that each represents is 
in Appendix J.  For comparison, Penn State’s current General Education model is in a 
similar format in Appendix B. 
 
Each of the three prototypes totals 45 credits, which is the same as in Penn State’s current 
General Education program.  While this consistency among the prototypes facilitates side-
by-side comparison, the Gen Ed Task Force has not yet come to consensus on whether to 
recommend that the number of credits remain the same. To date, discussions of a reduction 
in credits have raised multiple concerns around sustaining the 2+2 model, identifying areas 
for reduction (e.g. where should there be fewer courses/credits?), negatively impacting 
degree progress by impinging upon student flexibility for transfers and changes of major if 
fewer General Education credits (which are usually relatively portable) were to count, and 
negatively impacting the degree requirements in certain majors that rely on General 
Education courses.  In the other direction, discussions about reducing the number of 
credits have yielded no clear positive benefits for student learning. While time to 
graduation might be reduced with a smaller General Education program, alternative 
strategies for improving time to graduation were suggested. As prototypes are deliberated, 
areas for the reduction of credits may become clear, but at the moment, the costs appear to 
outweigh the gains on this particular aspect of a revision of the General Education program. 
 
Each of the three prototypes maintains the current domain structure and requires students 
to experience breadth across all domains. The Gen Ed Task Force has come to consensus 
that the breadth across all skill and knowledge domains be maintained in any new 
curricular prototype, as the domains offer intellectual benefits of breadth and involve 
significant stabilizing structure. 
 
Below we describe key aspects of each of the three prototypes, noting that there are many 
aspects yet to be explored.  Further, it is possible that components of these prototypes 
might be recombined, so that, for example, the approach to Integration in one prototype 
could be combined with the approach to Skills in another.  Additional questions about 
General Education, not necessarily related to any of these three prototypes, are also 
identified in Section XIV. 
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1. Modern Literacies Prototype  
This curricular prototype (Figure 2) presents opportunities to gain foundational skills in 
writing, communication, and quantification, as well as in a number of newly identified 

modern literacies that were suggested in the feedback from faculty, students, and alumni.  
Building on these skills, this prototype would give students a breadth of exposure to topics 
in all of the current knowledge domains, and develop their integrative thinking in a flexible 
way through multi-disciplinary courses or an interdisciplinary minor.  
 
Key Definitions: 

Learning to Learn: to be taken in the first semester of enrollment at Penn State. Topics 
would include the research-based understanding of learning; studies of learning and 
misconceptions; effective mechanisms for study that enable learning; and 
metacognition.   
 
Inquiry: to introduce students to the fundamental habits of inquiry in research, 
including scientific method and literacy; information literacy; data analysis (including 
visual representations of data) and basic statistics/probability; causality versus 
correlation; and ethical considerations.  

 
Social Responsibility: to introduce students to ways of thinking and communicating 
about issues of societal and global importance. Included would be modes of negotiation 
and conflict resolution, ethical reasoning, and understanding of perspectives to 
consider.  

Figure 2 Modern Literacies General Education Prototype 
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Cultural Competency: to provide students with opportunities to gain competency in U.S. 
cultures and in either International Cultures or Global Competency (see below, in 
Opportunities p. 45, for definitions). 

 
Personal Financial Literacy: to provide students exposure to real-world personal 
financial issues including managing debt; planning for mortgage or loan payments; and 
constructing a household monthly budget plan.  

 
Exploration: to provide students with an opportunity to explore any knowledge domain 
that has not been included in the above courses. 

 
Integration:  Two potential pathways for completion of this learning objective are 
offered. One option is to take three courses, each of which is interdisciplinary or multi-
disciplinary and spans at least two knowledge domains.  These interdisciplinary 
courses may include courses that are currently offered; others may be proposed. These 
courses would be taught in teams or individually.  Students could choose to take three 
courses with similar or quite different topics. 
 
Alternatively, students would have the option of completing an interdisciplinary or 
multidisciplinary minor that spans at least two knowledge domains; some are already 
offered, and others could be developed. When the minor is completed (at least 18 
credits are required for a minor), 9 of the credits in that minor would also fulfill the 
integration component of the General Education curriculum.  Because all minors 
require 6 credits at the 400 level, this choice within this prototype, provides scaffolding. 

 
The new course designations above do not each refer to a single course, nor is the series 
intended to be a common core for all Penn State students. Topics could be approached from 
many disciplinary perspectives, and could be included in a number of different courses. 
Thus these names represent learning objectives rather than specific course titles.  
 

 
2. Chosen Topics Prototype 

 
This General Education curriculum prototype (Figure 3) contains components for 
foundational skill, exploration, and intercultural competency. The integration component is 
designed to reaffirm the foundational importance of writing, speaking, and numeracy, and 
to infuse a dimension of exploration into the curriculum. The distinguishing feature, 
however, is its focus on cultivating in students the ability to analyze, evaluate, and interpret 
a single important topic from a variety of disciplinary perspectives.   
 

Skill Foundations: In this prototype, these are defined as writing, communication, and 
quantitative skills.  In addition to requiring an integrated writing/speaking course in 
the first year, a C or better would be required in the foundational coursework.  
Advanced writing is required prior to students taking the writing-intensive coursework 
in their majors. 
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Exploration/Breadth: Students have opportunity for coursework in each of the 
knowledge domains, and can flexibly distribute this among the domains. Between 
exploration and integration, students must take coursework in all domains (see 
details/rules/restrictions). 
 
Cultural competency:  This present University requirement (separate from General 
Education requirements) is maintained for all students (i.e. potentially overlapping 
with major or General Education requirements, as it does now), but the course content 
would be elevated to 75% and coursework is expanded by one course to include Global 
Competency (see page 45). 
 
Integration:  In this curriculum prototype, students have the opportunity to learn 
integrative thinking across domains and to scaffold their learning through either of two 
options.  One would consist of taking a series of three courses that, together, use 
different perspectives to address a shared organizing topic.  (In earlier discussions, this 
concept was often called a theme.) Each of these courses could be from a single 
discipline or could be multi-disciplinary, which together span multiple domains and 
perspectives, and within which there might be a capstone course or project. The topic 
would be selected by the student from an approved list of possible topics, and would be 
noted on the student’s transcript.  The second option is that, as in the first prototype 
described above, completion of an interdisciplinary minor (at least 18 credits) would 
fulfill this requirement. 

Figure 3: Chosen Topics General Education Prototype 
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3. Scaffolded Prototype 
 
While both of the previous prototypes provide opportunities for scaffolding, this General 
Education prototype (Figure 4) is organized around the proposed General Education 

learning objectives (associated with “Core Concerns”) to provide students with 
foundational skills, opportunities to explore, and—distinctively for this prototype—a 
required scaffold for their learning as students progress through the curriculum to the 400 
level. This scaffold is organized around the Core Concerns, which are pursued in 
progressive levels and culminate in 400-level capstone experiences.  Breadth is preserved, 
since between the Core Concerns and the Explorations courses, students must take 6 
credits in each knowledge domain. 
 

Foundations:  These courses are taken in the first year to establish a common set of 
skills in quantification and communication.  Quantification includes credits in logical 
thinking and reasoning; and in data analysis and decision-making. Communication 
includes writing and speaking. 

 
Core Concerns:  These clusters of courses address the seven University-wide learning 
objectives for General Education described in report Part A.  Courses in these clusters 
would be organized under two overarching frameworks:  Major Global Issues (e.g. 
health, energy and food security, poverty, conflict, urbanization, environmental 

Figure 4 Scaffolded Learning General Education Prototype 
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degradation, sustainability, etc.) and the Human Condition (who am I and why am I 
here). Each course in a cluster would emphasize at least two of the learning objectives, 
and within each cluster there would be courses that utilize and build upon the 
communication and quantification skills developed in the foundation courses. Clusters 
include courses from all knowledge domains, and are grouped by level. 
 
• Level 1: Students select three courses, in either a Major Global Issues or Human 

Condition cluster, that among them address the seven learning objectives. 
 

• Level 2: Students select three courses, in either a Major Global Issues or Human 
Condition cluster, that among them address the seven learning objectives, but at a 
more advanced level. 

 
Students could take the Level 1 cluster from Major Global Issues and the Level 2 from 
Human Condition, or vice-versa, or select all 18 credits from one of these categories to 
form an interdisciplinary/multidisciplinary minor.  (An official minor would include 6 
400-level credits, unless that definition changes.) 
 
• Level 3:  Students select two courses at the 400 level that link the General Edcuation 

learning objectives and the clusters to their major.  In these two senior-level 
seminars, students (who may have followed very different paths through the “Core 
Competencies” in Level 1 and Level 2) explore, discover, and share the ways in 
which those clusters contribute to their understanding of their own major, and the 
way in which their major informs these larger questions. 

 
Explorations:  Flexible credits completely free for students to explore new areas of 
interest, as long as (see above) the student’s total General Education program includes 
6 credits in each of the following knowledge domains: GN, GA, GH, GS, GHA.  
 

Online deliberation of these prototypes 
 
Our online deliberation process will be ongoing, open to all members of the Penn State 
community, and iterative. In September 2014, the three prototypes will be posted on the 
gened.psu.edu website in a way that does not privilege one over another. Each prototype 
has a short title, a description, and a rubric outlining the opportunities and tradeoffs of the 
prototype. The University community will be invited to comment on the details of these 
prototypes and on their general value—the strengths and opportunities they afford, and 
the tradeoffs they might involve. There will also be a space for comparative comments 
among the prototypes and for comments on any other aspect of this Informational Report. 
The online deliberation process will be facilitated by a member of the Communication Arts 
and Sciences (CAS) faculty and a graduate student, both with expertise in practices of 
deliberation on- and offline. All comments will be posted to the website, although 
facilitators may highlight certain comments to draw out themes and facilitate conversation. 
The facilitators will also gather qualitative data related to the online deliberative process 
and will report their findings to the General Education Task Force. Members of the 
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University community can choose to post anonymously if they do not want their names 
associated with the content of the comment, and every effort will be made facilitate an 
open and transparent process of deliberation. 
 
Members of the University community will be invited to comment on the prototypes 
between September 22nd and October 24th.  Recognizing that, as Laura Black puts it, 
“storytelling enables a kind of perspective taking that is fruitful for deliberation because it 
allows participants to understand the reasonableness of another’s perspective, even during 
a disagreement,”39 the General Education website will invite members of the community to 
tell their Gen Ed Stories. In addition, the facilitators of the deliberation will identify stories 
when they appear in the process of deliberation, and curate them to the Gen Ed Stories 
section of the website. 
 
After this initial period of deliberation and storytelling, a qualitative analysis of the 
comments and stories will be provided by the CAS facilitators to the Gen Ed Task Force for 
their consideration. Based on the online deliberations and stories, and on the ongoing face-
to-face conversations the Task Force will simultaneously undertake, alterations to the 
prototypes will then be made by the Gen Ed Task Force. Revised prototypes will be posted 
to the website for further comment in November.  A second round of on-line comments and 
stories will occur through the end of the semester. In January 2015, a second qualitative 
analysis will be provided to the Gen Ed Task Force by the CAS facilitators to inform the 
Task Force in preparation of a legislative report(s) (see below). 
 
In addition to online deliberation, scheduled meetings with every campus and college will 
provide face-to-face opportunities for discussion and feedback (Section XV). 
 
XII. Opportunities and implications of these prototypes  
 
Opportunity: Explicit, Connected Learning  
 
A hallmark of modern college curricula is the structured and repeated facilitation of 
integrative learning. Institutions and accrediting bodies have been addressing the need to 
facilitate students’ integrative skills for the past several decades. A 2007 publication 
summarizing the state of the art said, “Campuses are discussing not whether integrative 
learning will be part of undergraduate learning, but rather how it will be defined, fostered, 
supported, and assessed.”40 The Task Force team who attended the American Association 
of Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) Institute on General Education and Assessment41 
reported on the centrality of this principle for any modern General Education program. 
Research on integrative learning, while suggesting a variety of ways it can be defined and 

39 Black, Laura. “Deliberation, Storytelling, and Dialogic Moments.” Communication Theory 
18 (2008): 93–116. 
40 Huber, Mary T, et al. “Leading Initiatives for Integrative Learning.” Liberal Education 
Spring 2007, p. 46-51. 
41 See the report at http://gened.psu.edu/wp-
content/uploads/sites/7232/2013/10/Main-AACU-Takeaways.pdf  
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taught, indicates that students need multiple opportunities to practice thinking across 
disciplines and in tying together concepts they had not previously connected. 
 
All three prototypes present structured opportunities for students to practice integrative 
thinking by examining a topic from a variety of disciplinary perspectives. Although 
exposing students to differences in disciplinary ways of thinking is at the heart of existing 
distribution requirements at Penn State and elsewhere, students are rarely asked to 
recognize and make sense of those differences.42 Some students develop an awareness of 
the multiple ways of thinking they are asked to practice, and come to see the 
complementary value of those perspectives, however the University does not currently 
structure this learning across courses for all Penn State students. Rather, it is left to 
students’ individual inclinations to seek connections among their General Education 
courses, or not. Providing a structure that prompts and supports students to recognize the 
different mental operations required from discipline to discipline, the different criteria for 
evidence, and the different perspectives each discipline offers on a particular topic helps 
students practice integrative thinking habits. Frequent practice can facilitate students’ 
development of integrative thinking as a habit, enabling them to handle more complex 
topics in upper level courses and, as graduates, to better meet future challenges.43  While 
many major and minors involve integration across disciplines, not all of them do so, and 
research has emphasized the importance of integration in General Education as well as in a 
student’s major or minor field. 
 
Making the expectation for integration explicit will also help students value and practice 
this skill. “Students who understand the purposes of the courses they take usually learn 
more effectively.”6 Clear learning objectives, explicitly linked to skills relevant to students’ 
current and future lives, create perceived value for the educational experience and help 
students invest in their own learning.44 
 
Although the integrative components of the first two prototypes include an option with 
scaffolding (both have an option for interdisciplinary minors to extend this component of 
General Education through the 400 level; the Chosen Topics prototype also requires at 
least one course within integration above the 200 level, which could be a faculty-proposed 
and led capstone course), the Scaffolded prototype places a stronger emphasis on 
scaffolding. This prototype requires the building of learning across three levels, 
encouraging students to engage concepts at progressively greater levels of sophistication 
as they grow and develop academically. Majors and minors require similar structures 
because there is educational value in building on prior learning to refine, challenge, and 

42 Pace, David and Mittendorf, John. Decoding the Disciplines: Helping Students Learn 
Disciplinary Ways of Thinking. New Directions in Teaching and Learning, Number 98. 
(2004) 
43 The Degree Qualifications Profile. January 2011. The Lumina Foundation for Education. 
http://www.luminafoundation.org/publications/The_Degree_Qualifications_Profile.pdf 
44 Alley, Richard P. Watchable Wildlife and Demand-Driven General Education. The Journal 
of General Education v.62 no.1 (2013) p.37-42. 
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apply that prior learning to novel concepts. Scaffolding in General Education thus presents 
students with additional opportunities to practice integrative skills. 
 
Implication: Budgetary Concerns 
 
Cost is one of the greatest concerns of any curricular change, particularly in changes like 
those proposed in the integrative components of these prototypes. Because the General 
Education curriculum remains tightly bound up with major programs in many areas 
(General Education courses also serve as introductory or as supporting courses for 
majors), it is difficult to parse out costs specifically associated with General Education from 
those associated with majors. Nevertheless, the Budget subcommittee of the Gen Ed Task 
Force has analyzed the cost of delivering the current General Education curriculum at Penn 
State and has found the main factor driving instructional (salary) costs to be class size. A 
second important-- but less influential-- factor affecting cost is instructor level. Currently, 
by delivering the General Education program at the 001-200 level in courses that are often 
quite large (particularly at University Park), Penn State is able to effectively subsidize the 
higher cost of upper level courses and majors. It is assumed that class sizes in 300-400 
level courses will be smaller than in 001-200 level courses, and that upper-level courses 
are less likely to be taught by part-time faculty or graduate students. Thus, moving some 
General Education requirements up to the higher level might entail an increase in the costs 
of delivering the General Education curriculum.  
 
The Budget Subcommittee of the Gen Ed Task Force will develop specific budget 
implications for each of the proposed prototypes to inform the deliberation process.  The 
Task Force is committed to continuing to share information on our website gened.psu.edu 
as the subcommittees and Task Force continue to research and analyze the options for the 
curriculum. It will also provide a full budget report with any legislative report put forth to 
the Faculty Senate by the Gen Ed Task Force. 
 
 
Implication:  flexibility (ease of student mobility) concerns 
 
A different type of cost might be if courses have prerequisites, as is now the expectation at 
the 400 level, students may find their schedules constrained as they would need to take 
those courses in sequence (first the prerequisite, then the 400-level), and scheduling would 
be less flexible than now.  Further, it may become less feasible to use as many credits from 
high school AP, CLEP, prior learning, etc., within General Education, as credits from those 
sources might not accord with scaffolded levels.  Advanced standing students, many of 
whom may bring with them credits that are at the current General Education level, may 
find that they cannot fill as many General Education categories with those credits and 
therefore must take more credits at Penn State.  
 
Faculty at some of the smaller campus locations have indicated that the range of available 
400-level courses may not be extensive, so that students might find themselves forced to 
take courses in which they were not interested, or they might seek to come to University 
Park sooner to have a broader range of upper-level choices.  Other faculty have expressed 
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concerns that they might need to water down their 400-level courses to accommodate 
students who did not have the preparation expected of majors in that field, as well as 
dealing with potential growth in the size of these upper-level courses.  In the other 
direction, some faculty who do not now have large upper-level enrollments have pointed 
out that scaffolding within General Education would be a benefit, as it would bring more 
students into their upper-level courses and allow the curriculum to expand at that level.  
Other faculty, who typically teach General Education only at the 100 level, have expressed 
an interest in developing and teaching advanced General Education coursework. 
 
Opportunity:  Provide all students with foundational skills in the first year 
 
Several high profile, national-level efforts have attempted to assure that students across 
institutions are developing common sets of skills and are reaching comparable levels of 
competencies. The Lumina Foundation’s Degree Qualifications Profile (DQP)6 and the 
AAC&U’s LEAP Essential Learning Outcomes (LEAP)45 represent two influential and closely 
aligned examples for higher education. In particular, the DQP focuses on conceptual 
knowledge and essential competencies that the Foundation believes all higher education 
institutions should be helping students to develop throughout their college careers. These 
common elements present assurances to students, especially those who transfer from one 
institution to another, that they are able to make timely degree progress. The common 
elements also provide shared objectives that all higher education institutions should be 
accountable for providing to students, according to the Lumina Foundation, and a standard 
by which students can evaluate the relative merit of an institution’s educational 
opportunities. Aligning our General Education with these common standards would 
facilitate student movement into and through Penn State, and would particularly benefit 
those who come from non-traditional backgrounds.  
 
 
Both DQP and LEAP emphasize growth of skills by the early presentation of foundational 
skills, followed by reinforcement and refinement of those skills at higher levels of the 
curriculum. In light of this, each of the three prototypes that the Gen Ed Task Force offers in 
this report includes common learning opportunities in foundational skills, and one 
(Scaffolded Learning) explicitly requires that these introductory courses occur early in the 
student’s academic career. These foundational courses provide opportunities to even out 
the variation among prior skill sets and elevate proficiency for all students (as existing 
Penn State skills courses may also do, but they are not always taken early). If students are 
presented with early writing, speaking, and quantification experiences, instructors 
teaching at the 200-level and above can expect to scaffold experiences from a common 
starting point, and they should be able to challenge students to develop increasingly 
complex communication and numeracy skills. If instructors can be assured that students 
have taken rigorous courses on foundational concepts and techniques, instructors can set 
high standards, and students will be equipped to meet them. For example, the body of 

45 Essential Learning Outcomes, Liberal Education & America’s Promise. Association of 
American Colleges & Universities. http://www.aacu.org/leap/essential-learning-outcomes 
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scholarship around Writing across the Curriculum addresses the benefits of building on 
foundational skills in writing throughout a student’s college career: 46 
 

“…writing is closely linked with thinking and… in presenting students with significant 
problems to write about—and in creating an environment that demands their best 
writing—we can promote their general cognitive and intellectual 
growth….Emphasizing writing and critical thinking, therefore, generally increases the 
academic rigor of a course.” 

 
Implications: Impacts on students’ scheduling 
 
Many first-year students are already scheduling writing and speaking courses.  However, 
not all first-year students are presently being accommodated or choose to take these 
courses in their first year (see Appendices E and F). To meet the scheduling requirements 
of delivering 6 credits of foundational writing and communication skills courses in the first 
year (all three prototypes assume 6 credits or more), an initial increased investment in 
General Writing and Speaking (GWS) course instructors will be required to ensure that all 
students can schedule the requisite courses in the first year and to simultaneously deliver 
the courses to upper-class students who have not yet taken these. Fewer sections will be 
needed once the transition is completed. An expansion of Penn State’s LEAP program 
(Learning Edge Academic Program for new first-year students) might be necessary to 
distribute the associated workload or to address the needs of students requiring 
remediation before they are able to complete the first-year skills requirement. 
 
Early completion of quantification skills courses would also be required with these 
prototypes. The recent implementation of a new math placement assessment program 
includes the opportunity for students to review mathematical concepts and re-test. Shifts in 
enrollments and student success in relevant courses will be studied over the coming year, 
and the implications for a new General Education curriculum will need to be examined in 
the context of the new placement and remediation tool. 
 
Requiring quantification and writing courses early may also have implications for degree 
progress, particularly for students who need review courses before taking introductory 
courses required in their intended majors. Careful assessment of the impact on student 
degree progress is a priority for the Task Force as these prototypes are deliberated. 
 
Finally, a related scheduling implication is that if students take more writing, speaking and 
quantification skills credits in their first year, presumably this will displace something else 
from their schedules.  We will need to consider potential impacts on other general 
education and major degree courses, especially those that are encouraged to also take early 
(e.g. world languages), ability for students to make entrance-to-major progress (especially 
for enrollment controlled majors), and on recommended academic plans. 
 

46 Bean, John. Engaging Ideas: The Professor’s Guide to Integrating Writing, Critical Thinking, 
and Active Learning in the Classroom. (2011) John Wiley and Sons, San Francisco. 
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Opportunity: Enhance learning opportunities for intercultural competence 
 
Each prototype presents students with structured opportunities to develop intercultural 
competence, in addition to the existing goals of achieving greater understanding of 
diversity and culture. This component of the General Education curriculum reflects the 
demands that today’s social reality poses to its future citizens.47 In light of the profound 
transformations taking place in the modern world, students need to acquire the skills and 
thinking patterns required of global citizens.  Whether they remain in their local 
communities upon graduation or choose to live and work in remote places, Penn State 
graduates will be a part of a community more diverse and integrated with the rest of the 
world than previous cohorts. The current globalization trends refer not only to an 
unprecedented rate of integration and interdependence throughout the world but also to 
an enhanced awareness of the challenges that globalization entails. As social problems 
become much more visible on a global scale, more people become aware of the pressing 
need for global responses to the existing inequities and injustices in different parts of the 
world—both in the U.S. and abroad.  
 
The Senate Global Programs Committee, in response to a letter requesting input on this 
component of the General Education curriculum, stated (May 5, 2014): 
 

One of the goals of general education should be the development of students as global 
citizens.  To achieve this goal, a global perspective must be integrated into the 
curriculum, including both General Education and academic programs.  International 
study and global engagement must be encouraged and supported for all students, both 
through their courses and programs and through independent exploration.  Today, all 
disciplines and careers are positively affected by including global perspectives – the 
citizens and countries of the world are truly interconnected.  Although international 
study and/or travel are highly desirable, not all students are able to go abroad due to 
a variety of constraints such as finances, work or family obligations, and academic 
programs.  Thus, other mechanisms such as working globally through problem design, 
using distance technologies to communicate with those from other cultures, 
incorporating international topics within courses, and embedding international travel 
into General Education courses may be used.  For Penn State to be recognized as a 
global University, the faculty, staff, and students of the University must adopt global 
engagement as a core value for our teaching, research, and service and outreach. 

 
Therefore, with a revised General Education curriculum, we have an opportunity to convey 
to students the importance of two key messages. First, it is critically important that they 
develop a capacity for understanding and reflecting on the meaning and consequences of 
global dynamics, as enacted in different local and global contexts (e.g., issues such as 
inequality and poverty, migration, human rights, religious and ethnic identities and cultural 

47 Galinova, E. (in press). Promoting holistic global citizenship in college: Implications for 
education practitioners. In Lee, A., & Williams, R. D. (Eds.). Internationalizing 
undergraduate education: Critical conversations for 21st century practitioners.  Rotterdam, 
The Netherlands: Sense.  
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traditions, global health, sustainability, climate change and environmental protection) for 
the future of humanity. Hence each of the curricular prototypes contains a proposal to 
include a new global competence component, with one required course (3 credits) that has 
a strong focus (at least 75%) on issues of global social and ethical responsibility. 
 
Second, it is just as important for students to be able to function in diverse communities 
and cooperate on resolving conflicts and tackling global challenges with people very 
different from them. Successful Penn State graduates need to understand, appreciate, and 
critically examine multiple cultural perspectives, including their own. They need to develop 
a sophisticated knowledge of at least one cultural worldview very different from their own, 
and they need to have the capacity to critically examine deeply engrained conventions of 
their own cultural background. The social construction of reality, including issues of power, 
privilege and dominance, is integral to the discussions of these topics. It is also essential 
that a US cultures component be strong and distinct from international or global 
competencies. This is reflected in the prototypes as requirements for two courses (6 
credits) with a strong focus (75% or more) on developing intercultural competence, 
whether in U.S. (3 credits) or international contexts (3 credits). In the “Chosen Topic” 
prototype, these two courses are in addition to the 3 credits of Global Competence above. 
In the “Modern Literacies” prototype, these competencies are contained with the “social 
responsibility” and “cultural competency” components, whereas in the “Scaffolded 
Learning” prototype, these are explicitly contained in the curriculum as one of the seven 
learning objectives, each of which must be represented at least twice within the “core 
concerns” coursework. 
 
Implications: Investment in course development and review 
 
While many existing courses likely accomplish these objectives, which are clearly related to 
the existing US and IL University requirement, others will need to be revised or developed. 
In some cases, these may be opportunities for faculty to develop courses that speak directly 
to their research interests. Courses that currently meet the US or IL requirements, but do 
not meet the proposed new standard of 75% content dealing with diversity or international 
material, may need retooling to meet the higher content requirements, and some faculty 
may need access to professional development resources to support development in this 
area. New courses or modifications to existing courses will require the investment of 
faculty time, and therefore, come at a cost to competing priorities for faculty and 
departments. 
 
Further, courses for each of these categories will need to be evaluated for alignment with 
the new learning objectives and content requirements. Other institutions have approached 
this type of change by creating expedited processes, implementing rolling review periods, 
and drawing on a wider array of reviewers than is used in regular instances of curricular 
review. In Penn State’s case, the Joint Diversity Awareness Task Force presents an 
opportunity for collaboration in aspects of this effort; other groups may also assist, for 
example for international courses. 
 
Opportunity: Elevate the prominence of social responsibility/ethics in the curriculum 
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Social responsibility and ethics have increasing importance for all members of society. How 
students learn about and gain competence in these areas, as well as how they translate 
them to their lives and actions as members of society, has been of recent interest by the 
Faculty Senate, which since 2011 has appointed two Task Forces48 charged to look at 
academic integrity, a student honor code, and student conduct statements.  Most recently, 
on Sept 9, 2014 the Faculty Senate held a forensic session49 to discuss Value Statements 
proposed by the Advisory Council on Continued Excellence. Those Value Statements were 
informed by the results of the Faculty Senate Task Forces.  
 
Additionally, the Senate Student Life Committee, in response to a letter requesting input on 
this learning objective in the General Education curriculum (May 13, 2014), stated: 
 

Stress three key components of life: ethics, responsible decision-making, and 
citizenship or civic engagement.  Citizenship could in this context mean practicing 
strategies leading to individual and social well-being.  The choice to interpret 
responsible living as containing citizenship or civic engagement also flows from a core 
value of the University: preparing students to engage complex issues and express 
informed opinion through critical thinking, writing, and speech. 

 
Important that the courses have as a component ethics and responsible decision 
making, and which analyze the effect that decisions have on self, others, and the 
environment.  These elements are woven into many courses that are taught at Penn 
State, but bringing those classes together as a consistent group of courses will imbue 
students with these values.   

 
Implications: Course development and revision 
 
Many of the same costs associated with course development and review for ensuring that 
US/IL courses will meet updated standards and for adding global competency objectives 
would also apply to strengthening our efforts to integrate social and ethical thinking skills 
into the General Education curriculum. 
 
Opportunity: Further integrate instructors’ research expertise with the educational mission 
 
Many faculty regularly incorporate their research into their courses now. However, the  
components of the prototypes present new opportunities to explicitly align their General 
Education course content with their research agendas. For example, a realignment to 
emphasize development of particular thinking skills may free faculty from covering as 
many specific topics and allow them to flex content around current innovations coming 

48 2011-2012 Faculty Senate Academic Integrity/Honor Code Task Force; 2012-2013 
Faculty Senate Student Conduct Code Task Force 
49 Senate Forensic Report September 2014 “Forensic Report on Penn State Values and The 
Pennsylvania State University Values and Culture Survey” 
http://senate.psu.edu/agenda/2014-2015/sep2014/appe.html 
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from their fields. Again, this infusion of research perspectives into teaching is not new to 
Penn State; many existing courses already accomplish this. However, the three General 
Education curriculum prototypes present new opportunities to explicitly integrate the 
education and research missions of the University. 
 
In particular, the integrative component, though somewhat different in each prototype, 
presents opportunities for faculty who are researching particular topics from different 
disciplinary perspectives (such topics could be from any field, ancient or modern, e.g. 
ancient empires; technologies of literacy (from parchment scrolls to cell phones); 
sustainability; materials (from bronze to nanotechnology)) to collaborate, either explicitly 
through the development of inter- or multi-disciplinary courses or minors, or implicitly 
through having their courses included in a cluster that constitutes a student’s selected 
“framework” or “chosen topic” for integration. 
 
Implications: Infrastructure and support 
 
Opportunities for instructors to more fully integrate research into their teaching may 
require additional resources.  For example, if courses that do not now include student 
research projects are going to add such projects, often in ways that reflect the instructor’s 
own research, then additional instructional staff (to permit smaller classes, or discussion 
groups) may be needed.  In other situations, the integration of research might be facilitated 
by funds for field trips, participation in lab sessions, workshops with external visiting 
researchers in the instructor’s field, etc. 
 
Where the integration of research involves multiple courses, collaboration among faculty in 
developing courses, frameworks, or shared topics, each will require time investment, 
although the amount could vary greatly. If new inter- or multi-disciplinary courses are 
developed, residential or online, a significant investment in course development, design, 
and review will likely be required, and a support mechanism that creates the space, 
incentive, and structure for such collaboration is needed. Whether support is for individual 
instructors, courses, or collaborations, it is crucial for resources to be sustained. 
 
Opportunity: Support faculty development and pedagogy in General Education 
 
Each of the three General Education curriculum prototypes offered here (and indeed any 
curricular model) offers the opportunity to promote deep (rather than surface) learning. 
Some students will be self-motivated to pursue learning as deeply as possible, and this is 
already occurring, but to extend this level of achievement to all students will entail 
assessments and grading criteria that require students to demonstrate deep learning.50 
Crafting such assessment instruments may require the acquisition of new expertise for 
some instructors. Supporting faculty assessment expertise is a key component of this 
curricular review and revision process, and is elaborated in a separate section below. 
 

50 Huber, Mary T, et al. “Leading Initiatives for Integrative Learning.” Liberal Education 
Spring 2007, p. 46-51. 
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Implication:  Class size or instructor-to-student ratio 
 
Some (though not all) forms of deep learning are facilitated by pedagogies that incorporate 
student engagement in “active learning” (to use a term familiar from our existing General 
Education program at Penn State).  In some courses, the pedagogical implementation of 
those concepts has been incomplete because instructor-to-student ratios have made it 
difficult to teach in ways that engage students in writing, discussion, class presentations, 
teamwork, problem-solving, creative projects, or other activities that demand more than 
memorization or the ability to choose among a previously determined set of answers.  
While new forms of pedagogy, including those assisted by technology, may help to bridge 
this gap in some circumstances, in other circumstances the opportunity to reduce class 
sizes should be explored, in order to facilitate active-learning pedagogies.    
 
The Task Force’s Budget subcommittee will be analyzing possible budget implications that 
use a range of assumptions about instructor-to-student ratios.    
 
Opportunity: Implement a General Education curricular assessment plan 
 
 A curricular assessment plan for General Education would have benefits to students, 
faculty, and the institution. Explicit learning objectives for General Education would make 
clear to students the point of this component of their degrees, helping them to commit 
more fully to the excitement and challenges of engaging with new fields of inquiry, 
exercising their curiosity in new ways, expanding their worldviews in time and place, 
encountering multiple value systems, and thinking deeply about complex ideas — whether 
related to art or zoology or anything in between — that can appear to be disconnected 
from their immediate career plans.  
 

“Taking responsibility for the quality of student learning, not simply degree 
completion, involves three elements: 1) A clearly articulated, collective conception of 
the qualities of a college-educated person; 2) Intentional and collaborative faculty-led 
efforts across educational programs to cultivate those qualities; and 3) Cumulative 
assessments, across the curriculum and co-curriculum, to determine the extent to 
which students have achieved the desired learning.”51 

 
While those concepts apply to a student’s entire educational experience, not only to 
General Education, nevertheless General Education faculty can use assessments of student 
learning to inform their teaching, adjust to the needs of students, and facilitate 
improvement in learning. Students who understand how the ways they are assessed 
correlate with the value of their educations, and faculty who can use assessment to 
demonstrate accountability for providing high quality educational experiences can all 
reinforce a positive public perception of their institution and of higher education broadly.  
 
Our vision for assessment in General Education is elaborated further in a separate section 
below (see section XVIII). 

51 A Sea Change on Student Learning Assessment: An AAC&U Working Paper, February, 2012 
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Summary: Balancing realities 
 
University and campus leaders have consistently emphasized to the Gen Ed Task Force that 
our guiding priority should be student learning. The Gen Ed Task Force leadership meets 
regularly with a Deans and Chancellors Advisory Group, who echo this priority and 
encourage creative and transformative thinking that will enhance Penn State student 
learning. This advisory group is also concerned with striking a balance between ideals and 
costs, and the concerns that specific campuses and colleges may have when considering a 
General Education curriculum revision. 
 
The transactional costs of change are a major concern to the Gen Ed Task Force and the 
University community. Further, unless resources are provided to make change sustainable 
beyond an initial transition period, any gains will be only temporary (and if gains are 
ephemeral, faculty are likely to question whether trying to improve General Education has 
been worth their time). Although some potential costs have been mentioned in this report, 
a full identification and examination of the costs associated with each of the three 
prototypes, or others that may emerge, will be a central component of the Task Force’s 
work to come. Cost implications will need to be considered, and the Task Force includes a 
Budget subcommittee that will work with other experts to provide estimates. However, 
both the President and Provost have been clear that the Task Force’s recommendations 
should be based first and foremost on what is best for our students. 
 
The Gen Ed Task Force is also explicitly concerned with avoiding impediments to student 
degree progress or other unintended negative consequences. The public deliberation about 
General Education and the continuing data-gathering by the Gen Ed Task Force will inform 
a rigorous analysis of potential impacts on, for example, the articulation agreements that 
now govern the transferability of credits; the ability for students to explore multiple 
interests, discover majors, change majors, shift campuses, transfer credits, and make timely 
degree progress; and internal implications for Penn State colleges, campuses and online 
programming, etc. Analysis of such impacts will be a major focus of the fall semester’s 
research, consultation, and deliberation. 
 
 
XII. Key Components  

 
1. Vision for faculty support  
 
For any General Education reform to be successful, significant and sustainable, support for 
faculty to successfully develop, implement, assess and teach General Education is essential.  
Faculty support to reform General Education at Penn State at this time is particularly 
salient due to the length of time since the present General Education program was adopted; 
the changes in General Education nationwide since then; and the size and complexity of the 
University.  There is also a unique opportunity afforded to Penn State to be a leader in 
General Education through institutional commitment to General Education research and 
pedagogy. 
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Paraphrasing from the AAC&U,52 "a curriculum is only as good as the pedagogy that 
supports it."  The past year of research and conversation has contributed to a strong 
sentiment across the Task Force that the need to elevate the profile of the General 
Education curriculum and the instructors who teach within it will require an infusion of 
support from the highest levels of the institution. 
 
Some of the support needs identified by the Faculty Subcommittee and at the August 
retreat include: fostering communication between and collaborations among faculty, 
especially in supporting internal projects such as collaborative cross-college or cross-
location teams pursuing the development of shared courses; facilitating course 
development; providing development opportunities, including workshops or other events 
specifically for General Education instructors; supporting research activities focusing on 
General Education scholarship; providing support with course assessment; and working 
with the Faculty Senate to guide or conduct assessments of the General Education 
curriculum. Overall, the Task Force recognizes an opportunity to promote ongoing 
interdisciplinary and University-wide collaboration in the implementation, coordination, 
and evaluation of any General Education curriculum approved by Faculty Senate. 
 
During the past year, information about General Education faculty support at other 
institutions as well as what currently exists at Penn State has been collected and reviewed.  
Rather than implementing permanent structures, some institutions periodically bring 
outside groups in for training and development.  Consultants are used at initial stages of 
implementation of curriculum change; teams are sent to institutes elsewhere; summer 
week-long faculty development sessions are held on campuses in order to launch a new 
curriculum. However this approach does not allow for on-going campus support. Other 
institutions merge General Education support into their already established teaching 
institutes, faculty senate (e.g., UK Core Standing Committee at University of Kentucky) or 
other faculty committees, or they create new faculty committees to handle the work (e.g 
Carolina Core Committee, University of South Carolina). However, the tasks of such 
committees or units within other structures are very limited and do not include the array 
of faculty development, support, and research/assessment activities that are believed to be 
necessary to support a revised General Education curriculum at Penn State.  
 
Penn State presently supports teaching and faculty development in several ways, 
sometimes within Colleges or campuses (e.g. The Leonhard Center in the College of 
Engineering), and centrally (Schreyer Institute for Teaching Excellence (SITE)).  Since 
General Education is University-wide, the Task Force has focused on options at that level.  
There is not yet general consensus as to the nature of what a Gen Ed faculty support 
structure might be, so further research will be conducted by the Gen Ed Task Force in 
consultation with relevant Senate committees to explore viable options.  

52 P. L. Gaston; J. E. Clark; A. S. Ferren; P. Maki; T. L. Rhodes; K. M. Schilling; D. Smith General 
Education & Liberal Learning: Principles of Effective Practice 2010 AAC&U Press; P. L. 
Gaston, J. G. Gaff Revising General Education – And Avoiding the Potholes: A Guide for 
Curricular Change  2009 AAC&U Press 
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2. Vision of Student Learning Objectives in a Revised General Education Curriculum 

The seven learning objectives described in Appendix A are the result of the deliberative 
process described in that report and inform the working proposal currently being used by 
the Gen Ed Task Force. While the identification of learning objectives is a necessary step for 
a curriculum responsive to that broad concept, the statement alone is of course insufficient 
for development of a curriculum. Accordingly, discussions of these objectives amongst 
members of the Gen Ed Task Force, Faculty Senators, and other members of the University 
community that participated in the August 2014 retreat have suggested several roles that 
these objectives might play in a revised curriculum, as described in the remainder of this 
section.  

• The Role of Learning Objectives in Course Design and Students’ Programs of 
Study 

Instructors are best able to design educational opportunities that support development of 
the competencies underlying an objective when the objective is explicitly identified and 
intentionally pursued.53 Students, in addition, can only intentionally achieve an objective if 
they are made aware of it as such. For these reasons, the Task Force believes that the seven 
learning objectives should be made visible as follows:  

1. Each course that is part of the General Education curriculum will identify 
learning objectives that will be targeted within that course.  

2. The key learning objectives will be explicitly identified on the course syllabus.  
3. Instructors will explicitly discuss these objectives with students. 

Multiple learning opportunities that scaffold development over time are strongly 
advantageous for students to develop strong foundational abilities in the areas of the 
learning objectives, as applied from the work of Vygotsky and Brunner. These 
opportunities allow for initial exposure to the knowledge, skills, and abilities of a particular 
objective to be followed by additional occasions for practice, feedback, and more advanced 
instruction. Sometimes this iterative process, which includes risk taking and opportunities 
for students to learn from mistakes, takes place within individual courses.  For example, 
courses that teach writing as a process involve practice, feedback, revision, and 
increasingly complex writing assignments; and some courses with specific prerequisites 
systematically assess, build upon, and iteratively practice what has been learned in the 
earlier courses. However, in other courses, scaffolding may not presently be incorporated.  
While scaffolding is found within majors and minors, the Task Force believes it is also 
important for achieving the learning objectives of General Education. 

The Task Force has discussed, but not reached consensus on, realistic ways to expand 
scaffolding in General Education and ensure its availability to all students.  Two options, 
among others, have been suggested:  (1) the General Education curriculum should include 

53 Banta, T. W., Jones, E. A., & Black, K. E. (2009). Designing Effective Assessment. San 
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.  
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courses that span academic levels from lower to upper division courses; in higher-level 
courses, instruction related to the learning objectives would build on the abilities gained in 
lower-level courses; and (2) the General Education program should require that students 
complete coursework that addresses each learning objective more than once, perhaps at 
least three times.  For the first of these options in particular, we are awaiting budgetary 
estimates and other assessments of impact. 

• The Role of Learning Objectives in Assessment 

The Assessment subcommittee of the Gen Ed Task Force has discussed principles that can 
inform the development of effective practices for assessing student achievement of the 
seven learning objectives. These principles include: 

1. To the degree possible, assessment should be meaningfully integrated with the 
learning activities of a course. 

2. To the degree possible, instructors involved in the teaching of General Education 
courses should be involved in the design, analysis, and interpretation of 
assessments.  

3. Instructors should be provided opportunities to obtain formative assessment data. 
Access to course-level data will be restricted to those directly involved in improving 
the design and delivery of the course, and will not be used in any faculty 
evaluations.  

4. Assessment practices must inform the effectiveness of the General Education 
program as a whole. These evaluations will use institutional level data, aggregated 
across courses, to evaluate student gains from the start to the end of their studies.  

5. Assessment should be based on practices that yield reliable and valid indicators of 
abilities.  

The first two principles combine to outline an assessment plan that includes, but is not 
limited to, “signature assignments”, or assignments that are embedded in the content of a 
course and require students to use the knowledge, skills, and abilities of a particular 
learning objective. Accordingly, signature assignments further both the content and 
General Education course objectives. The Assessment subcommittee recommends that one 
function of a General Education Faculty Institute be the development of templates for 
signature assignments that could assess each objective. Instructors would then insert 
course relevant content into templates.  

The result would then be a set of assessments that provide both formative and summative 
information,54 addressing the third and fourth principles above. In the context of the 
General Education program, formative assessment can provide both students and 

54  The purpose of formative assessment is “to improve.” The purpose of summative 
assessment is “to prove.” Formative assessment would be used to provide information that 
could help improve the program while it is in progress and summative assessment would 
be used to evaluate the program at some final stage, for example, for a report to 
administrators or other stakeholders.  
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instructors information about progress toward learning objectives as a student moves 
through the General Education program. This formative assessment information would 
come from student scores on signature assignments within specific courses. Information 
for summative assessment is gained by aggregating course level performances for students 
just beginning work toward a particular objective and comparing these scores to those 
obtained by students at the end of their studies. This evaluation can help inform the degree 
to which the whole of the General Education program is effectively supporting student 
development. 

With respect to the fifth principle, the present thinking of the Task Force’s Assessment 
subcommittee is that our General Education assessment should be informed by the Valid 
Assessment of Learning in Undergraduate Education (VALUE) rubrics,55 which were 
developed through a collaborative effort of AAC&U, the State Higher Education Executive 
Officers’ association (SHEEO), and the Multistate Collaborative to Advance Learning 
Outcomes Assessment (MSC).56 The overall set of VALUE rubrics is comprised of 16 rubrics 
that each correspond to a specific learning objective. Amongst these 16 are rubrics that 
align with the seven learning objectives and components under consideration by the Gen 
Ed Task Force (See Appendix L for an example and a link to all VALUE rubrics). Each rubric 
provides a definition of the learning objective and identifies specific, measureable skills and 
abilities associated with that objective. For instance, the Critical Thinking rubric includes 
both the abilities to explain issues and to gather evidence. Each ability area is then 
operationalized in terms that identify specific performance characteristics that correspond 
to three developmental levels, called Benchmark, Milestone, and Capstone.57  

We recognize, as previously noted, that not all aspects of a student’s learning can be 
assessed according to these learning objectives, or any other short-run pattern of 
assessment.  Even for short-term purposes, instructors and academic programs may have 
additional assessment standards (for instance, some expectations may derive from external 
accreditation agencies) to incorporate in their General Education courses. 
 
XIV. Topics/questions remaining for additional discussion 
 
In Task Force meetings, subcommittee meetings, retreats, and discussions with colleagues 
across the institution, a number of topics important to the revision process have arisen but 
have not yet been fully discussed.  Some of these topics span all three of the curriculum 
prototypes in this report, or relate to issues not encompassed by the prototypes. These will 
be the subject of ongoing deliberations by the Task Force and as we continue to consult 
with the University community on these issues.  The list below is not meant to close off 
discussion of other topics, and additional items to add to the Task Force’s agenda are 
invited. 

55 http://www.aacu.org/value/rubrics/  
56 http://www.sheeo.org/projects/msc-multi-state-collaborative-advance-learning-
outcomes-assessment  
57 See http://www.aacu.org/value/index.cfm for more information about the VALUE 
rubrics.  
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1) Separation of health and wellness from physical activity. Penn State is the only CIC 

institution that includes physical activity credits within a required category of 
General Education.  For us, if physical activity is to be a required field, should the 
credits be listed separately from credits for domain-knowledge courses on health 
and wellness? Should physical activity be among the Skills areas rather than a 
domain-knowledge field? 
 

2) Role and timing of advanced writing – at 200 or higher level. What courses should 
be included, if there is a writing requirement at the 200 or higher level?  When 
should this requirement be scheduled, and how should this requirement relate to 
the requirement for Writing Across the Curriculum (often called “W” courses) in the 
student’s college or major? 
 

3) World languages. Should the General Education curriculum encourage the study of 
world languages—for example, should basic/intermediate language be a separate or 
alternative component within Skills, or should an upper-level writing course within 
a language be able to substitute for English 202? 

 
4) Course Substitutions.  Should the present opportunity for students to reallocate 3 

credits within General Education (known as the "3/6/9" pattern), as long as no 
domain is totally eliminated, be continued? If so, would it need to change in a new 
curriculum structure? 

 
5) Quantification.  Should there be defined subcategories within quantification, such as 

data and decision-making, and logic and reason? How would these fit in with 
defining a minimum level of numeracy expected of students? 

 
6) Risk taking.  How might the General Education curriculum encourage and 

incentivize curiosity, risk taking, and building positively upon one’s mistakes? Can 
the Satisfactory/Unsatisfactory grading option be used to encourage risk taking 
within General Education? (Currently this is not allowed in General Education.58) 

 
7) Academic rigor, quality control, and excellence.  What will ensure the maintenance 

of high standards and "active learning," especially if changes in the budget model 
incentivize attracting large enrollments?  Should standards exist for domain-
knowledge courses—e.g., should humanities courses have a criterion for substantial 
reading and writing; should science and social science courses require the active use 
of quantitative skills? Can there be positive incentives for students and faculty that 
reward excellence in General Education?  

 
8) The total number General Education credits. Should the General Education 

curriculum remain at 45 credits or should the number of credits be adjusted? 

58 Undergraduate Advising Handbook  http://handbook.psu.edu/content/satisfactory-
unsatisfactory-grading-system  
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Currently, the prototypes are all 45 credits for comparison and there have already 
been some discussions around this possibility (See section XI), but no decisions have 
been made. 

 
9) First-year Experience.  In addition to foundational skills courses, should there be 

any First-year experience component? What role does the First-Year Experience 
contribute to the achievement of the proposed General Education learning 
objectives? 

 
10) Refinement of the Learning Objectives. The Assessment Subcommittee has defined 

and refined the proposed learning objective, and these remain a work in progress. 
For example, there is current discussion about including “Power and Privilege” as a 
learning objective (See Section II). The Gen Ed Task Force invites additional input 
from the University community on all proposed learning objectives. 

 
There are certainly many other questions about curriculum choices, the details of 
implementation, and impacts on students, faculty, staff, facilities, support services, and 
budgets. As we refine the General Education curriculum prototypes and gather input from 
the University, additional work by the Task Force will focus on the careful examination of 
factors such as these so that the full implications and logistics are well understood before a 
final recommendation is made to Senate. 
 
XV. Process for consultation and planned reports moving forward 
 
The two parts (Parts A and B) of this informational report are the beginning of a year-long 
series of General Education reports to the Faculty Senate and scheduled University events 
during 2014-2015. This Informational report has presented the background and rationale 
for why we are examining and revising General Education, presented major issues and 
three sample curriculum prototypes, and detailed the processes used to solicit input and 
make decisions. During this academic year, there will be more deliberation and 
consultation to inform the final curricular recommendations that the Task Force will make 
to the Faculty Senate.  
 
Opportunities for Comment and Deliberation 
 
During the Fall 2014 semester the Gen Ed Task Force co-chairs will be visiting every 
campus and college to meet with faculty and advisers, with campus and college leadership, 
and with Faculty Senators. The schedule for these visits can be found in Appendix L.  These 
visits, along with the visits to campuses and colleges in spring 2014, will provide the Gen 
Ed Task Force with a great deal of input and ideas for consideration and compromise.  
 
The General Education website (gened.psu.edu) has also been a source of a great deal of 
input and feedback on General Education (Sections VI and VII). In fall 2014 it will again 
serve as a universally available platform, for anyone who is interested, to engage in the 
deliberation of curricular prototypes (see Section XI).  Feedback received from the face-to-
face meetings and website deliberation will help inform iterations of the curriculum 
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prototypes during the fall semester and ultimately the final recommendations to the 
Faculty Senate. 
 
Senate Reports 
As we move forward toward final curricular recommendations, the Gen Ed Task Force will 
consult with groups including standing committees and the student caucus of the Faculty 
Senate. In particular, the Senate’s standing Committees on Undergraduate Education and 
Curricular Affairs and/or other Senate committees as selected by the Senate officers, will 
be consulted as iterations are made and consensus is sought on curriculum 
recommendations. The conversation began with the Senate Committee on Undergraduate 
Education focusing on learning objectives on September 9th 2014, and will continue in the 
coming months. We welcome addition input and feedback from the University community 
on the learning objectives of General Education. 
 
One particularly important and innovative component that has emerged from the General 
Education discussion is the vision for faculty support (see Section III of this report), 
presented here as the creation of a General Education Faculty Institute. This component is 
largely independent of any specific curriculum requirement and will comprise an early set 
of recommendations to be made to the Faculty Senate. During the Fall 2014 semester, the 
Gen Ed Task Force will be working with the Senate Committees on Faculty Affairs and 
Intra-University Relations to draft a proposal on the vision, mission, and goals of the faculty 
support structure if preferable ideas emerge. We hope to have a jointly sponsored Advisory 
and Consultative report, jointly sponsored by the Task Force and these two Senate 
Committees, ready for vote by the Faculty Senate early in the spring. Full implementation of 
this component will require strong commitment and backing from the administration and 
it is important that the President and Provost be given our recommendations as soon as 
possible. As a reminder, for Advisory and Consultative reports, the Senate votes, but in 
matters such as the establishment of an Institute its vote would be, as the name implies, 
advisory rather than binding. 
 
As results of the University-wide deliberation process become known, the Gen Ed Task 
Force will work to propose a curricular model that will become the Task Force’s report to 
the Faculty Senate. This will be a Legislative report, because the Faculty Senate has 
authority over the curriculum, though implementation, including budgetary support, is a 
responsibility shared with the administration.  At this point, it is expected that this report 
would be presented to the Faculty Senate during the March meeting. 
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Appendices 

 
Appendix A. Proposed Key Components and Definitions of the Learning Objectives 
for General Education at Penn State 
 
Communication is the oral, written, and visual sharing or exchange of information, news, 

or ideas. Effective communication allows for the building of trust and respect, as well as 
environments where creative ideas and problem solving flourish. 

 
Critical and analytical thinking refers to a habit of mind characterized by the ability to 

comprehensively explore issues, ideas, artifacts, and events before accepting or 
formulating a conclusion. It “is the intellectually disciplined process of actively and 
skillfully conceptualizing, applying, analyzing, synthesizing, and/or evaluating 
information gathered from, or generated by, observation, experience, reflection, 
reasoning, or communication, as a guide to belief and action. In its exemplary form, it is 
based on universal intellectual values that transcend subject matter divisions: clarity, 
accuracy, precision, consistency, relevance, sound evidence, good reasons, depth, 
breadth, and fairness.”59   

 
 
Integrative thinking involves the ability to synthesize knowledge across multiple 

domains, modes of inquiry, and perspectives, as well as the ability to identify linkages 
between existing knowledge and new information to formulate solutions to complex 
problems or create new understanding.  Individuals who engage in integrative thinking 
are able to transfer knowledge to complex situations within and beyond the university.  

 
Global and intercultural competence . Global competence is being aware that we are 

part of a global community, and that different countries and cultures have different 
perspectives; understanding global processes, and developing the skills necessary to 
function in a global society. Intercultural competence includes the ability to relativize 
one’s self and value others; knowledge of the rules for individual and social interactions 
in one’s own and other cultures; the ability to interpret, explain, and relate events and 
comments from another’s culture to one’s own; the ability to use existing knowledge, 
attitudes, and skills in cross-cultural interactions; and the ability to use perspectives , 
practice, and products in one’s own cultures and in other cultures to make 
evaluations. 60 

 
 

59 The National Council for Excellence in Critical Thinking, 
http://www.criticalthinking.org/pages/defining-critical-thinking/766 
60 Byram, M. (1997). Teaching and assessing intercultural communicative competence. 
Clevedon, England: Multilingual Matters. 
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Creative thinking is both the capacity to combine or synthesize existing ideas, images, or 
expertise in original ways and the experience of thinking, reacting, and working in an 
imaginative way characterized by innovation, divergent thinking, and risk taking. 

 
Literacy refers to the "ability to identify, understand, interpret, create, communicate and 

compute using printed and written materials associated with varying contexts. Literacy 
involves a continuum of learning in enabling individuals to achieve their goals, to 
develop their knowledge and potential, and to participate fully in their community and 
wider society".61  Key literacies include quantitative, information/technology, 
intercultural, aesthetic, and scientific. 

 
Social responsibility and ethical reasoning include the ability to recognize and value 

one’s role in the creation and maintenance of safe, equitable, and thriving communities 
as well as the self-knowledge, leadership, and advocacy skills need to support of this 
role.62 In addition, it is the ability to assess one’s “own ethical values and the social 
context of problems, recognize ethical issues in a variety of settings, describe how 
different ethical perspectives might be applied to ethical dilemmas and consider the 
ramifications of alternative actions.”63   

 
  

61 United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization 
62 Adapted from Northwestern University Division of Student Affairs 
63 AACU&U, http://www.aacu.org/value/rubrics/ethicalreasoning.cfm 
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Appendix B.  Penn State’s Current General Education Program and Domain-Specific 
Objectives 
 

 
 
Domain-Specific Objectives taken from the Faculty Senate Guide to Curricular 
Procedures 
 
Criteria for determining whether a course meets the Skills objectives of General 
Education 
 
WRITING/SPEAKING (GWS) 
The objective is for students to communicate information clearly and set forth their beliefs 
persuasively both orally and in writing. In particular, they must be sufficiently proficient in 
writing, such that their expository prose meets the expectations of educated readers in 
both form and style. Gaining communication skills in a natural language or languages other 
than English may be incorporated as part of the objectives of communications. (Senate 
Agenda, 4-30-85.) 
 
In the review of the course proposal the General Education subcommittee will examine 
whether the proposal meets the general General Education course criteria stated above and 
in addition shows how the course will: 

1. teach students to organize materials in a logical and clear manner. 
2. teach students to write clearly. 
3. teach students to write proficiently with respect to form and style. 
4. teach students to express ideas orally in a logical and clear manner. 
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5. provide constructive criticism of the efforts of students to meet the General 
Education objectives of the Writing/Speaking Area. 

6. assess the degree to which its stated Writing/Speaking General Education 
objectives are met. 

 
QUANTIFICATION (GQ) 
The objective is for the students to work with numbers so as to measure space, time, mass, 
forces and probabilities; to reason quantitatively; and to apply basic mathematical 
processes to daily work and everyday living. (Senate Agenda, 4-30-85) 
 
In the review of the course proposal the General Education committee will examine 
whether the proposal meets the general General Education course criteria stated above and 
in addition shows how the course will:  

1. teach students to reason quantitatively. 
2. teach students to measure probabilities. 
3. apply basic mathematical principles and processes to practical problems of day-to-

day living. 
4. provide opportunities for students to formulate informed judgments based on 

quantitative reasoning. 
5. assess the degree to which its stated Quantification General Education objectives 

are met. 
 
Criteria for determining whether a course meets the General Education objectives of 
the Knowledge Domains for which it is intended.  
 
General Education courses in the Knowledge Domains may be either courses that cover an 
area of knowledge of a field of study in a broad context or courses that treat a certain topic 
or field of study in greater depth or detail. 
 
HEALTH AND PHYSICAL ACTIVITY (GHA) 
Courses will focus on the theory and practice of life span wellness and fitness activities, and 
on the knowledge, attitudes, habits, and skills needed to live well. Courses are expected to 
promote an active and healthful lifestyle and are understood to include such diverse topics 
as diet, exercise, stress management, the wise use of leisure time, alcohol consumption and 
drug use, sexual health awareness, and safety education. Courses may be knowledge-
focused or practice-focused or integrated in any manner. Theory-focused courses are 
understood to emphasize the transmission of knowledge about some aspect of healthful 
living. Practice-focused courses are understood to emphasize attitudes, habits, and skills 
needed to engage in healthful living. Traditional dance, exercise, and sport activity classes 
are understood to meet the practice-focused criterion if they will promote healthful living 
across the life span. 
 
In the review of the course proposal the General Education committee will examine 
whether the proposal meets the general General Education course criteria stated above and 
in addition shows how the course will: 

1. teach students to achieve and maintain good health. 

 64 



Appendix H 
10/21/14 

2. promote an active and healthful lifestyle. 
3. transmit knowledge about some aspect of healthful living, when emphasizing 

theory. 
4. develop attitudes, habits, and skills needed to engage in healthful living and 

promote healthful living across the life span, when emphasis on practice (dance, 
exercise, and sport activity). 

 
NATURAL SCIENCES (GN) 
The goal of the Natural Sciences is to reveal the order, diversity, and beauty of nature and 
in so doing enable students to develop a greater appreciation of the world around them. 
The objective of the Natural Sciences is to understand the nature of science through 
exposure to the broad divisions of science--physical science, biological science, earth 
science, and applied natural science. The students should know how to acquire scientific 
factual information, to use scientific methodology and to develop an appreciation of the 
natural world. 
 
All divisions of Natural Science employ inductive reasoning and establish theories and laws 
of nature based on observation, and deductive reasoning to draw conclusions based on 
these theories and laws. Such reasoning is applied to the study of both non-living and living 
matter. Students should gain an understanding of how scientists reason and how they draw 
conclusions. (Senate Agenda 4-30-85) 
 
In the review of the course proposal the General Education committee will examine 
whether the proposal meets the general General Education course criteria stated above and 
in addition shows how the course will: 

1. broadly survey the existing knowledge in the discipline. 
2. develop an understanding of the inductive reasoning process and develop a 

student’s ability to reason inductively. 
3. develop an understanding of the deductive reasoning process and develop a 

student’s ability to reason deductively. 
4. include, if appropriate, laboratory work. 
5. relate its field of study to other fields of the natural sciences. 
6. assess the degree to which its stated Natural Sciences General Education 

objectives are met. 
 
ARTS (GA) 
Students should understand and appreciate some of the more important creative works, 
traditions, literature and history of the arts and architecture. The student should recognize 
the comprehensive role of arts and architecture as an expression of the cultural values of a 
society and the need to preserve these expressions for the benefit of future generations. 
Students should recognize aesthetic values as an integral part of society's essential need 
and gain lifelong benefits through the acquisition and appreciation of arts-related skills. 
Students should be conversant with the terminology, techniques, attitudes, ideas and skills 
which comprise the arts areas so as to understand the approaches to human existence and 
distinguish among the arts. (Senate Agenda, 4-30-85) 
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In the review of the course proposal the General Education committee will examine 
whether the proposal meets the general General Education course criteria stated above and 
in addition shows how the course will: 

1. develop an understanding of creative works of arts and architecture. 
2. develop an understanding of the historical developments in arts and architecture. 
3. provide an opportunity for students to comprehend the role of arts and 

architecture as an expression of the cultural values of a society. 
4. help students become conversant with the terminology, techniques, and ideas that 

comprise the Arts Area. 
5. lead students to a recognition of aesthetic values. 
6. relate its field of study to other arts disciplines. 
7. assess the degree to which its stated Arts General Education objectives are met. 

 
HUMANITIES (GH) 
The objective of humanistic studies is to direct students toward interpretation and 
evaluation for the sake of a more significant form of participation in reality, rather than in 
the direction of methodologies for the technical manipulation of natural and cultural 
phenomena. Humanistic studies are divided into four categories: (1) literature, (2) history 
and culture, (3) advanced language, and (4) philosophy. 
 
The study of the Humanities should develop competency in interpretive understanding of 
the human condition and of the values inherent in it. This interpretive understanding 
should evolve into the development of insights and a critical evaluation of the meaning of 
life, in its everyday details as well as in its historical and universal dimensions. Through 
this development students should acquire knowledge of and concern for the humanistic 
values which motivate and inform all humanistic studies. 
 
In literature, students should achieve these objectives through the study of works in which 
the human condition is presented and evaluated through aesthetic means. In the study of 
Western and non-Western culture and history, the student should gain access to various 
human traditions and their changes through the course of time. In studies of the 
development, structure, and use of language, students will probe the foundations of 
communication and thought and become aware of the scope and limitations of human 
communication. In philosophical studies, students will encounter philosophical and 
religious concepts and traditions which attempt to bring ultimate sense to human 
existence. (Senate Agenda, 4-30-85) 
 
In the review of the course proposal the General Education subcommittee will examine 
whether the proposal meets the general General Education course criteria stated above and 
in addition shows how the course will: 

1. develop broad, coherent overviews of major cultural or ideological currents 
throughout history. 

2. develop emphases on important figures, ideas and events which influence the 
values of different societies. 

3. develop competence in interpretive understanding of the human condition and of 
the values inherent in it. 
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4. lead the student to an appreciation of aesthetic values. 
5. teach the student techniques for the objective evaluation of readings and the 

formulation of clear and valid responses. 
6. assess the degree to which its stated Humanities General Education objectives are 

met. 
 
SOCIAL AND BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES (GS) 
The objective of the Social and Behavioral Sciences is an understanding of the diverse 
personal, interpersonal, and societal forces which shape people's lives and to approach 
these subjects through the concepts, principles and methods of scientific inquiry. The 
general goal is a theoretical understanding of the interrelationships of the determinants of 
the organization of human behavior. Students should be introduced to the scientific 
analysis of: (1) the forms, practices, and theories of politics; (2) the nature and operation of 
economic analysis; (3) the interrelationships of social institutions; (4) the dynamics of 
individual and group behavior and change; and (5) the processes and functions of human 
communication. Through the application of the methodologies of the Social and Behavioral 
Sciences, students should develop an understanding of the multiple nature of causality in 
social settings. The Social and Behavioral Sciences require a comprehensive, integrative, 
empirical and theoretical view of the social world. (Senate Agenda, 4-30-85) 
 
In the review of the course proposals the General Education subcommittee will examine 
whether the proposal meets the general General Education course criteria stated above and 
in addition shows how the course will: 

1. broadly survey the existing knowledge in the discipline. 
2. develop the student’s understanding of the scientific methodologies of social and 

behavioral sciences. 
3. develop an understanding of the multiple nature of causality in social settings. 
4. relate its specific field of study, where appropriate, to other areas in the social 

and behavioral sciences. 
5. lead the student to an integration of the empirical knowledge and theoretical 

views of the social world. 
6. assess the degree to which its stated Social and Behavioral Sciences General 

Education objectives are met. 
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Appendix C. LEAP Essential Learning Outcomes 
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Appendix D. Structures of Selected General Education Programs at Other 
Institutions: Benchmarking Regarding Thematic Clusters 
 
This chart represents the results of a benchmarking effort, related specifically to theme-
based General Education, undertaken by a working group of the Task Force’s Themes and 
Explorations Subcommittee during Fall 2013.  It includes only one of the CIC institutions 
(our usual benchmarking peers) as we did not find theme-based General Education 
programs at the others. 
 

Institution Structure Comments 

Appalachian State 
Liberal Arts College 
18,000 students 

4 "perspectives"  Multiple 
themes in each Perspective. 
1 theme from each 
perspective 
In each theme--2-3 courses 
from two different 
disciplines. 

Faculty must demonstrate 
integration, e.g.:  team 
teaching, regular meetings; 
learning communities; paired 
discussion sessions 

Arcadia University 
Private University 
4,000 students 

4 theme-based areas of 
inquiry (more like 
"domains" 
theme (domain) classes and 
skills classes (skills include 
crossing boundaries, 
modern languages, 
quantitative reasoning, 
visual literacy and writing) 
Plus integrative experiences 
(first year seminars, global 
connections, university 
seminars)  Capstone in the major 

Brigham Young 
University 
27,191 students 

11 "Mosaics" 
4 classes, one from each of 4 
general education 
requirement categories   

California State Univ. 
Chico 
15,375 students 

1) Foundation -- Skills and 
natural science. 
2) American Institutions -- 
U.S. history/U.S. govt. 
3) Pathways -- 10 broad 
themes. 
Students are not required to 
complete lower division 
work in a single Pathway. 
Must complete upper 
division work in one 

18 units lower division 
9 units upper division 
All Pathways have one or 
more capstone course.  
Students required to take a 
capstone & encouraged to 
take it last. 
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Pathway 

California State Univ. LA 
21,000 students 

9 themes 
Each theme includes 
courses from natural 
science/math; social 
science; humanities 

Lower division - domains 
Upper division - themes 
Can't be counted for major 

Grand Valley State 
Liberal Arts 
24,000 students 

6 broad "Issues" 
2 courses from one "issue"   

Hawaii Pacific 
University 
Private, non-profit 
~6,300 undergraduates 

Built around program 
objectives and student 
learning outcomes:  3 
components: common core; 
cross-theme requirement; 
upper division gen ed 
requirement. 
3 themes and 5 categories.  
Themes are not topical -- 
just a way of grouping 
categories for a 3x5 matrix.  
Students pick one course 
from each element in the 
matrix.  Cross-theme 
courses provide skills that 
cross several areas and may 
double count with one of the 
categories. 

No evidence to suggest 
integration. 
ower and upper division 
component.  Upper division: 
Research and Writing; 
Citizenship.  Citizenship 
requirement can be met by a 
Global Citizenship course or a 
service-learning course. 

Portland State 
30,000 students 

14 thematic clusters. 
Year-long freshman inquiry 
course. 
Sophomore -- take 3 
different "inquiry" courses.  
Pick one for: 
upper division 3 course 
cluster 

All upper division inquiry 
clusters include a capstone -- 
interdisciplinary teams 
working on a problem in the 
Metropolitan area. 
Cluster courses can't be 
counted for major 

Santa Clara University 
Jesuit Catholic 
University 
5,435 students 

12 "Pathways" 
4 courses from one Pathway 
max 2 courses in the same 
discipline, Max 1 foundation 
(first year) course 

All levels, but not necessarily 
progressive 
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University of California, 
Berkeley 
Public University 
~26,000 
undergraduates 

No themes just a breadth 
requirement, but some 
integration through "Big 
Ideas" courses. 
Big Ideas courses not 
required but satisfy breadth 
requirement: 
2 or more professors from 
different disciplines 
teaching a single course 
around a "big idea"   

University of California, 
Davis 
Public Research 
institution, ~35,000 
students 

Two components:  Topical 
Breadth and Core Literacies. 
Breadth: 52 Units; core 
Literacies: 35 Units.  Most 
courses carry units in one of 
these areas, so the 
requirement can be satisfied 
by taking General Education 
or Major classes. 

No formal mechanism for 
integration, but large 
potential to integrate General 
education and the major. 

University of Dayton 
Catholic University 

9 thematic clusters. 
Each cluster contains at 
least three courses from 
three different domains of 
knowledge (6 domains) 
Select a cluster after taking 
the Humanities Base (first 
year skills-based courses) Beginning in sophomore year 

University of 
Minnesota-Twin Cities 
Land Grant (CIC) 
~52,500 students 

Two components:  
Distribution over domains 
(23 credits).  Themes (12 
credits). 
Students satisfy four of five 
themes:  civic life and ethics; 
diversity and social justice 
in the US; environment; 
global perspectives; 
technology and society 

No linkages and no 
integration 
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University of North 
Carolina-Charlotte 
Research institution 
~26,000 students 

Fundamental Skills; Inquiry 
into the Sciences, 
Communications Skills and 
"Themes of Liberal 
Education. 
Themes classes (12 credits) 
are individual courses in 
four key areas of learning: 
arts and society, the 
Western historical and 
cultural tradition, global 
understanding, and ethical 
and cultural critique.   

Arts and Society and Ethical 
Issues and cultural critique 
both give a choice of 1 out of 5 
courses. The other two 
themes each have multiple 
sections of a single course.  No 
integration -- but something 
similar to a common core. 

University of Rochester 
Private University 
~6,000 undergraduates 

Clusters of related classes 
within humanities; social 
sciences; and 
natural sciences and 
engineering. 
Students select a major in 
one area and complete a 
cluster of 3 or more classes 
in each of the other two 
areas 
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Appendix E: Data on ENGL 015 and 202 Enrollments 
 
Over 80% of students have taken ENGL 015 or ESL 015 by the end of their 3rd semester 
 
 
Cumulative 
Enrollment by 
Semester  

2013-2014  2012-2013  2011-2012  2010-2011  2009-2010  

Course  Semester 
Standing  

02  03  02  03  02  03  02  03  02  03  

ENGL 
015  

Rhetoric and 
Composition  

60.9%  87.1%  59.4%  85.4%  59.7%  86.3%  60.1%  86.8%  59.4%  85.8%  

ESL 015  English as a 
Second 
Language 
Composition 
for 
American 
Academic 
Commun-
ication II  

50.4%  83.7%  55.2%  84.8%  57.2%  82.6%  59.6%  85.3%  55.6%  81.8%  
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Around 65% of students complete their ENGL 202A, B, or D requirements by the end of their 7th semester. However, students 
enrolled in ENGL 202C tend to take the course in later semesters. 
 
Cumulative 
Enrollment by 
Semester  

2013-2014  2012-2013  2011-2012  2010-2011  2009-2010  

Course  Semester 
Standing  

06  07  06  07  06  07  06  07  06  07  

ENGL 
202A  

Social 
Sciences  

49.6%  67.4%  47.9%  67.8%  51.0%  68.5%  51.5%  71.0%  49.5%  68.0%  

ENGL 
202B  

Humanities  41.3%  66.9%  43.6%  67.0%  46.5%  68.4%  46.0%  67.8%  48.5%  67.3%  

ENGL 
202C  

Technical 
Writing  

39.9%  52.7%  38.9%  51.4%  46.3%  61.2%  38.3%  51.9%  36.9%  51.3%  

ENGL 
202D  

Business 
Writing  

48.2%  65.4%  45.9%  60.3%  44.9%  55.9%  45.9%  57.7%  46.3%  55.3%  
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Appendix F. Data on CAS 100 Enrollments  
 
CAS 100 Students and Their Semester Standing – All PSU 
 
Student 
Counts 

SU11 FA11 SP12 SU12 FA12 SP13 SU13 FA13 Total 

FR 797 941 700 763 807 621 761 938 6328 
SO 570 2986 2625 474 2769 2433 485 2695 15037 
JR 541 1589 1973 503 1376 1853 479 1631 10025 
SR 361 826 863 394 801 835 409 742 5231 
5th 157 307 541 147 323 545 155 357 2532 
GR  4 2    1 1 8 
Non-
Degree 

151 246 231 145 185 196 133 177 1464 

Total 2577 6879 6935 2426 6361 6483 2423 6541 40625 
 
From the Central Course Scheduling Committee June 2014. This data comes from the 
warehouse transcript and semester tables. It was pulled on March 17, 2014. The criteria 
were all students taking some version of CAS 100 at Penn State during the specified 
semesters. All course statuses, including withdrawals and late drops, are represented in 
these counts. 
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Appendix G. Meetings held by Members of the General Education Task Force with 
Students 
 
The Council of Commonwealth Student Governments January 25, 2014 
PS Mont Alto February 3, 2014 
PS York February 7, 2014 
PS New Kensington February 10, 2014 
PS Shenango February 10, 2014 
PS Beaver February 11, 2014 
PS Greater Allegheny February 11, 2014 
PS Harrisburg February 19, 2014 
PS Lehigh Valley February 20, 2014 
PS Erie February 25, 2014 
PS Berks February 26, 2014 
PS Brandywine February 27, 2014 
PS Abington Students February 27, 2014 
PS Altoona Students February 28, 2014 
PS Dubois Students February 28, 2014 
PS Wilkes-Barre March 6, 2014 
DUS Student Leaders March 19, 2014 
PS Hazleton March 21, 2014 
University Park Undergraduate Association Academic Affairs Committee Focus Group 

March 26, 2014 
DUS Students April 1, 2014 
Schreyer Honors College Student Focus Group April 8, 2014 
International Students Focus Group April 10, 2014 
Adult Learner Focus Group April 11, 2014 
World Campus Student Focus Group April 11, 2014 
Information Sciences and Technology Student Focus Group April 14, 2014 
UP Nursing Students April 16, 2014 
PS Worthington-Scranton April 21, 2014 
Smeal College of Business Student Focus Group April 24, 2014 
Engineering Student Focus Group April 24 and 25, 2014 
Council of Commonwealth Student Governments Focus Group April 26, 2015 
Eberly College of Science Student Focus Group April 29, 2014 
Agricultural Sciences Student Focus Group April 29, 2014 
PS Schuylkill April 29, 2014 
Earth & Mineral Sciences Student Focus Group April 30, 2014 
College of Education student focus group: May 1, 2014 
College of Communications student focus group: May 1, 2014 
College of Liberal Arts student focus group: May 24, 2014  
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Appendix H. Deliberation Guide Used in University Park Student Focus Groups
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Appendix I. Meetings with Faculty  
College of the Liberal Arts Faculty Meeting September 23, 2013 
College of the Liberal Arts Advisers November 20, 2013 
University College English Faculty Symposium February 29, 2014 
Eberly College of Science Faculty Town Hall Meeting March 3, 2014 
PS Altoona Faculty Town Hall March 9, 2014 
PS Altoona Town Hall March 19, 2014 
PS Behrend Faculty Town Hall (polycom with PS Shenango) March 25, 2014 
PS Harrisburg Faculty Town Hall (polycom with PS Mont Alto and York) March 26, 2014 
Evan Pugh Professors Meeting April  2, 2014 
University College Arts, Humanities, Social Sciences Division Town Hall Faculty April 4, 

2014 
College of the Liberal Arts Faculty Town Hall April 8, 2014 
Penn State Dubois Faculty Town Hall April 9, 2014 
Penn State New Kensington Faculty Town Hall (faculty from PS Beaver, Fayette and Greater 

Allegheny in attendance and on polycom) April 18, 2014 
PS Hazleton Faculty Town Hall April 22, 2014 (polycom with PS Worthington Scranton, 

Wilkes-Barre and Schuylkill) 
College of Agricultural Sciences Town Hall April 22, 2014 
Penn State York Town Hall Faculty Meeting April 22, 2014 
College of Health & Human Development Faculty Town Hall April 22, 2014 
College of Communications Faculty Town Hall April 23, 2014 
PS Berks Faculty Town Hall April 24, 2014 (polycom with PS York, Brandywine) 
Smeal College of Business Faculty Town Hall April 28, 2014 
College of Earth & Mineral Sciences Faculty Meeting April 28, 2014 
Arts & Architecture Faculty Town Hall Meeting May 2, 2014 
PS Abington May 5, 2014 
College of Information Sciences and Technology Faculty Town Hall Meeting May 8, 2014 
College of Engineering Faculty Meeting May 8, 2014 
 
 
Meetings with Support Units 
 
Commission for Adult Learners March 19, 2014 
E-Learning Advocates, March 21, 2013 
Meeting with DUS Advisers May 5, 2014 
Director of Office of Planning and Institutional Assessment June 5, 2014 
Joint meeting with Equity Commissions (Commission on Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and 

Transgender Equity; Commission on Racial/Ethnic Diversity; Commission for Women) 
and the Joint Diversity Awareness Task Force August 28, 2014 

 
 
Meetings with Leadership Groups 
 
University Faculty Senate Chair Sept 23, 2013; February 18, 2014; May 20, 2014; July 17, 

2014; August 21, 2014  
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University Faculty Senate Council October 8, 2013; February 25, 2014; June 24, 2014 
University Faculty Senate October 22, 2013; March 18, 2014 
University Park Council of Academic Deans October 21, 2013; February 24, 2014 
Council of Campus Chancellors October 7, 2013; February 24, 2014 
Dean of Health & Human Development, Kinesiology Dept Head November 8, 2013 
Administrative Council on Undergraduate Education August 1, 2013; December 2013, June 

5, 2014 
College of the Liberal Arts Undergraduate Council December 6, 2013 
Eberly College of Science Undergraduate Program Heads December 12, 2013 
Administrative Council on Multicultural Affairs February 11, 2014 
Undergraduate Education Council February 10, 2014 
College of the Liberal Arts Department Heads February 11, 2014 
Deans & Chancellors Advisory Group February 19, 2014; May, 7,2014; September 11, 2014 
Ag Sciences Program Coordinators February 22, 2014 
Campus Administrative Officers March 6, 2014 
PS Harrisburg leadership March 26, 2014  
College of Communications Program Heads May 13, 2014 
Eberly College of Science Department Heads May, 2014 
College of Health & Human Development Department Heads and Deans May 22, 2014 
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Appendix J. Deliberation Guide for Curriculum Prototypes 
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Appendix K. Example AAC&U VALUE Rubrics.  
See https://www.aacu.org/value/rubrics for the complete set of VALUE Rubrics and supporting documentation. 
VALUE Rubrics were developed to assess: Integrative and Applied Learning, Civic Knowledge and Engagement, Intercultural 
Knowledge and Competence, Ethical Reasoning, Foundations and Skills for Lifelong Learning, Global Learning, Inquiry and 
Analysis, Critical Thinking, Creative Thinking, Written Communication, Oral Communication, Reading, Quantitative Literacy, 
Information Literacy, Teamwork, and Problem Solving 
 
One example, for Integrative Learning, is shown below. 
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Appendix L. Scheduled meetings for fall 2014 
 
College of Arts & Architecture Tuesday, September 30, 2014% 

 
Tuesday, October 14, 2014+ 

Penn State Abington Monday, September 22, 2014# 
Agricultural Sciences Thursday, October 2, 2014% 
Penn State Altoona Tuesday, October 7, 2014# 
Penn State Beaver Friday, October 17, 2014# 
Penn State Berks Friday, September 26, 2014# 
Penn State Brandywine Monday, September 29, 2014# 
Smeal College of Business Tuesday, September 30, 2014% 
College of Communications Wednesday, September 24, 2014% 
Penn State Dubois Friday, October 3, 2014# 
College of Education  September 18, 2014* 

 
Monday, October 13, 2014+ 

Earth and Mineral Sciences Friday, October 3, 2014% 
College of Engineering Thursday, November 20, 2014% 
Penn State Erie Wednesday, October 15, 2014# 
Penn State Fayette Thursday, October 16, 2014# 
Penn State Greater Allegheny Friday, October 17, 2014# 
Penn State Harrisburg Friday, September 26, 2014# 
Penn State Hazleton Friday, September 26, 2014# 
College of Health and Human Development Tuesday, October 7, 2014% 
College of Information Science and Technology Friday, November 7, 2014% 
College of the Liberal Arts Tuesday, October 14, 2014# 

 
Thursday, October 16, 2014@ 

Penn State Lehigh Valley Monday, September 29, 2014# 
Libraries To be scheduled 
Penn State Mont Alto Monday, September 22, 2014# 
Penn State New Kensington Wednesday, October 15, 2014# 
College of Nursing To be scheduled 
Penn State Schuylkill Monday, September 29, 2014# 
Eberly College of Science Monday, October 13, 2014% 
Penn State Shenango Wednesday, October 15, 2014# 
Penn State Wilkes-Barre Tuesday, September 30, 2014# 
Penn State Worthington-Scranton Tuesday, September 30, 2014# 
Penn State York Monday, September 22, 2014# 

 
% Faculty Town Hall Meeting 
+ Unit Leadership/Executive Meetings 
* College Council Meeting 
# Open town hall, followed by unit leadership meeting 
@ Caucus meeting 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS 
 

Self-Study Report and Review of the Rawling’s Report 
 

(Informational) 
 
The committee was charged with a self-study to evaluate its charge and its ability to execute its 
charge.  The report should define the current structure of faculty oversight of intercollegiate 
athletics, discuss any needed changes or better define the specific roles of each element within of 
oversight.  Specific questions which should be considered included the following. 
 

1. What do we need to do better? 
2. What is our structure for faculty oversight of intercollegiate athletics? 
3. What are the terms of commitment for faculty oversight of intercollegiate athletics? 
4. Currently, there is no faculty oversight of athletic budgets.  Should there be some 

oversight? 
 
In this context, we reviewed a number of reports which were relevant to our work.  The 
committee reviewed a committee self-study which was completed in the academic year 2011-
2012.  This work dissected the individual charges of Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics 
(which will be abbreviated as IAC) and benchmarked the work of IAC to similar committees at 
several peer institutions.  Additionally, the committee evaluated the recommendations of the 
Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics (COIA).  The conclusion of the committee was endorsed 
by the current committee and is given below. 
 

Overall, the task force felt that the IAC committee at PSU is consistent with the stated 
charge from Penn State and the NCAA.  The close alignment with COIA is predictable 
because the COIA guidelines were based on the PSU structure.  It is very clear from the 
benchmarking exercise that the structure and function of IAC at Penn State is an effective 
and well thought out committee. 
 

Recently, the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill published a report which it charged to 
a nationally recognized expert panel to comment on the conduct of intercollegiate athletics. The 
five member panel was chaired by Hunter Rawlings, president of the Association of American 
Universities and included Jim Delaney, the Big Ten Conference commissioner.  While the report 
was generated based on the issues and concerns at UNC Chapel Hill, the charge to the committee 
includes recommendations for broader national consideration.  As a result, this represents one the 
most recent comprehensive evaluations for the conduct of intercollegiate athletics.  Accordingly, 
the committee reviewed the 28 recommendations of the Rawlings panel report item by item.  
Within this work, the structure of the faculty oversight of intercollegiate athletics is reviewed 
(see diagram).    
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Review of the report of the Rawlings Panel on Intercollegiate Athletics at the University of 
North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
 

1. Insure that the chancellor, subject to the general oversight of the governing board, system 
administration, or both, has ultimate authority, responsibility, and accountability for the 
administration of intercollegiate athletics, and state in writing any exceptions to this 
authority, responsibility, and accountability.   

 
The University President, subject to the general oversight of the Board of Trustees, has 
the ultimate authority, responsibility, and accountability for the administration of 
intercollegiate athletics.  The committee was satisfied with this structure. 

 
2. Insure that the chancellor has delegated authority, responsibility, and accountability for 

the administration of the athletics department to the athletics director, and state any 
exceptions to that delegation.   

 
The University President has delegated authority, responsibility, and accountability for 
the administration of the athletics department to the athletics director.  The committee 
was satisfied with this structure. 

 
3. Clarify the role and responsibility of any other institutional officer or board or committee 

that has responsibility for issues relating to intercollegiate athletics, or that plays an 
advisory role in intercollegiate athletics. Faculty committees in particular should have 
clearly-defined charges, roles and responsibilities.   

 
The Faculty Senate is charged with oversight of the oversight of academic and 
educational aspects of the conduct of intercollegiate athletics.  This charge is delegated 
to the Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics (IAC) as follows: 
 

The Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics is responsible to the Senate for all 
intercollegiate athletic programs at the University as they relate to the 
University’s academic and educational objectives. Intercollegiate athletics shall 
include all teams and individuals representing the University with significant off-
University activity.  
 
(a) Scope: Without limiting the jurisdiction of the Committee, it shall, specifically 
(1) consider policies on eligibility of students for intercollegiate athletics, (2) 
certify the academic eligibility of students for athletic grants-in-aid, (3) approve 
intercollegiate athletic schedules as they affect academic standards, (4) review 
and approve matters from the Committee on Campus Athletics as required, and 
(5) help promote a sound academic climate for the intercollegiate athletic 
programs at all University locations.  
 
(b) Consultation: The Committee shall meet with responsible administrators and 
others concerning the intercollegiate athletic programs at University Park and 
other University locations that offer intercollegiate competition. It shall make a 

2 
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particular effort to seek the views of students participating in these intercollegiate 
athletic programs.  
 
(c) Advisory role: Subject to the Constitution and rules of the Senate, and in 
consultation with the Senate Chair, the committee may also serve as the 
representative of the Senate to advise the President of the University on the 
operation of the intercollegiate programs at University Park and other University 
locations that offer intercollegiate competition. Subject to the general authority of 
the President of the University, as delegated by the University Board of Trustees 
and to the delegated authority of the Senate under its constitution to manage its 
own governance where matters considered touch on Senate jurisdiction, it shall 
initiate new policies, or review existing policies, which govern these 
intercollegiate athletic programs. These policies shall guide the Department of 
Intercollegiate Athletics and administrators at other University locations that offer 
intercollegiate competition in administering their respective programs when 
approved in accordance with applicable rules. With appropriate consultation, it 
shall develop recommendations to the President of the University on matters 
affecting the Penn State University Athletic Conference (PSUAC), the Big Ten 
Conference, the NCAA, and other national athletic governance bodies in which 
the University holds membership and shall work closely with the faculty 
representatives in establishing the University’s formal vote to these organizations. 
Without otherwise limiting the Senate’s general forensic and related authority, 
and at the request of the President of the University to the Senate Chair, the 
committee may consider other issues affecting the various athletic programs under 
the President’s jurisdiction. 

 
The NCAA Faculty Athletics Representative (FAR) for University Park serves under the 
direction of the President and represents the faculty in all matters related to varsity 
athletics at University Park. The representative serves as an ex officio member of the 
Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics and as the primary liaison between the Athletic 
Director and the Faculty Senate. Under the direction of the Committee on Intercollegiate 
Athletics and in accord with Policies and Procedures for Students, Section 67-00, the 
representative will act on behalf of the University faculty to approve minor exceptions to 
standing undergraduate policies that pertain to varsity athletics at University Park, to 
approve exceptions to normal progress policies for University Park varsity athletics, and 
to certify athletic grants-in-aid to the Controller. After consultation with the chair of the 
Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics, the Faculty Athletics Representative may approve 
minor exceptions to committee-approved University Park intercollegiate athletic 
schedules. The representative will also report to the Committee on Intercollegiate 
Athletics all University Park varsity athletic schedules prior to the beginning of the sport 
season and schedule changes as they occur, all excused class absences for athletic teams 
each semester and academic eligibility of athletes for both grade-point deficiency and 
normal progress each semester. In addition, the representative will report the admission 
classification of each athletic grant-in-aid annually, petition for major exceptions, and 
present an annual summary of minor exceptions granted. 
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In addition to these structures, Penn State also has an Athletic Integrity Officer.  The 
Athletics Integrity Officer is responsible for developing and implementing policies, 
procedures, and practices designed to ensure the Athletics Department's compliance with 
all applicable NCAA and Big Ten rules and regulations and with the requirements set 
forth in the Athletic Integrity Agreement. The Athletics Integrity Officer is responsible for 
review and oversight of matters related to the compliance and ethical obligations of the 
Athletics Department, including analyzing Athletics Department risks related to the 
Athletics Integrity Officer's responsibilities and, where appropriate, overseeing internal 
or external investigations. The Athletics Integrity Officer is responsible for oversight and 
monitoring of the Athletics Department's compliance with the NCAA Constitution and 
Bylaws, and the principles regarding institutional control, responsibility, ethical conduct, 
and integrity reflected in the NCAA Constitution and Bylaws and Big Ten Handbook, and 
is responsible for any reporting obligations under the Athletic Integrity Agreement. 
 
The Athletic Integrity Officer chairs the Athletic Integrity Council.  The role of the 
Athletics Integrity Council, as set forth in the Athletics Integrity Agreement, is to support 
the Athletics Integrity Officer in fulfilling his or her responsibilities.  The Athletics 
Integrity Council will report directly to the President of the University and to the Legal 
and Compliance Committee of the Board of Trustees.  Faculty members are included in 
the Athletic Integrity Council. 
 
Penn State has also established a new position of Chief Ethics Officer.  The Chief Ethics 
Officer will oversee all compliance issues throughout the University and develop Penn 
State's first comprehensive program of institutional ethics. 

 
4. Establish procedures to insure that those with authority and responsibility to govern the 

athletics programs of the institution are able to do so without improper influence from 
others within or outside the institution.   

 
The oversight of this aspect appears to be adequate, but is an area of active 
consideration within the University.   

 
5. The UNC-CH Board of Trustees has a fiduciary duty to oversee all university financial 

activities. This oversight responsibility is delegated to the Chancellor.  Insure that the 
Chancellor or her designee serves on the Educational Foundation’s (Rams Club) 
Executive Board and has the opportunity to review and endorse the organization’s annual 
budget and any proposed major funding initiatives. We note that at times members of the 
Board of Trustees have simultaneously served on the Educational Foundation Executive 
Board. While there may be valid reason for dual appointments of this nature, there is also 
potential for a conflict of interest, or at least the appearance of such a conflict. UNC 
trustees simultaneously serving on these boards must hold their fiduciary responsibility to 
the university as primary.   

 
The Nittany Lion Club works with the university development office and reports to 
athletics, since it is solely associated with athletics.  Therefore, additional oversight 
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outside the Athletic Department is provided.  The committee was satisfied with this 
structure. 

 
6. Insure that the unit that provides academic support services for student/athletes operates 

without any undue influence by athletics officials and staff, including coaching staff.   
 

The Morgan Center for Academic Support is separate from the Athletic Department with 
oversight by the Provost’s Office.  The committee was satisfied with this arrangement.   

 
7. Insure that the unit that enforces compliance with the rules and regulations of the 

institution, conference, and/or NCAA has sufficient independence from athletics staff to 
meet its responsibilities properly.   

 
The committee determined that the infrastructure noted above is robust and independent. 

 
8. Insure that the admissions process for student/athletes is essentially the same as that for 

other applicants with special talents; that the same office that admits other undergraduate 
applicants to the institution also has final decision-making authority for the admission of 
student/athletes; and that all communications regarding prospective student/athletes 
between the athletics department staff and the admissions office are routed through the 
athletics director or his/her designee(s). Assure that, in the final analysis, one individual 
or office is responsible for the admission of student/athletes.    

 
The admissions process is the same for student athletes as it is for all students.  There are 
a number of reserved spaces for admission to the University Park campus which include 
a designated number of spaces for a variety of talents and backgrounds, including 140 
reserved spaces for student athletes.  The committee will evaluate the performance of 
student athletes admitted through the use of reserved spaces (see item 22). 

 
9. Insure that student/athletes are subject to general disciplinary rules and codes of conduct 

applicable to other students at the institution, including the same procedures and 
sanctions; assure as well that all athletics department policies are applicable specifically 
to all student/athletes, and that all communications regarding student/athletes between 
athletics department staff and student disciplinary staff are routed through the athletics 
director or his/her designee(s).   

 
The policy for student athletes is that they are subject to general disciplinary rules of the 
university.  The committee was satisfied with the policy as it exists, but would be 
interested in reviewing any situation which appeared to deviate from the stated policy.   

 
10. Establish standards and expectations relating to the medical services provided 

student/athletes that specify, at a minimum, that coaches a) have no hiring or other 
supervisory role with regard to medical or athletic training staff who work with their own 
teams, and b) may not attempt to influence any member of the medical or athletic training 
staff regarding the medical treatment of a student-athlete.   

 

5 
 



Appendix I 
10/21/14 

The committee has reviewed this specific issue in detail over the past year.  We concluded 
that Penn State is doing a good job with the treatment and care of student athletes from a 
medical perspective. The hiring and supervisory role of medical personnel is outside of 
the department of Athletic Department and is managed in the Division of Sports Medicine 
within the Department of Orthopedic Surgery at the Penn State College of Medicine. 
Further, because of representations in the press which may have called this structure into 
question, the policies were reviewed by the Athletic Integrity Officer, the Chief Ethics 
Officer, senior administration and athletic department administration.  The conclusion of 
the review is that the appropriate oversight and hiring policies are in place.  The 
committee endorses the administrative lines noted above.   

 
11. Establish an annual internal audit and an external audit every four years to test adherence 

to these measures.   
 

Due to recent events, the Penn State Athletics Department was in the unique position to 
have numerous internal and external audits of the conduct of our Athletics Department.  
These are best summarized in the quarterly reports of the Independent Athletic Integrity 
Monitor, but many individuals and committees have devoted their time and efforts to 
assessment of the conduct of athletics at Penn State.  Oversight of the conduct of athletics 
will continue through the term of the Athletic Integrity Agreement with the NCAA.  New 
structures are in place, including the office of the Athletic Integrity Monitor, the Athletic 
Integrity Committee and the Chief Ethics Officer, along with changes in the operation of 
the Board of Trustees which will persist beyond the term of the Athletic Integrity 
Agreement.  However, the committee believes that a transition plan for continuing review 
following the term of the Athletic Integrity Agreement should be established.   

 
12. Provide a method for staff to report to an external party (e.g., institutional legal counsel 

or institutional compliance officer) if delegations are compromised by individuals 
attempting to exercise undue influence contrary to documents of delegation intended to 
protect institutional control of intercollegiate athletics.   

 
This infrastructure is already in place at Penn State with the establishment of the 
Athletic Integrity Officer, Athletic Integrity Committee and Chief Ethics Officer. 

 
13. UNC-CH should revise the athletics department budget report to clearly delineate the 

spending that supports student/athletes' educational, professional or career development 
(e.g., scholarships costs, summer school, career counseling, cost of attendance or other 
educational expenses not covered by a scholarship) as compared with other operating 
costs (staff salaries, recruiting, team travel).   

 
The committee should evaluate the full cost of attending the University.  This is 
particularly important as changes in NCAA governance and proposals by the Big Ten 
Conference may allow more freedom in how to allocate resources, from equity issues as 
well as relative costs to operating expenditures. 
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14. UNC-CH should make institutional financial data more transparent to the public by 
publishing NCAA financial reports; the athletics department budget, which may differ 
from the NCAA reports (because of the items listed in the previous recommendation); 
and additional financial data about long-term athletics debt and rates of change in 
athletics and academic spending.   

 
The budget of the Athletic Department is available on-line.  Additionally, much data are 
laid out on EADA as well as the NCAA reports.  We do not publish individual salaries 
although we do publish combined salaries of staff. The committee was satisfied with the 
available data as currently published.   

 
15. UNC-CH should commit to maintaining responsible spending patterns, regardless of 

whether or not a different national regulatory approach is adopted. 
 

The committee was satisfied with the current budgetary and administrative processes 
governing athletic expenditures. However, the committee will continue to monitor the 
athletic budget periodically in the future.   

 
16. UNC-CH should also consider taking a leadership position within the ACC, a specially 

selected network of peers, and the NCAA to promote broader changes to the financial 
model for Division I college sports. 

 
Penn State is an active contributor through the Big Ten conference in the discussion of 
broader changes to the financial model for Division I college sports.   

 
17. Conferences and/or the NCAA can establish spending caps on specific sports for all team 

operating expenses. Case law has not addressed a total cap on team operating expenses 
but legal experts believe the preservation of athletics programs would serve as a pro-
competitive justification for such a measure.   

 
The committee is satisfied with the current budget model at Penn State and within the Big 
Ten Conference.  However, a number of changes in these models are under discussion, 
particularly at a national level within the NCAA.  The committee will continue to monitor 
changes proposed at the national and conference levels, and we will adapt to those 
changes.   

 
18. The NCAA and conferences can explore ways to expand college athletes’ educational 

benefits.  Current NCAA rules allow universities to provide financial aid to athletes 
returning to school to complete their undergraduate degree; however, institutions are not 
permitted to provide additional aid beyond the completion of the undergraduate degree 
unless the athlete has eligibility remaining.  Rule changes that allow universities to 
provide financial assistance to former scholarship athletes for graduate or continuing 
education should be considered.  Funds for this additional aid could be drawn from 
athletically-generated revenues.   
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Penn State continues to have an active role in these discussions through the Big Ten 
Conference.   

 
19. As recommended by the Knight Commission, conferences and/or the NCAA can create 

financial incentives based on athletic-to-academic spending ratios to discourage 
excessive spending on athletics and/or spending growth rates for athletics that are 
disproportionate with rates of change for academics. Such concepts can serve to more 
closely align the athletics enterprise to the academic enterprise.   

 
Penn State athletics is one of only a few Division I athletic departments which is fully 
self-supported.  Accordingly, spending on athletics is dependent upon athletic revenue, 
and does not have a relationship with academic investment.  As long as this division is 
maintained, there is no concern regarding the use of funds which could be used for 
academics being diverted to athletics.  One could invert the discussion and question 
whether revenue from athletics should be used for academic programs.  Presently, with 
the exception of academic support for student athletes, there is no flow of revenue in 
either direction.  The committee was satisfied with the existing separation of revenue for 
athletic and academic endeavors, but would like to monitor the athletic department 
budget, along with the Morgan Center for Academic Support budget, to monitor for any 
shifts in expenditures in the future. 
 

20. Also as recommended by the Knight Commission, the revenue distribution formulas for 
the FBS College Football Playoff and NCAA Division I Basketball Tournament can be 
revised to insure that educational and developmental outcomes are valued and that 
athletics success is not overemphasized.   

 
As noted above, the Penn State athletic department is self-supported.  Further, the 
academic outcomes of our student-athletes are closely monitored by the IAC.  As long as 
the academic outcomes remain excellent, and the athletic department is self-supported, 
the committee does not sense a need for a revenue distribution formula.   

 
21. UNC-CH should develop a formal consortium of like-minded universities with similar 

academic standards that will enable discussion of creative solutions to the problems and 
risks posed by intercollegiate athletics.   

 
Penn State has a robust infrastructure for academic oversight, including the IAC, an 
Athletic Integrity Officer, and an Athletic Integrity Council in addition to compliance 
personnel within the Athletic Department.   The Athletic Integrity Officer and Council 
report to the President.   The Chief Ethics Officer of the University has oversight for all 
compliance within the University, including the athletics department.  We believe this 
oversight structure can, and should, serve as a model for oversight of athletics in higher 
education.  At the conclusion of this document, several suggestions are forwarded for 
strengthening IAC, but no additional committees or consortia are recommended.   
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22. UNC-CH should insure that the quantitative academic performance of “special admits” in 
athletics is representative of the performance of “special admits” in other categories of 
admission.   

 
Historically, the University administration and Faculty Senate established limits for 
student athletes who met the academic qualifications for admission to the University, but 
did not meet the usual academic qualifications for admission to the University Park 
campus.  These “special admits” are referred to as reserved spaces, and include 140 
reserved spaces for student athletes.  The Senate Committee on Admissions, Records, 
Scheduling and Student Aid (ARSSA) reports on the use of these spaces annually.  
However, their methods have historically used data for fall admissions.  Recently, more 
student athletes are enrolling in summer sessions, and some in the spring semester.  The 
use of reserved spaces was not routinely monitored for those options, but ARSSA has 
adjusted their methods to monitor these admissions.  When counting the entire year, the 
number of reserved spaces used has modestly exceeded the published limit.  Accordingly, 
the FAR, the Director of the Morgan Center for Academic Support, along with the chairs 
of IAC and ARSSA had a meeting with the Dean of Undergraduate Education to discuss 
how to monitor and administrate this trend.  The individuals and committees listed will 
collect and analyze traditional measures of academic success of student athletes, such as 
graduation rates and academic progress rates, broken down by the whether they were 
admitted under a reserved space.  Additionally, measures of initial academic success, 
such as first and second semester GPA, will be evaluated and compared with their 
predicted GPA.  Further decisions on establishing new limits or restricting the use of 
reserved spaces will be made based on these data. 

 
23. Qualitative assessments of “at-risk” prospective athletes should be conducted by 

admissions officials during the recruitment process.   
 

Annually, approximately 250 student athletes enroll at Penn State.  The Morgan Center 
for Academic Support applies both quantitative and qualitative assessments to identify 
students at risk.  Approximately 60 entering student athletes annually are identified as 
potentially at risk.  These student athletes receive more tutoring and mentoring.  The 
progress of these student athletes is monitored both qualitatively and quantitatively, and 
the students who progress well may move out of this at-risk group, while other student 
athletes may move into the at-risk group.  The committee was satisfied with the current 
procedures for identification and management of at-risk student athletes. 

 
24. As stated in the recommendation for a framework for protecting institutional integrity, 

the final decision-making authority for the admission of student/athletes must reside with 
the academic and admissions officials who make decisions for all other students. 

 
This recommendation is already fully in practice at Penn State.  Further, although 
reserved spaces are used for some student athletes, all student athletes meet 
qualifications for admission to the University, while reserved spaces are used for those 
who do not meet the academic criteria for admission to the University Park campus.  In 
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comparing the predicted GPA’s for those using reserved spaces to all student athletes, 
the difference is modest and the predicted GPAs for the group very acceptable.   

 
25. UNC-CH should consider requiring a “year of readiness” for student/athletes admitted 

under the “special admissions” category, and consider advocating for this reform 
nationally.  During this year, these students would be ineligible to participate in varsity 
competition (though they would retain four years of athletic eligibility) and would have 
limited practice participation. 

 
This issue has been discussed on a national level.  Recently, the NCAA has passed a 
ruling that student athletes whose GPAs do not predict highly will not be eligible for 
varsity athletic competition during their freshman year.  This policy is scheduled to go 
into effect in August 2016, and is referred to as an academic redshirt year.  The 
anticipated impact for Penn State will be small.  At Penn State, there is currently no 
policy on restricting athletic competition of freshman student athletes based on predicted 
GPA.  However, since new NCAA policies will deal with this issue, the committee did not 
feel compelled to pursue this further.  

 
26. In the interest of further improving academic outcomes for all students participating on 

intercollegiate teams, UNC-CH should consider reducing the number of hours 
student/athletes devote to sports activities, both locally and on conference/national levels.   

 
IAC does not have a specific policy for this issue, aside from the regulations of the NCAA 
and Big Ten Conference requirements.  Nationally, the committee believes the NCAA 
should reconsider what is “accountable activity” for the 20 hour-rule, as athletics places 
a number of demands on a student athlete aside from practice and competition.  A 
significant amount of time for athletics involves travel to away competitions.  The Big 
Ten Conferences has a large influence over schedules.  Therefore, although IAC reviews 
and approves athletic competition schedules, the committee is limited in recommending 
changes to the majority of the schedules which are established by the Big Ten conference.  
We do have influence in the conference, largely through the FAR and athletic directors.  
IAC does closely monitor challenges in the athletic schedules, and this will be a 
continuing discussion of the committee.   

 
27. UNC-CH and/or the Atlantic Coast Conference should develop a mandatory education 

program for coaches. Ideally such a program would serve as a national model.   
 

The Athletic Department provides a number of educational and orientation programs, 
including requirements for programs in Big Ten compliance, NCAA compliance, athletic 
integrity agreement compliance, and mandatory reporter/Clery act compliance. 

 
28. Within the first 12 months of its administration, UNC’s executive leadership (chancellor, 

provost, legal counsel and other senior administration with athletics oversight) should 
seek advice from senior leadership at selected peer institutions concerning their oversight 
responsibilities for college athletics. This information sharing could be done 
independently or as part of the recommended relationship with a “network of peers”. 
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The Board of Trustees of the University, senior administration and others have spent 
many hours evaluating athletics at Penn State - refer to reports of the Independent 
Athletic Monitor. 

 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS 

• Sandy Barbour 
• Ryan Belz 
• John P. Boehmer 
• Renee L. Borromeo 
• Linda L. Caldwell 
• Julie A. Del Giorno 
• Durga Ghosh 
• Charmelle A. Green 
• Benjamin D. Hickerson, Vice Chair 
• James D. Kubicki 
• Russell B. Mushinsky 
• John S. Nichols 
• Robert N. Pangborn 
• Daniel F. Perkins 
• Thomas G. Poole 
• Chester A. Ray, Chair 
• John Regan 
• Eric S. Sims 
• Matthew A. Stolberg 
• Tramble T. Turner 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTRA-UNIVERSITY RELATIONS 
 

Student Transition Issues from the Commonwealth Campuses to University Park 
 

(Informational) 
 
INTRODUCTION/RATIONAL 
 
Early in 2011, the Faculty Senate responded to a suggestion by the Intra-University Relations Committee 
that it look into the suggested decrease in GPA of students transitioning to University Park (UP) from the 
Commonwealth Campuses (CC) following four semesters at the CC. The preliminary informational report 
documented a drop in GPA between semester four and semester five. Initial suggestions for this change 
were focused in two areas: academic issues and social issues. 
 
The initial report, presented in the Spring of 2013, was difficult to compile due to difficulties in 
developing data that could easily be evaluated. This left the authors with too great of a reliance on 
anecdotal evidence, and little direct input from the student body. Since that report two significant 
resources have developed. The committee has been able to gather more data through the Office of 
Planning and Institutional Assessment. The Office for Student Orientation & Transitional Programs was 
created, with an increased focus on gathering student input regarding the orientation and transition 
process. 
 
This report will continue to document the change in GPA of these students with a greater emphasis on 
student opinion. We will also try to develop “best practice” suggestions using the change in GPA data of 
those colleges or campuses with the smallest GPA drop. Unfortunately, graduation data and subsequent 
semester GPA improvement are not as easily assessed, as the data is not completed until four years after 
the change of assignment to University Park. 
 
OBSERVATIONS ON THE DATA 
 
The GPA data between the last Sophomore semester and first Junior semester was reviewed for change-
of- assignment students between Pennsylvania State University campuses for the years 2008-2010. This 
was also compared to data of students who were at either University Park (UP) or another Commonwealth 
Campus (CC) for both semesters. The data for the students was divided according to University Park 
staying at University Park (UP→UP), Commonwealth Campus staying at the same Commonwealth 
Campus (CC1→CC1), Commonwealth Campus changing assignment to University Park (CC1→UP), 
Commonwealth Campus changing assignment to another Commonwealth Campus (CC1→CC2), and 
University Park changing assignment  to a Commonwealth Campus (UP→CC1). (Table 1- change-of-
assignment numbers shaded) 
 

Table 1: Number of students by status between Sophomore & Junior semesters 
 2008 2009 2010 

UP→UP 6319 5696 6142 
CC1→CC1 2389 2360 2122 
CC1→UP 2673 2758 2477 
CC1→CC2 225 227 226 
UP→CC1 21 18 17 
Total students 
changing assignment 

2919 3003 2720 
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As the original focus of the investigation was on CC students changing assignment to University Park 
(CC1-UP), and as other change-of-assignment students  (CC1→CC2 & UP→CC1) are <10% of the total 
number, the data were assessed for only those students who changed assignment to UP from CC. 
 
The previous report suggested that difference in GPA might be associated with the variability in the 
number of change-of-assignment students from a campus or the number of change-of-assignment students  
within individual colleges. In an effort to try to evaluate these possibilities, the Campus data were divided 
according to the number of change-of-assignment students:  

• ≤100/year- Brandywine, Beaver, DuBois, Fayette, Greater Allegheny, Lehigh Valley, New 
Kensington, Shenango, Schuykill, Wilkes Barre, Worthington-Scranton, York 

• >100/year- Abington, Altoona, Berks, Erie, Harrisburg, Hazelton, and Mont Alto 
 
 The College data were divided according to the number of change-of-assignment students in the three 
years of data:  

• <100/three years- Arts & Architecture, DUS, Non-Degree, Nursing 
• 101-500/three years- Eberly Science, Education, EMS, IST 
• >500/three years- Agricultural Science, Communications, Engineering, HHD, Liberal Arts, 

Smeal Business 
 
EXAMINATION OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FOURTH AND FIFTH SEMESTER 
GPA BY CAMPUS AND COLLEGE 
 
Campus GPA data were compared for those students who stayed at UP or their original CC between their 
fourth and fifth semesters. The data were also divided according to the number of change-of-assignment 
students per year. From 2008-2010, students from campuses with ≤100 change-of-assignment 
students/year saw a 0.56-0.59 drop in GPA. Those students from campuses with >100 change-of-
assignment students /year saw a 0.46-0.48 drop in GPA. The individual campuses with the lowest drop in 
GPA (averaged over the three years) are New Kensington (-0.45) and Erie ( -0.19). 
 

Graph 1: Campus GPA change by year & # of students  
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College GPA data were also compared for those students who stayed at UP or their original CC between 
their fourth and fifth semesters. The data were also divided according to the number of change-of-
assignment students per the three years of data. From 2008-2010, students in colleges with ≤100 change-
of-assignment students /three years saw a 0.24 to +0.15 change in GPA. Those students in colleges with 
100-500 change-of-assignment students /three years saw a 0.42to 0.62 drop in GPA. Those students in 
colleges with >500 change-of-assignment students/three years saw a 0.52 to 0.53 drop in GPA. The 
individual colleges with the least drop in GPA (averaged over the three years) are DUS (0.14), IST (-
0.16), Education (-0.19), and Communications (-0.40).  
 
     Graph 2: College GPA change by years & # of student transitions/3years 

 
 
In an effort to assess whether this decreased GPA is for only a single semester in those students who 
graduate in six years, we reviewed the data from the Office of Planning and Institutional Assessment 
report on those students from the 2004-2006 cohorts1,2. For the 2006 cohort, the low GPA of the change-
of-assignment students in the fifth semester (3.08→2.68 Fall 2008) is followed by a gradual increase each 
semester; 2.75, 2.87, 2.93 respectively. All of these values fall below those of students who were at UP 
throughout their eight semesters (3.23→3.28, 3.18, 3.33, and 3.35). The graduation rates of this cohort are 
86.8% for UP students as compared to 83.8% for change-of-assignment students. These numbers are 
relatively similar to the 2004 and 2005 cohorts.  
 
NEW STUDENT INFORMATION 
 
In the Fall of 2012, Mr. Daniel Murphy assumed the role of director of the Office for Student Orientation 
& Transition Programs (OSOTP). While the office’s initial focus was on the New Student Orientation 
program, the Spring 2013 “Change-of-Campus Experiences” Pulse report conducted by Student Affairs 
Research and Assessment reveals a number of observations regarding students who changed campus  
assignment: 
 

1 A cohort for these reports is defined as first-time, full-time, baccalaureate-seeking students who started in the 
summer and continued their enrollment in the subsequent fall semester of students who started in the fall of an 
academic year.  
2 See 2004 First-time, Full-time, Baccalaureate-seeking Cohort Analysis, 2005 First-time, Full-time, Baccalaureate-
seeking Cohort Analysis and 2006 First-time, Full-time, Baccalaureate-seeking Cohort Analysis. 
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• While there is no standard transition program among the commonwealth campuses, 60.2% of the 
students felt the CC advisers, faculty, and staff were supportive. Only 25.7% of the students 
reported unsupportive attitudes. 

• With regard to knowledge of the student’s major at UP, the CC advisors were rated as 32.3% low, 
21.4% moderate, and 46.4% high. 

• Of change-of-assignment students, 90.1% had visited their new campus at least one time prior to 
changing campuses. However, only 7.8% of those had attended the LinkUP program. 

• Prior to changing their campuses location to  UP, students identified the top five areas in which 
they would have liked more information: Academic majors/minor-- 21.3%, Internships/co-ops-- 
19.1%, Location of buildings/classrooms-- 18.3%, Off-campus housing --18.3%, and CATA bus 
system-- 13.4% 

• Regarding more common instructional practices at UP versus CC: Grade based on 1-2 
tests/assignments 72.7% vs 5.3%, Instructors primary lecturers 38.0%  vs 9.1%, Multiple-choice 
tests 36.0% vs 11.1%. More common instructional practices at CC include: Tests include essay 
questions: 31.8% vs 17.5%, Use of hands-on activities 49.8% vs 16.1%, Instructors are accessible 
outside class 47.3% vs 10.1%, Instructors spend time answering questions 52.2% vs 6.4%. 

• Change-of-assignment students feel there is a perception on the part of faculty (42.0%) and 
students who started at UP (73.9%) that they are less academically prepared . 

• Change-of-assignment students felt moderately integrated at UP. Students of color reported a 
significantly higher level of integration. There were no significant differences across gender, 
GPA, originating CC, prior UP visits, or residence at UP. 

 
Mr. Murphy reports a high level of support from the Colleges for the SOTP. However, the most 
prominent issue for the colleges to address regarding transition involves aspects of the entrance to major. 
Items may include timing of notification of assignment change and logistical aspects such as connections 
with advisors for academic transition, and/or student support services such as housing and registration for 
classes.  During Summer 2014, a pilot project will be done involving students transferring from outside of 
PSU, because this population faces similar challenges. 
 
There appear to be some issues of communication between those students changing assignment, CC, and 
UP transition support services. The LinkUP program seems to be underused, with some variation in the 
information provided to the students by CC. The SOTP has developed a Campus Transitions Committee 
as the first step in addressing some of these inconsistencies. 
 
 
FUTURE THOUGHTS ON PROGRAMS AND REPORTS 
 
The documented change in GPA is multifactorial, and the variation is likely based on the expectations and 
needs of individual students. Reviewing the practices of the individual Campuses and Colleges with the 
smallest change in GPA reveals a number of commonalities. Among the Colleges, there appears to be a 
culture of openness manifested primarily in student interaction at both an institutional level and individual 
level. Frequent visits are made to CC for College meetings where academic issues can be addressed with 
faculty, staff, and students. Perhaps most importantly, a strong network and proactive approach to 
advising allows the student a more personalized introduction to UP. 
 
Commonwealth Campus approaches to change-of-assignment students may require a more varied 
approach to issues of distance, time, and variation in numbers of students. Discussions of the change of 
assignment begin as early as during new student orientation, and continue throughout the next two years. 
Resources are made readily available and publicized for those students wishing to investigate the option 
to be reassigned to UP. Frequent trips are arranged to UP for career fairs, sporting events, and community 
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activities such as THON to develop connection with the UP community. The CC have also utilized most 
effectively reunion events with students who have made the transition to UP in previous years. Finally, 
special programs have been developed to celebrate the transition of sophomore students to UP. 
 
There appear to be two primary aspects where students may have issues leading to a decrease in GPA: 
social areas and academic areas. The SOTP can provide a valuable partner to the individual Campuses 
and Colleges in an effort to provide the best experience for the change-of-assignment student.  An initial 
approach may be for Campuses to focus on social issues, and Colleges to focus on academic issues. The 
results of these efforts can then be measured through the Penn State Pulse survey system in Student 
Affairs and/or triennial review by Faculty Senate and Office of Institutional Planning and Assessment. 
 
Social challenges that might be addressed: 

• Standardization of resources between Commonwealth Campuses and Office for Student 
Orientation & Transition Programs to ameliorate transition difficulties. 

• Resources should adequately address: 
o Variable distance and travel time between CC and UP 
o Variability in number of students transitioning from CC 
o Special needs of individual students 

• Can a culture of inclusion be developed to address issues of bias or social stigma felt by change-
of-assignment students from faculty and other students? 

 
Academic challenges that might be addressed: 

• Development of a robust advisor program to provide students with individualized needs while 
also allowing advisors credit for the time and effort spent in these activities. 

• UP and CC coordinate to a more standard/universal educational experience while adapting for 
individual resources and challenges of the individual CC and student. 

• Standardization of curriculum should address: 
o Student needs for those making a transition, as well as those staying at CC 
o IT resources that are representative of courses regularly available to the student at CC 
o Possible web-based courses available to students outside of UP setting. 

 
The Faculty Senate may want to consider regularly assessing through reports by the Committee on 
Student Affairs and/or the Committee on Intra-University Relations whether these issues are being 
adequately addressed. Future reports could focus on students changing assignment between CC, and 
students matriculating from other institutions. 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTRA-UNIVERSITY RELATIONS 
 
2013-2014      2014-2015 
Omid Ansary       Robin Bower (Chair) 
Harold Aurand     William Butler 
Gutti Babu      Peter Eberle 
William Butler     Jill Eckert 
Peter Eberle      Raymond Funk 
Joseph Enama      Dennis S. Gouran 
Lonnie Golden      Charles A. Hughes 
Zachary Irwin      Dennis Jett  
Dennis Jett       Mahmoon Kanaan 
Jeffery Knapp       Jeffery Knapp      
Michael Krajsa     Michael Krajsa (Vice-Chair) 
Constantino Lagoa      Constantino Lagoa  
Tim Lawlor      Binh Le 
Binh Le      Seroj Mackertich 
Emily Miller      Carolyn Mahan 
Mahdi Naseredding     Sudarshan Nelatury 
Tim Palmer (Vice Chair)    Rosemarie Petrilla 
Nicholas Rowland (Chair)    Rama Radhakrishna 
Richard Shurgalla     Parker Rohrbaugh 
Darryl Thomas      Rajarajan Subramanian 
Jane Wilburne      Darryl Thomas    
Alex Yin (Resource Member)    Kent Vrana    
       Jane Wilburne 
       Kenneth Womack 
       Alex Yin (Resource Member). 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON LIBRARIES, INFORMATION SYSTEMS, AND 

TECHNOLOGY 
 

ScholarSphere Basics and One Button Studio 
 

(Informational) 
 

Patricia Hswe, Digital Content Strategist, University Libraries, and Ryan Wetzel, Manager, 
Media Commons, Education Technology Services, will present information on ScholarSphere 
and One Button Studio. 
 
 
 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON LIBRARIES, INFORMATION SYSTEMS, AND 
TECHNOLOGY 
• Jonathan Abel 
• Fred J. Aebli 
• Rose M. Baker 
• Rebecca Bascom 
• Daniel C. Beaver 
• Gordon W. Blood 
• Peter J. Dendle 
• Barbara I. Dewey 
• Joseph L. Enama 
• Galen A. Grimes, Chair 
• John T. Harwood 
• Becky Kang 
• William C. Kenyon 
• Amir Khalilollahi 
• Anna L. Mazzucato 
• Kevin M. Morooney 
• Mahdi Nasereddin, Vice Chair 
• Terry O’Heron 
• Ira J. Ropson 
• Stormy Stark 
• Eric A. Walker 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION 
 

Summary of Petitions by College, Campus, and Unit 2013-2014 
 

(Informational) 
 
The Senate permits students to petition for exceptions to the Senate academic rules found in the Policies 
and Rules for Undergraduate Students (see http://senate.psu.edu/policies/). Implementation and 
exceptions to these policies are the responsibility of the Senate Committee on Undergraduate Education. 
The committee reports annually to the Senate on student petition actions. This report provides a summary 
of petitions by colleges and campuses. 
 
The petition provides an opportunity for the student to receive consideration on extenuating circumstances 
affecting his/her progress. A petition typically contains a letter and transcript from the student, and 
supporting documents from advisers, instructors, physicians, or other appropriate personnel. The final 
decision by the Subcommittee on Academic Standards represents an effort to weigh the personal 
circumstances of the individual while maintaining the academic standards of the University. 
This year’s report provides specific information about mental health related petitions, due to a concern 
that mental health issues may be increasingly leading to the need for students to pursue exceptions to 
University policies. Monitoring the number of petitions related to mental health-related problems on an 
annual basis will enable us to better assess the extent of this issue. 
  
Also included in the report is the percentage of submitted petitions based on enrollment by academic unit. 
The committee felt it was important to provide this information so readers can see how each unit’s number 
of petitions compares in relation to the unit’s enrollment headcount.  
 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION 

• Paul E. Barney 
• Barbara A. Barr 
• Christian M. Brady 
• Melik C. Demirel 
• Yvonne M. Gaudelius 
• Benjamin T. Hudson 
• Daniel J. Magerman 
• Emily R. Miller 
• John W. Moore 
• Angela L. Pettitt 
• Karen I. Pollack 
• Timothy H. Rinehart 
• Anne C. Rose 
• Jeffrey L. Schiano 
• Elizabeth M. Seymour, Chair 
• David R. Smith 
• Ann H. Taylor, Vice Chair 
• Stephen J. Van Hook 
• Frederic Weber 
• Victoria L. Woods 

http://senate.psu.edu/policies/
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COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF PETITIONS 
2012-2013; 2013-2014 

 
**Data for the College of Health and Human Development included Nursing for 2012-2013; now separated into 
two units. 
 
*Data for the 2012-2013 academic year may be slightly different than in previous reports due to ongoing process 
updates and subsequent data entry corrections.  
 
NOTE: Data represents the total number of petitions submitted for each academic unit. These numbers include 
specialized petitions where applicable (i.e., World Campus, eLion, Trauma, and appeal petitions). 

College or Campus 2013-2014 
 Submitted 

2013-2014 
Petition % 

based on unit 
Enrollment 

2013-2014 
 Granted 

2013-2014 
 Denied 

2013-2014 
Cncl/Pndg 

2012-2013* 
Submitted 

% of 
Increase 
/Decrease 

Agricultural Sciences 39 1.6 35 4 0 42 -7 
Arts and Architecture 26 1.7 21 4 1 29 -10 
Business 54 0.9 38 16 0 53 2 
Communications 98 3.6 80 15 3 69 42 
Div. of Undergrad. Studies 65 2.0 59 6 0 57 14 
Earth and Mineral Sciences 78 3.2 70 8 0 57 37 
Education 11 0.4 11 0 0 15 -27 
Engineering 104 1.2 80 20 4 104 0 
Health and Human Dev. 104 2.0 86 17 1 108 -4 
Information Sci. & Tech. 22 2.3 19 3 0 24 -8 
Liberal Arts 203 3.4 167 33 3 214 -5 
Nursing** 1 0.1 1 0 0 0 100 
Science 93 2.3 76 15 2 84 11 
Abington 63 1.7 38 23 2 89 -29 
Altoona 33 0.8 27 5 1 25 32 
Berks 66 2.4 53 13 0 60 10 
Erie 97 2.4 69 27 1 88 10 
Harrisburg 69 1.6 53 15 1 65 6 

University College 
- - - - - - - 

 Beaver 8 1.1 6 2 0 13 -38 
 Brandywine 19 1.3 14 4 1 32 -41 
 DuBois 10 1.4 10 0 0 4 150 
 Fayette 2 0.2 1 1 0 6 -67 
 Greater Allegheny 14 2.2 8 5 1 18 -22 
 Hazleton 7 0.7 5 2 0 8 -13 
 Lehigh Valley 13 1.4 12 1 0 15 -13 
 Mont Alto 9 0.9 9 0 0 18 -50 
 New Kensington 3 0.4 2 0 1 4 -25 
 Schuylkill 8 1.0 7 1 0 20 -60 
 Shenango 2 0.4 2 0 0 4 -50 
 Wilkes-Barre 8 1.3 7 0 1 13 -38 
 Worthington  Scranton 8 0.7 6 2 0 10 -20 
 York 28 2.4 20 6 2 23 22 

TOTALS 1365 - 1092 248 25 1373 -1% 
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INCREASE/DECREASE IN SUBMITTED PETITIONS 
2012-2013 to 2013-2014 

 

Case Type 2012-2013* 2013-2014 % of Increase/ 
Decrease 

Academic Renewal 5 6 20 
Corrected Grade 43 41 -5 
Course Cancel 11 12 9 
Late Add 76 68 -11 
Late Drop 580 561 -3 
Late Registration 37 50 35 
Other 36 34 -6 
Registration Cancel 4 4 0 
Withdrawal 581 589 1 

TOTALS 1373 1365 -1 
World Campus 71 95 34 
eLion 60 47 -22 
Trauma 47 37 -21 
Appeals 45 44 -2 

 
*Data for the 2012-2013 academic year may be slightly different than in 
previous reports due to ongoing updates and subsequent data entry 
corrections. 

 
 

NOTE: 
• A World Campus petition is one that involves requests for courses taken through World Campus. 
• An eLion petition is one where students indicate the failure of eLion as the basis of their petition. 
• A trauma petition is one where students’ circumstances require unusual confidentiality (e.g., the 

victim of a sexual assault or violent crime). 
• An appeal petition is one where the student provides additional documentation to support a 

previously denied request. 
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THREE-YEAR SUMMARY OF PETITIONS BY CASE TYPE 
2011-2012; 2012-2013; 2013-2014 

Academic Year: 2011-2012*   Overall Percentage Granted: 70% 

Case Type Submitted Granted Denied Cncl/Pndg 
Academic Renewal 2 1 1 0 
Corrected Grade 37 37 0 0 
Course Cancel 10 9 0 1 
Late Add 84 77 5 2 
Late Drop 627 335 277 15 
Late Registration 57 51 1 5 
Other** 42 37 5 0 
Registration Cancel 5 5 0 0 
Withdrawal 543 438 93 12 

TOTALS 1407 990 382 35 

Academic Year: 2012-2013*   Overall Percentage Granted: 68% 

Case Type Submitted Granted Denied Cncl/Pndg 
Academic Renewal 5 2 3 0 
Corrected Grade 43 35 7 1 
Course Cancel 11 8 2 1 
Late Add 76 75 1 0 
Late Drop 580 316 241 23 
Late Registration 37 35 1 1 
Other** 36 29 5 2 
Registration Cancel 4 4 0 0 
Withdrawal 581 433 129 19 

TOTALS 1373 937 389 47 

Academic Year: 2013-2014   Overall Percentage Granted: 80% 

Case Type Submitted Granted Denied Cncl/Pndg 
Academic Renewal 6 6 0 0 
Corrected Grade 41 41 0 0 
Course Cancel 12 11 1 0 
Late Add 68 67 0 1 
Late Drop 561 379 169 13 
Late Registration 50 48 0 2 
Other** 34 27 7 0 
Registration Cancel 4 4 0 0 
Withdrawal 589 509 71 9 

TOTALS 1365 1092 248 25 
 

*Data for the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 academic years may be slightly different than in previous reports due to ongoing 
process updates and subsequent data entry corrections.  
**Examples of petitions in the “other” category are: exceeding the 12-credit scheduling limit for Non-degree Conditional 
students; changing registration of a course to reflect the number of credits completed for internships; taking an additional 
semester/session in non-degree status past the 30-credit limit.  

4 
 



  Appendix L 
 10/21/14 

THREE-YEAR SUMMARY OF SPECIALIZED PETITIONS 
2011-2012; 2012-2013; 2013-2014 

Academic Year: 2011-2012* 

Case Type Submitted Granted Denied Cncl/Pndg 
World Campus 72 57 12 3 
eLion 90 44 43 3 
Trauma 49 45 4 0 
Appeals 31 19 12 0 

 

Academic Year: 2012-2013* 

Case Type Submitted Granted Denied Cncl/Pndg 
World Campus 71 50 19 2 
eLion 60 37 21 2 
Trauma 47 42 4 1 
Appeals 45 31 14 0 

 

Academic Year: 2013-2014 

Case Type Submitted Granted Denied Cncl/Pndg 
World Campus 95 80 13 2 
eLion 47 26 19 2 
Trauma 37 36 1 0 
Appeals 44 36 8 0 

 
 
*Data for the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 academic years may be slightly different than in previous 
reports due to ongoing updates and subsequent data entry corrections. 
 

 
NOTE: 
• A World Campus petition is one that involves requests for courses taken through World Campus. 
• An eLion petition is one where students indicate the failure of eLion as the basis of their petition. 
• A trauma petition is one where students’ circumstances require unusual confidentiality (e.g., the 

victim of a sexual assault or violent crime). 
• An appeal petition is one where the student provides additional documentation to support a 

previously denied request. 
 

NOTE: Numbers of specialized petitions displayed here are also included in the Comparative 
Summary of Petitions by College/Campus above. Data for specialized petitions is tracked due to 
specific interest in the numbers of World Campus, eLion, Trauma, and Appeal petitions submitted. 
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FIVE-YEAR SUMMARY OF MENTAL HEALTH RELATED PETITIONS 
2009-2014 

 

- Total Number of  
Petitions 

Submitted 

% of Mental Health Related 
Petitions based on TOTAL Number 

of Petitions Submitted 

% of Mental Health Related Petitions 
based on Number of WITHDRAWAL 

AND LATE DROP Petitions Submitted 

2009-2010 1201 25 30 

2010-2011 1298 27 33 

2011-2012 1407 30 36 

2012-2013 1373 32 38 

2013-2014 1365 33 40 
 

NOTE: Mental Health Related petitions are any that involve mental health issues (e.g., anxiety, 
depression, Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), and Post-Traumatic Stress 
Disorder (PTSD)). Generally, mental health related petitions are for retroactive withdrawals and 
retroactive late drops. Therefore, it is important to reflect this data in the report along with the 
percentages for the total number of petitions submitted. 
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MINUTES OF SENATE COUNCIL 

Tuesday, October 7, 2014 – 1:30 p.m. 

102 Kern Graduate Building 

 

 

Members Present: M. Ansari, M. Aynardi, R. Bascom, V. Brunsden, P. Butler, W. Carlsen, C. 

Eckhardt, R. Egolf, K. Jablokow, N. Jones, E. Knodt, P. Koch, J. Kulikowich, W. Lasher,  B. 

Le, J. Miles,  J. Nousek, R. Radhakrishna, C. Ray, J. Strauss, B. Szczygiel, M. Wilson 

 

Guests/Others: D. Atwater, R. Belz, L. Backer, T. Balliett, B. Bowen, D. Hagen, M. Hanes, J. 

Hanold, P. Hufnagel, W. Knight, R. McCombie, A. Shilling, M. Whitehurst, M. Williams, C. 

Zook 

 

Absent: T. Beebee, A. Taylor, M. McCleery, R. Pangborn, C. Weidemann, B. Yarnal 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

Chair Kulikowich called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m. on Tuesday, October 7, 2014, in 102 

Kern Graduate Building.  

 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF AUGUST 19, 2014  

 

The minutes of the August 19, 2014, meeting were approved on a Brunsden/Egolf motion.   

 

ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REMARKS 

 

Additional announcements by Chair Kulikowich: 

 The Faculty Advisory Committee met this morning with President Barron and Provost Jones and 

discussed the following topics: Reexamination of the New Academic Compensation Plan 

for the College of Medicine Faculty; General Education and the General Education Task 

Force Informational Report; Follow-up on the Letter on Civility; Project LionPATH; 

Middle States Update; Data Center; Provost Faculty Meetings; Strategic Plan; and, 

Student Health Task Force Report, Striking the Right Balance on Faculty Positions, 

Communications, Dean of the Graduate School, and Professional Development in 

Leadership. 

 

 The Senate officers have completed visits to Medicine, Altoona, and Fayette.  The 

officers will visit Schuylkill on October 15, Hazleton on October 16, Wilkes-Barre 

on October 16, Worthington Scranton on October 17, and Penn College on October 

30. 
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 Senate Councilors are reminded that all Unit Constitutions must be reviewed by the 

Senate Unit Constitution Subcommittee and, subsequently, by Senate Council for 

official ratification.  Revisions should be sent electronically to the Faculty Senate 

Office by the Chair of the Faculty Organization with a request to have the revisions 

reviewed. 

 Chair Kulikowich thanked Senate Council for their review and feedback of the new 

Senate website.  Logan and the Senate office staff are reviewing survey feedback 

and working to address comments and questions.  We anticipate that the new 

website will be made live within the next few weeks. 

 

Executive Vice President and Provost Nicholas Jones reported that the LionPath process is going 

well.  Due to the complexity of the project, there likely will be issues as the system is rolled out.  

He mentioned on behalf of Vice President Rob Pangborn that applications for Fall 2015 are 

higher than last year.  The Provost reported the visit by Brit Kirwan for the Middle States 

Commission on Higher Education went well.  The Data Center that has been in the planning 

stage for some time will be built on Tower Road, University Park.  The Strategic Planning 

process is ongoing, and he is pleased with the progress to date.  The report from the Task Force 

on Student Health Care is available on the Graduate School web site.  The Provost encouraged 

Senate Councilors to review the report, which points out some areas for improvement. He 

announced that the “Interim” label for Neil Sharkey, Vice President for Research, has been 

removed.  A search for the position will be launched in approximately one year.  The search for 

the Vice President and Dean of the Graduate School (new title) will begin soon.  That search will 

not involve an executive search firm. 

 

Vice Provost Blannie Bowen reminded Senate Councilors to review the self-study report for the 

Middle States accreditation review before the site visit team visits Penn State beginning this Fall.  

He mentioned the promotion and tenure workshop, which in the past has helped improve the 

quality of dossiers.   

 

Vice President Madlyn Hanes reported that interviews for candidates for the Chancellor position 

at Penn State Beaver will begin soon.  Retirements of chancellors at Worthington-Scranton, 

Lehigh Valley, and Greater Allegheny have been announced, so searches will begin in the near 

future. 

 

Acting Vice-Provost Marcus Whitehurst reminded Councilors of a Pre-tenure Symposium on 

October 17 from 9 a.m. to 3 p.m. in Foster Auditorium of Paterno Library.  Topics will include 

classroom strategies, promotion and tenure, publishing, appropriate levels of service, and work-

life balance. 

 

Senate officers and the Executive Director had no comments. 

 

ACTION ITEMS 

 

Revisions to the Guidelines for Review of the Establishment, Reorganization, or Discontinuation 

of Academic Organizational Units.  On an Egolf/Brunsden motion, Senate Council voted to 

approve the revisions. The Executive Vice President and Provost will be notified of this action 

and requested to accept. 
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Revision to the College of Education constitution.  Jim Strauss provided a summary of the 

constitution.  Senate Council approved the revised constitution.  The chair of the unit faculty 

organization and the College of Education dean will be notified. 

 

Revision to the College of Nursing constitution.  Jim Strauss provided a summary of the 

constitution.  Senate Council approved the revised constitution.  The chair of the unit faculty 

organization and the College of Nursing dean will be notified. 

 

Revision to the Penn State Greater Allegheny constitution.  Jim Strauss provided a summary of 

the constitution.  Senate Council approved the revised constitution.  The chair of the unit faculty 

organization and the Greater Allegheny chancellor will be notified. 

 

Revision to the Penn State Harrisburg constitution.  Jim Strauss provided a summary of the 

constitution.  Councilor Wilson pointed out that “University Council” should be changed to 

“Senate Council” in two locations in the document.  Senate Council approved the revised 

constitution, as amended.  The chair of the unit faculty organization and the Harrisburg 

chancellor will be notified. 

 

DISCUSSION ITEMS 

  

Immediate Past University Faculty Ombudsperson Deborah Atwater presented the 2013-2014 

University Faculty Ombudsperson Report. 

 

REPORT OF THE GRADUATE COUNCIL 

 

Minutes from the September 17, 2014, Graduate Council meetings are posted on the Graduate 

School website at http://gradsch.psu.edu/council/.  

 

AGENDA ITEMS FOR OCTOBER 21, 2014 

 

Forensic Business 

 

Forensic Report on Proposed Revisions to AD47.  Discussion led to modified wording of the two 

questions to be considered during the forensic session.  This report was placed on the Agenda on 

a Brunsden/Eckhardt motion.  Twenty minutes was allotted for this report. 

 

Legislative Reports  

 

Committees and Rules—Revisions to the Constitution, Article II, Sections 3 and 5 

(Membership).  This report was placed on the Agenda on a Koch/Brunsden motion. 

 

Committees and Rules—Revisions to the Bylaws, Article II, Section 2 (Senate Council) and 

Article VII, Section 4 (Delegation of Authority).  This report was placed on the Agenda on a 

Lasher/Szczygiel motion. 

 

Committees and Rules—Revisions to the Standing Rules, Article II, Section 6 (e and i) (Standing 

Committee Structure).  This report was placed on the Agenda on an Egolf/Wilson motion. 

 

http://gradsch.psu.edu/council/
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Committees and Rules—Revisions to the Bylaws, Article III, Section 3 (Election to the Senate).  

This report was placed on the Agenda on a Brunsden/Eckhardt motion. 

 

Committees and Rules—Revisions to the Standing Rules, Article III, Section 7 (Joint 

Faculty/Administrative Committee to Monitor Travel Policies).  This report was placed on the 

Agenda on an Egolf/Eckhardt motion. 

 

Advisory/Consultative Reports 

 

Informational Reports  

 

General Education Planning and Oversight Task Force—A Progress Report to the University 

Faculty Senate.  A Lasher/Egolf amendment added a two-page guide to the report to assist 

readers with navigating the extensive report.  This report was placed on the Agenda on an 

Aynardi/Eckhardt motion.  Forty-five minutes was allocated for presentation and discussion. 

 

Intercollegiate Athletics—Self-Study Report and Review of the Rawling’s Report.  This report 

was placed on the Agenda on a Carlsen/Brunsden motion.  There will be no presentation.  

Questions will be invited and may be submitted via email to senate@psu.edu.  

 

Intra-University Relations—Student Transition Issues from the Commonwealth Campuses to 

University Park.  This report was placed on the Agenda on a Koch/Wilson motion. Fifteen 

minutes was allocated for presentation and discussion. 

 

Libraries, Information Systems, and Technology—ScholarSphere Basics and One Button Studio.  

This report was placed on the Agenda on a Wilson/ Szczygiel motion.  Ten minutes was 

allocated for presentation and discussion. 

 

Undergraduate Education—Summary of Petitions by College, Campus, and Unit 2013-2014.  It 

was suggested that for future reports, the Committee consider reporting Mental Health cases as 

part of a larger Health category.  This report was placed on the Agenda on a Brunsden/Wilson 

motion.  There will be no presentation.  Questions will be invited and may be submitted via 

email to senate@psu.edu.   

 

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA FOR OCTOBER 21, 2014 

 

The Agenda was approved on an Eckhardt/Wilson motion. 

 

NEW BUSINESS:  none 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

Chair Kulikowich thanked Council members for their attendance and participation.  The meeting 

was adjourned at 3:20 p.m.   

 

 

Daniel R. Hagen 

Executive Director 

mailto:senate@psu.edu
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Date:  October 14, 2014 
 
To:  All Senators and Committee Members  
 
From:  Daniel R. Hagen, Executive Director  
 
 
Following is the time and location of all Senate meetings for October 20 and 21.  Please 
notify the Senate office and committee chair if you are unable to attend.  
 
MONDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2014  
 
6:30 p.m.  Officers and Chairs Meeting  102 Kern Graduate Building 
 
8:15 p.m.  Commonwealth Caucus Meeting  102 Kern Graduate Building 
  
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 21, 2014 
 
7:30 a.m.  Admissions, Records, Scheduling,  112 Shields Building  
 and Student Aid 
 *Note time change.  
 
8:00 a.m. Intercollegiate Athletics  502 Keller Building 
  
8:30 a.m.  Committees and Rules  201 Kern Graduate Building  
 
 Curricular Affairs  102 Kern Graduate Building  
 
 Educational Equity and Campus  315 Grange Building  
 Environment   
 
 Faculty Affairs  118 Agricultural Sciences and Industries Building  
 
 Faculty Benefits  519 Elliott Building  
 
 Intra-University Relations  215 Business Building 
    
 Outreach  216 Business Building 
  
 *Joint meeting of Research and  103 Paterno Library 
 Libraries, Information Systems  *Note location change. 
 and Technology  
  
 Undergraduate Education  110C Chandlee Lab 
  
 University Planning  217 Forest Resources Building 
  An Equal Opportunity University 



 
9:00 a.m.  Global Programs 412 Boucke Building 
 
 Student Life  409H Keller Building  
 
9:30 a.m. Libraries, Information Systems, 510A Paterno Library 
 and Technology (cont.)  
  
 Research (cont.) 103 Paterno Library 
    
11:00 a.m. Student Senators Caucus  114 Kern Graduate Building 
 
11:15 a.m.  Commonwealth Caucus Meeting  Faculty Staff Club, Nittany Lion Inn  
 
1:30 p.m.  University Faculty Senate  112 Kern Graduate Building 
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Date: October 13, 2014 
 
To: Commonwealth Caucus Senators (includes all elected campus senators) 
 
From: Roger Egolf and James Ruiz, Caucus Co-chairs 
 

 
MONDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2014 – 8:15 PM 

102 KERN BUILDING 
 

Building Our Capacity for Diversity:   
Office of the Vice Provost for Educational Equity at Penn State 

Victoria Sanchez, Assistant Vice Provost for  
Educational Equity 

 
To join the evening caucus meeting by phone or video,  

please dial 440351 for video or 814-867-5845 and enter the ID# 440351 for phone. 
 
 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 21, 2014 – 11:15 AM 
BALLROOM C, NITTANY LION INN 

 
*NOTE LOCATION CHANGE 

 
A buffet luncheon will be provided at 12:15 p.m. 

 
Agenda 

 
I. Call to Order 
 
II. Announcements 
 
III. Committee Reports 
 
IV. Other Items of Concern/New Business 
 
V. Adjournment and Lunch 

 
 
 
  An Equal Opportunity University 



 2013-2014 University Faculty Ombudsperson Report  
Senate Council  

October 7, 2014 

 

Introduction  

 

On March 31, 1998, the Senate Committee on Committees and Rules established the position of  

University Ombudsperson and defined its duties:  

“The University Ombudsman shall coordinate the training of all college and 

campus ombudsmen; shall provide for the appropriate dissemination of 

information among the various college and campus ombudsmen; and shall be the 

university-level contact for the various college and campus ombudsmen. The 

University Ombudsman shall report periodically to the Senate Council and shall 

maintain liaison with the Office of the University Provost, the Office of Human 

Resources and the Senate Office. The University Ombudsman shall have no appeal 

function.” Standing Rules, Article III, Section 9.  

This report is submitted to Senate Council as part of the discharge of these duties. Information 

about previous ombudsperson workshops, reports, and names and contact information of college 

and campus ombudspersons may be found at http://www.senate.psu.edu/ombudsman/ombuds.asp. 

In order to assess the Ombudsperson’s activities at Penn State’s various locations, a survey was 

distributed to all unit ombudspersons in April 2014. The following report summarizes the 

activities of Penn State’s Ombudspersons.  

 

It is the purpose of this report to convey to Senate Council how well the Ombudsperson process is 

working at Penn State and what challenges should be addressed. An additional objective is to 

inform newly elected Ombudspersons about the range of questions and problems that have been 

brought to Ombudspersons and provide a venue by which more experienced Ombudspersons can 

inform their less experienced colleagues. 

  

Note:  The Senate Committee on Committees and Rules voted on October 6, 2009, to change the 

term Ombudsman to Ombudsperson after reviewing the use of the term by the Association of 

American Universities (AAU) and the Committee on Institutional Cooperation (CIC/Big Ten). 

The University Faculty Senate voted on January 28, 2014 to change the name of University 

Ombudsperson to University Faculty Ombudsperson based on recommendations by University 

Faculty Ombudsperson, Deborah F. Atwater. 

 

Survey Questions and Responses by Ombudspersons:  

   

There was a 74.6 % response rate to the survey; 50 out of 67 ombudspersons and alternates 

responded to the survey. 

  

1. How long have you served as your unit’s Ombudsperson or alternate?  

 

Six have served less than one year, twenty-seven have served one to three years, eight have served 

four to six years, three have served seven to nine years, five have served ten to fifteen years, and 

one has served over fifteen years. 
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2. How many cases have you been asked to help resolve in the past year?  

 

During the 2013-2014 year, ombudspersons handled 57 cases. This represents an increase of  9.6 

% from the 52 cases reported in 2012-2013. 

 

3. For each case, what were the key issue(s)? (e.g., lack of communication, promotion and 

tenure, harassment, incivility, performance review, etc.)  

 

The issues raised in the 2013-2014 year are ranked by frequency as follows:  

 

Lack of communication (16)                         

Promotion and Tenure Procedures (10)     

Incivility (8) 

Performance reviews (7) 

Bullying (4) 

Harassment (3) 

Elimination of position (3) 

Workload (2) 

Contract issues/ Denial of Sabbatical 

Lack of knowledge of policies 

In appropriate use of power 

Qualifications/requirements for position 

Poor mentoring of junior faculty 

 

4. What was the position of the person against whom the complaint was lodged? (e.g., staff, 

faculty, administrator, if other, explain)  

 

In response to this question the following were mentioned: Administrator/ Chancellor/ 

Dean (17), Faculty (14), Department head (12), Staff (1), Human Resource Representative (1).  

Not all ombudspersons responded to this question.   

 

5. What steps were taken to resolve the issue?  
 

Generally, issues were resolved by the Ombudsperson through facilitating communication 

between the parties, gathering information on the question at hand and informing the person about 

University policies and procedures. Also the empowerment of the faculty, through conversations 

with the Ombudsperson, who provided explanation of options, or provided correct interpretation 

of University policies, led in some cases to the resolution of the problem by the faculty members 

on their own.  

 

        Advice and Consultation with General Counsel 

        Discussion between parties 

        Discussion with administrator 

        Discussion with Human Resource representatives 

        Legal action against the University 

        University Ombudsperson provided information on university policies 



3 

        Venting and Compromising 

        Reassignment of duties 

        Discussion of the Appeal process and Faculty Rights & Responsibilities Committee 

 

6. How many of the cases were resolved at the Ombudsperson level?  
 

During 2013-2014, 42 of the 57 cases (73.6%) were resolved at the ombudsperson level. 

Remaining cases either taken to FR&R, not pursued, or are still being worked on.  

 

7. How many cases were referred to the Senate Committee on Faculty Rights and 

Responsibilities or other offices? (e.g. Affirmative Action, Human Resources, etc.) 
 

During 2013-2014, 6 cases were recommended or referred to FR&R. The actual number filed may 

be different.  Three were referred to Human Resources. 

  

8. In your role as a college/campus Ombudsperson, did any issues concerning the 

Ombudsperson process arise which should be addressed by the University Faculty Senate? 

If so, explain.  
 

The following are comments received from responding ombudspersons. 

 

Lack of real “authority” to compel a meeting with Division Head, etc. 

Budget for Ombuds Lunches when working on a case 

Need to be a part of early conversations, going to Ombuds too late 

Personal liability exposure but resolved by university lawyers 

 

9. Are there suggestions you would like to make that could be useful to another ombudsperson, 

especially a new one?  

 

Following are some of the responses received in this year’s survey:  

 

Attend Ombuds Orientation meeting at University Park 

Inform Alternate Ombuds regarding a case even if not involved 

Maintain Confidentiality 

Know AD Guides and where to find them 

Roleplaying is a good idea 

University Ombudsperson can be helpful 

Training session useful/ Better training needed 

Focus training session on what ombuds can do 

Be active in campus activities 

Understand HR 76-Faculty Rights & Responsibilities 

Send faculty email regarding the existence and duties of Ombuds 

Ombuds need more publicity/ Don’t know if faculty are aware of existence 

Develop relationships with many departments and people 

You have no power/authority   Need to be able to resolve problems 

Listen to both sides before reaching any conclusions, hard to do but remain neutral 
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Role of Ombudsperson confused with Union Representative 

Provide Guidance, not representation 

Promote better practices for mentoring junior faculty 

Steer faculty to correct resources and follow approved steps 

 

Conclusions: 

 

1. Some units are still not aware of the Ombudsperson’s position and duties. 

2. Communication problems still exist. 

3. With a few exceptions the Ombudsperson process at Penn State appears to be working as 

intended. 

 

Recommendations:  

 

1. Reaffirm the obligation of administrators, at all levels, to adhere to University policies, in 

particular to the maintenance of confidentiality, in all matters concerning faculty disputes. 

2. Explore means by which newly elected Ombudspersons can interact with more experienced 

Ombudspersons on an annual basis. 

3. Educate the University at large (administration, faculty, HR staff) about Penn State's procedures to 

resolve conflicts, including the Ombudsperson process.  

4. Continue to update University Faculty Ombudsperson Guide Book. 

5. Consider electing the University Faculty Ombudsperson to serve as Ombudsperson –Elect for a 

year followed by a term of office for three years. 

 

This could be done: 

1. By the Senate Officers during their visits to all Penn State locations and their meetings with 

administrators and faculty. 

2. Through the Provost’s Office at meetings with administrators in charge of faculty.  

3. With the ombudsperson(s) representing a College or Academic Unit identified by the Dean /DDA 

at the new faculty orientation meeting each academic year.  A brief statement of his/her role 

should be given.  

4. Legislation by the Faculty Senate regarding the term of office for the University Faculty 

Ombudsperson. 

 

Submitted by:  

Deborah F. Atwater  

Emerita Associate Professor of Communication Arts & Sciences and African and African 

American Studies 

Immediate Past University Faculty Ombudsperson 

October 7, 2014 
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