
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE

Presiding Officer W. Brian O’Connor called the 709th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on October 13, 2011 
at 3:30 p.m. in Herter Hall, Room 227.

A. PRESENTATION BY MAURIANNE ADAMS, CHAIR, GENERAL EDUCATION COUNCIL, CAROL BARR, 
VICE PROVOST FOR UNDERGRADUATE AND CONTINUING EDUCATION AND MARTHA STASSEN, 
ASSISTANT PROVOST FOR ASSESSMENT AND EDUCATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS  
“UPDATE ON THE INTEGRATIVE EXPERIENCE GENERAL EDUCATION REQUIREMENT”
(See attached)

Senator Richard Bogartz wondered what provisions are in place, or are planned to be put into place, to discover whether or 
not the Integrative Experience is a good idea.

Assistant Provost Stassen stated that student perspectives are already being gathered to better understand what will work 
best. Moreover, the Davis Grant has allowed the Gen Ed Council to analyze student work from Integrative Experiences to 
assess student performance on integrative learning and better understand how integrative learning affects students’ 
education. Other tools such as student surveys, faculty interviews, and focus groups are now being discussed in greater 
detail. There is a multi-layered assessment approach being taken with the Integrative Experience to make sure that as 
much information as possible is obtained early and throughout its implementation.

Senator Frank Hugus asked for clarification about the cost of the IE. He wonders where the resources are going to come 
from for the long-term success of the IE. 

Vice Provost Barr stated that the Provost has met with the deans to discuss the cost of IE implementation. Many resources 
are being directed to schools and colleges through revenue sharing in Continuing and Professional Education as well as 
out-of-state student recruitment. That net gain revenue is being distributed to the schools and colleges, and discussions 
have taken place between the Provost and the deans about tapping into those resources to help with IE implementation 
costs.

Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate noted that cost is a critical issue for the IE, and that there are multiple 
perspectives concerning it. The funding is very complicated, but the Faculty Senate document establishing the Integrative 
Experience (Sen. Doc. No. 11-039A) includes a general model for funding that sets it at $300 per student. In the same 
paragraph that notes the funding model, however, it is acknowledged that some departments and programs, such as 
Commonwealth Honors College, are already doing something very close to the IE, and therefore the costs to those 
departments and programs will be minimal. Some departments such as Psychology, however, are not currently doing 
anything at all similar to the IE and are moreover challenged with a large number of majors. These departments may need 
more than the estimated $300 per student to implement the IE. The cost represents an average that amounts to a 
University-wide cost of $1.3 million. It is expected that there will be a net cost associated with the IE. The revenue 
distribution models currently in place leave much funding decentralized and available to the deans. The IE will be 
essentially a partially-funded mandate if it is expected that the deans use some of that distributed revenue to fund its 
implementation. If a 25 student IE is taught by a senior lecturer (the minimum instruction requirement for the IE), it is 
presumed that a Five College overtime borrow can be funded by the $300 student allotment and be used to teach the course 
that is not being taught by the lecturer leading the IE. 

Vice Provost Barr stated that she has preliminary data from the IE steering committee concerning funding. It has not been 
signed off by the committee, so she had not planned to share it with the Faculty Senate. The data will soon be 
communicated to department heads and chairs, deans, the Provost and the Faculty Senate. IE proposals have been 
reviewed by the steering committee that entail no additional costs because the courses are already being taught and can be 
adjusted to meet IE requirements very easily. Other departments will need to create entirely new courses, which may entail 
hiring a lecturer to backfill for a tenure-stream faculty member that will teach the IE course. 

Senator Joseph Bartolomeo referred back to the comment made by the consultant that visited campus that the University of 
Massachusetts was the first campus she knew of adopting an integrative education component within the major. He 
believes that this is something that the University should seize—not just for the educational value it presents students, but 
also for the branding of the University. Senator Bartolomeo believes the funding issue is very important because the IE 
should be enacted at the highest possible level. One of the reasons the Gen Ed curriculum was revised was because there 
was a sense among students that it was a requirement that merely had to be completed and forgotten about. The IE should 
be used as an opportunity to distinguish the campus. 
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B. ANNOUNCEMENTS

1. Principal Administrative Officers

Provost James Staros updated the Senate on current dean searches. One search has been carried over from last year, that 
for the Dean of the College of Engineering. Provost Staros is in discussion with a finalist for the position, and he hopes to 
bring it to closure soon. Three more dean searches are in the process of being launched: for the College of Social and 
Behavioral Sciences, the College of Humanities and Fine Arts, and the Graduate School. Committees have been formed 
using the guidelines put forth in Sen. Doc. No. 90-029. Additional nominations from the Rules Committee have been 
delayed because not all nominating groups were quickly forthcoming with nominees. Provost Staros received the final 
nominations on the day of the Senate meeting. As soon as draft descriptions are prepared, they will be given to the Office of 
Equal Opportunity and Diversity and hopefully presented to the campus by the end of the month. 

2. The Secretary of the Faculty Senate

Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate, began by noting that the Chancellor Search Committee held its first meeting 
on campus recently. It has since begun the work of choosing a search firm and developing a profile of the campus and of 
the kind of candidate it seeks. Secretary May believes that the first Faculty Senate meeting since then presents a good 
occasion to take stock of where the University stands and to look ahead.

At the first meeting of the Faculty Senate of the current year, Chancellor Holub gave a presentation outlining a number of 
events and processes that have shaped the University of Massachusetts Amherst over the past three years. They are briefly 
summarized in a handout presented to the Senate (see attached) and include: reductions in support from the state; base
budget reductions across campus; new revenue generation ($22 million between FY08 and FY12) preventing additional 10-
15% reductions in academic budgets; increase in out-of-state students without reduction in number of students from 
Massachusetts; an increase of $6.6 million in Continuing and Professional Education revenues since 2008; increases in 
overhead recovery, fundraising, and new professional master’s programs; increase in tenure-track faculty from 965 in 
2008 to at least 990 in 2011; less damage in operations as a result of the Great Recession than at many peer institutions; a 
number of capital projects including the Integrated Sciences Building, the New Laboratory Science Building, 
Commonwealth Honors College Complex, and the New Academic Classroom Building; statewide flagship activities 
including athletics in Boston and Foxborough; fundraising that included two eight-figure gifts and  a capital campaign; 
research productivity, including the University of Massachusetts Innovation Institute; academic initiatives such as iCons 
and the revisions to General Education; the ascendance from 52nd to 42nd in the U.S. News and World Report rankings 
among public universities; extraordinary merit, as well as anomalies, in relation to low faculty salary averages; and 
University partnerships with Amherst, Holyoke, and Springfield.

Secretary May continued to identify some of the questions and issues that will await the University’s next Chancellor, 
largely based on the Framework for Excellence, which is currently under review by the Ad Hoc Committee on Strategic 
Oversight, co-chaired by Nancy Cohen and Amilcar Shabazz. First, and perhaps most importantly, the entrepreneurial 
business model, featuring high fees/high aid and modest enrollment growth (300 per year for ten years) and emphasizing 
revenue generation primarily through out-of-state recruitment, was an appropriate tactical response to the Great 
Recession and to the long-term secular decline of state support, especially in the context of the AAU/“world-class flagship 
university” articulated in the Framework and elsewhere. This was low-hanging fruit, and the damage to this campus was 
significantly less than to many of our peers. However, a number of unresolved issues resulting from this vision and business 
model remain to be addressed. 

First: how do we create the perception that we are a “destination” campus, instead of occupying the “excellent value/Plan 
B” space. So far, the answer seems to have been to become more like UC Berkeley, Michigan, Virginia, UNC Chapel Hill, 
Wisconsin, et cetera—all schools that, while being the highest quality public research universities in the nation, are 
significantly larger than UMass is ever likely to become. Chancellor Holub has “called the question” on this vision with 
respect to facilities, faculty salaries, student services, athletics, fundraising, research support, the addition of a medical 
school, student recruitment, and other areas. But appropriate funding to support such initiatives has remained elusive. In 
the aftermath of the Great Recession—and with the “New Normal” stretching as far into the future as can be envisioned—
it is difficult to see how this vision could be realized based solely on incremental increases in student fee revenue. The 
Framework lists many areas in which the University aspires to improve in order to be a premier public research university. 
The process by which some of these items might move from the “approved but not funded” column to the “appropriately 
funded” column could dramatically alter the future profile of the campus. However, the Framework doesn’t put these 
desires in rank order. For example, FBS Football does not appear in the Framework at all, yet it appears to have gained 
the commitment of a substantial share of new discretionary revenue over the next several years, while new faculty hiring—
while positive—has barely kept up, on a proportional basis, with the increase in the undergraduate student population. 
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The University is in a strategic struggle to determine what will be funded: the Integrative Experience versus FBS Football 
versus research support versus faculty salaries versus faculty hiring versus student services versus capital expenditures 
versus graduate student support, et cetera. The University will need a chancellor that can unite it around a sensible 
strategy to manage these issues. 

The University must also determine how and where the increased number of undergraduate students will be taught. The 
projected increase of 3,000 undergraduates at UMass is nearly the size of Smith College in its entirety. For the past couple 
of years, the impact of increased enrollment has been delayed by the increased instructional capacity created when the 
University decreased the number of courses required to fulfill the General Education requirements by increasing the 
number of credits for Gen Ed courses from three to four. Faculty supported this initiative enthusiastically, and it appears 
to have been a catalyst for faculty to update and “postmodernize” their courses. However, it is unclear that the increased 
graduate teaching assistant support required for four-credit courses has materialized as originally envisioned, and the 
University’s accreditor, NEASC, will specifically be looking into such issues when it visits the campus in the fall of 2013. 
General Education reform also implemented a signature new requirement, the Integrative Experience, which is envisioned 
as the type of quality undergraduate instruction that should be immensely attractive to faculty and students alike. It may 
help make the University of Massachusetts more of a destination campus, and is projected to cost an incremental $1.3 
million. The increased student enrollment is beginning to be felt via increased demand for acceptance into majors. This 
demand will increase dramatically over the next several years. Matching academic support with increasing demand will be 
a huge management task for Academic Affairs, especially since areas of high demand among undergraduates often do not 
coincide with areas of maximum opportunities for funded research. The choices may be: (1) increase capacity in majors 
across the board by investing in faculty, facilities and equipment—especially in high-demand majors; (2) leave most majors 
as they are, but create increased capacity in several low-cost majors, perhaps even offering a degree in “general studies”; 
or (3) dilute the undergraduate experience across the board by raising class size in upper-division classes, reducing 
graduation requirements, and decreasing contact between faculty and students even further. Only the first of these 
options—creating additional capacity by making appropriate investments in faculty, facilities, and equipment—is 
consistent with the goal of becoming a “destination” rather than a “Plan B” university.

Redefining and executing the vision will be a principal challenge for the new chancellor, who will need to “skate to where 
the puck is going to be.” The focus of the search must be on the future, seeking to find a leader who will help the campus 
achieve success for the University of Massachusetts Amherst as American higher education adapts to substantial changes 
in revenue sources and public expectations. This is a time when fresh perspectives, and the ability to see around corners, 
may be more important than adherence to conventional conceptions of success. 

4. The Faculty Delegates to the Board of Trustees

Marilyn Billings, Associate Delegate to the Board of Trustees, noted that the Board of Trustees met in Amherst on 
September 28. The meeting was the first attended by President Caret as well as the first for many new Trustees. The Board 
primarily discussed routine matters that had been put forward by the committees. Following the Board of Trustees 
meeting, the Trustees went into executive session to discuss tenure cases. The Chancellor Search Committee then met. 
Between meetings, the Intercampus Faculty Council met. Representatives from each UMass campus discussed issues of 
common concern, which was focused primarily on the search for chancellors, as UMass Dartmouth is also in the process of 
instating a new chancellor. 

Senator Billings continued to let the Faculty Senate know about a program being put on by the Library and a number of 
partners for Open Access Week, which will take place from October 24 through October 28. On October 24, there will be a 
presentation on retaining rights of fair use of materials in teaching and in scholarship by Patricia Aufderheide, of 
American University. The presentation will take place at 4:30 p.m. in the Campus Center, Amherst Room. The culmination 
of Open Access Week will be a report from faculty who have received Open Education Initiative grants that were 
sponsored by the Provost and the Library last spring. Senator Billings is hopeful that there will be an announcement for 
future grants at that meeting. 
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D. BYLAW CHANGES

Special Report of the Rules Committee concerning Bylaw Changes, as presented in Sen. Doc. 
No. 12-001A with Motion No. 02-12.

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Bylaw Changes, as presented in Sen. Doc. 
02-12 No. 12-001A.

(Inasmuch as these are changes to the Senate’s Bylaws, this is the second of three readings of this motion.  It will be 
read again at the 710th regular meeting of the Faculty Senate. The motion may be debated and amended at all three 
meetings.)

Secretary May made an amendment to change the composition of the International Studies Council from 13 faculty 
members to 15. 

The amendment was seconded and approved. 

Senator Heath Hatch recommended an amendment to include Senior Lecturers II as part of the proposed changes to 
section 2-1-2, which lists qualified members of the Faculty Senate. The proposed changes note Lecturers and Senior 
Lecturers, and Senator Hatch believes that if the document lists some of the specific titles it should list them all. 

Provost Staros noted that title modifiers are not included in the language of the document, allowing it to be more inclusive. 
He stated that the language mentioning Senior Lecturers includes Senior Lecturers II as well. Titles of rank are often long 
and change often, and the goal of the language in the proposed Bylaw changes is to maintain inclusivity. Other titles and 
ranks are not included in the Bylaws, such as Distinguished Professor, which is assumed to be included under the title of 
Professor.

Secretary May agreed with Provost Staros, noting that the Faculty Senate Office interprets the Bylaws in the same inclusive 
manner put forth by the Provost, including Senior Lecturers II under the rubric of Senior Lecturers.

E. ANNUAL REPORT

Annual Report of the Status of Diversity Council, AY 2010-2011, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-002.

The report was received. 

Sergio Breña, Co-Chair of the Status of Diversity Council, noted that the Status of Diversity Council undertook two 
principal activities last year, both charged by the Provost’s Office and both described in the annual report. The 
first was to evaluate the potential effects of the modification of tenure standards to diversity on the campus. The 
other was to evaluate the effects on diversity that the potential merger of the Colleges of Social and Behavioral 
Sciences and Humanities and Fine Arts could have. The Council’s responses to those charges are summarized in 
the report, which has been submitted to the Provost’s Office. 

Senator Curt Conner noted that in the past there had been funds set aside specifically to hire candidates of diverse 
backgrounds. He wondered if that was still happening.

Professor Breña stated that he had been to meetings where funding for diversity efforts throughout the University 
had been discussed, but did not know about the specific program mentioned by Senator Conner. Offices that 
address diversity on campus, such as those that reach out to students of diverse backgrounds, always seem to be 
stretched for funds. This is one of the issues that has been discussed in a number of committees in which Professor 
Breña has been a part.

Senator Conner mentioned that, on two occasions, quality candidates of diversity had been lost because the money 
that had been promised to aid in their hiring was no longer available when the department actually needed it. 

Provost Staros stated that, in the last year, the Provost’s Office has embedded within the regular hiring process a 
strong emphasis on faculty diversity. Vice Provost Joel Martin has specific data relating to this. Faculty diversity 
was the main theme of Provost Staros’ Campus Leadership Retreat prior to the 2010-2011 academic year. Results 
have been impressive. Diversity among new faculty hires doubled in 2011-2012 compared with 2010-2011. The 
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University is making progress. It is never as fast as desired, but the issue is being pushed in the regular hiring 
process. The University does not want to create a two-tier faculty system. 

Senator Richard Bogartz stated that, although he is unsure of where he stands in general to changes in the tenure 
criteria, he is not persuaded by the arguments put forward in the Annual Report of the Status of Diversity Council 
that claim increased focus on research would have a detrimental impact on diversity at the campus. He noted that 
it sounds suspicious to him, and that it sounds as if there are presumptions being made about the quality of work 
being done by diverse individuals—even though that fact is denied explicitly. He would like a clearer explanation 
as to why increasing the emphasis on research would affect diversity in any way.

F. NEW COURSES

COURSE TITLE CREDITS

BIOCHEM 275 “Molecular Biology”       3
NUTRITN 140 “Nutrition, Weight and Fitness”               4
WOMENSST 285 “Introduction to the Biology of Difference”        3

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the courses BIOCHEM 275, NUTRITN 140 and WOMENSST 285,
03-12 as recommended by the Academic Matters Council.

The motion was seconded and adopted.

G. NEW BUSINESS

Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning Changes to the Building and Construction
Technology Minor, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-003 with Motion No. 04-12.

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Changes to the Building and Construction Technology Minor,
04-12 as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-003.

Senator MJ Peterson congratulated the department redesigning the minor to better fit the future of construction, which will 
be primarily concerned with environmental sustainability. 

The motion was seconded and adopted.

H. OLD BUSINESS

Special Report of the Committee on Committees concerning Nominations to Faculty Senate Councils and 
Committees, as presented in Sen. Doc No. 11-064C with Motion No. 66-11.

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Nominations to Faculty Senate Councils and Committees, 
66-11 as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-064C.

The motion was seconded and adopted.

The 709th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate stood adjourned at 4:34 p.m. on October 13, 2011.

The proceedings from this meeting are available on audiotape in the Faculty Senate Office.

Respectfully submitted,

Ernest D. May
Secretary of the Faculty Senate
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Maurianne Adams, Chair of the General Education Council, began by introducing the nature of the 
presentation and offering some background on the Integrative Experience. Professor Adams’ section 
of the presentation would discuss the criteria and options for the Integrative Experience, as well as 
the timeframe for implementation. Assistant Provost Stassen would continue with a summary of the 
ways in which the Davis Grant that the University has received can provide support for departments 
in implementing the IE. Finally, Vice Provost Barr would present an interim report on the processes 
that the University has developed for thinking about the funding of the project.  
 
The Integrative Experience came out of a 27-member task force that met for two years (2007-2009). 
Twelve members of that task force were also members of the General Education Council. The task 
force included deans, department chairs, associate provosts and other members of the 
administration, and professors. It was a great example of collaborative thinking concerning the 
strengths and weaknesses of the General Education Program. The task force began by fixing the 
easiest problems and worked its way up to the final goal of the Integrative Experience, which was 
initially conceived of by an earlier task force led by Professor John Jenkins. A number of measures 
were undertaken to strengthen the Gen Ed Program. The purposes and learning objectives of the 
Program were updated and clarified. Many of them had not been reviewed since the 1980s, and were 
in need of modernization. Communication within the Program was improved by the creation of a 
website, as well as with support through workshops and with fellows that reached out to instructors. 
Last year, the Gen Ed Council worked incredibly hard at converting Gen Ed Social World courses 
from three to four credits. Finally, and most importantly for the discussion today, the Faculty Senate 
last year approved the framework for the Integrative Experience. 
 
Drawing on a considerable amount of research and literature, the Gen Ed Council thought about 
what the Integrative Experience should accomplish. What is integration? What kinds of mindsets 
and mental skills do students need as they enter the world of citizenship and the workforce? The Gen 
Ed Council was inspired by the work of the American Association of Colleges and Universities 
(AAC&U), as well as the Carnegie Foundation, while thinking about the dimensions of integrative 
thinking, particularly at the upper division. The Integrative Experience is located in the upper 
division because the Council wants students to have the opportunity to think back over their at least 
three years at the University—the trajectory of their Gen Ed courses, their entry into their major, 
what they have learned in the major—and also to project themselves ahead, considering life after the 
University and contemplate the problem-solving skills and capacities that they can use for lifelong 
learning. The IE is not only the culmination and completion of the General Education requirement, 
but it is three credits embedded in the major, and may be counted toward the major. It was 
important to the Gen Ed Council that the departments themselves determine the options that will 
satisfy the IE within their major. These could be within departments or collaborations between 
departments, schools, or colleges. As departments figure out their IE requirements, they will use the 
Gen Ed online submission manager for both the overall departmental plans and the specific IE 
proposals. Departments will be required to identify an IE coordinator who will make it easier for the 
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department to maintain continuity and sustain the IE over time. They will also be required to 
appoint an individual to communicate with the Gen Ed Council to discuss their options. The 
construction of the overall departmental plans are opportunities for departments to consider how 
they will be able to offer the IE to all of their majors. Small departments may only have one or a 
couple of IE options. Large departments are likely to have a menu of options for their students. As 
departments consider options for their students, they will also be able to consider how they may 
handle them for honors students, for people in travel abroad, and for other unique cases. The overall 
departmental plan represents the big picture, and it will be revised over time as departments, 
students, and thinking concerning the IE evolve. The specific proposals—which are also submitted 
through the online submission manager—indicate the exact requirements being put forward by 
departments to satisfy the IE for majors. These options are tracked all the way to the Registrar’s 
Office, so the Registrar will have a record of approved IE options for each major. There is a two-
track submission process: the overall departmental plan and the specific proposals—as many as the 
department needs of the latter for its unique needs.  
 
The General Education Council will be reviewing the specific options on the basis of three criteria 
that have been crafted to be as specific as possible while maintaining great flexibility. As departments 
submit specific proposals on the online submission manager, prompts will as the submitters to 
explain how each specific proposal addresses each of the following three criteria:  
 
Does this option provide a structured, credited context for students to reflect on and to integrate 
their learning and experience from General Education courses and their major? 
 
Does this option provide students with the opportunity to practice General Education learning 
objectives such as oral communication, collaboration, critical thinking and interdisciplinary 
perspective taking, at a more advanced level? 
 
Does this option offer a shared learning experience for applying prior learning to new situations, 
challenging questions, and real-world problems? 
 
If the criteria are satisfied, the proposal will move forward from the Gen Ed Council. If the criteria 
are not fully satisfied or clear, the Gen Ed Council will communicate with departments asking for 
clarification or adjustment. 
 
From the perspective of the Gen Ed Council, the IE is criteria driven to be as open as possible while 
maintaining a similar level of quality throughout the campus. This allows for a wide range of options. 
The Council wants each major to design options that make sense for each major and its students. In 
some cases, departments will be able to take existing courses or capstones and compare their 
curriculum with the Gen Ed criteria to see what adjustments may need to be made. Slight revisions 
of these courses or capstones that fulfill the three criteria may be sent to the Gen Ed Council to be 
reviewed as an IE. In other cases, departments can take the IE as an opportunity to develop entirely 
new courses. In many instances, these new courses may include educational initiatives that the 
department had wanted to develop for many years; the IE can be the opportunity to follow through 
on these. Some departments are offering credit-bearing modules, sometimes as many as six offerings. 
Theses, service learning projects, and field experiences may be considered in relation to add-on 
modules that enable the entire experience to meet both the three-credit requirement and the IE 
criteria. There are ample opportunities for cross-unit collaborative courses or other experiences.  
 
The Gen Ed Council has already seen a wide range of options. As they are examined, the Council 
always refers to the three criteria that were approved by the Faculty Senate. Many works in progress 
are described on the General Education website (http://www.umass.edu/gened).  
 
Last year was very much a pilot for the IE component of Gen Ed. The Council worked very hard to 
strengthen its own thinking about the Integrative Experience by analyzing a number of models. This 
year is focused on proposals, as implementation will take place next year. Academic Year 2012-2013 
will be the first year that juniors will be able to take the IE requirement. The Gen Ed Council is 
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advising departments, particularly large ones, to offer the IE options next year, as well as the 
following, so that students in their junior year may take it at that time if the department prefers that. 
This semester, all departments are encouraged to submit their overall departmental plans and their 
specific option proposals. The Gen Ed Council needs to be examining the proposals this fall. By 
January, the Council will review the program, considering whether or not all the majors will have 
their needs met by the spring so the program can begin in full force in the fall of 2012.  
 
Martha Stassen, Assistant Provost for Assessment and Educational Effectiveness, noted that the tight 
timeline for implementing the IE was always apparent, and that departments and the institution as a 
whole would need assistance in moving forward. The University was fortunate enough to receive a 
grant from the Davis Educational Foundation to help with the process. The University held a campus 
kick-off event in September to help departments understand more about the IE and its criteria. Over 
100 individuals representing nearly every department with undergraduate majors participated. In 
addition to the aforementioned Gen Ed website, an IE steering committee is working with any 
department that would like a consultation to answer questions regarding the IE or run proposals and 
ideas by the Gen Ed Council. Departmental seed grants are also available that can be used by 
departments for a variety of purposes that could help them move forward with the IE. Money could 
be used to purchase food for a departmental meeting to discuss the IE or to gather information from 
students regarding their experiences, among other options. Finally, the Davis IE fellows are entering 
their second year. Roughly 20 departments have been involved creating options for their 
departments, schools, or colleges. The Davis IE fellows and their departmental affiliation are listed 
on the Gen Ed website. Both the steering committee and the fellows have been great resources from 
the beginning, helping to clarify the IE criteria, acknowledging the complexity of the IE and making 
it more feasible, and informing the understanding of the cost of the IE. 
 
Carol Barr, Vice Provost for Undergraduate and Continuing Education, noted that she was a member 
of the original task force on Gen Ed reform, and has been delighted to work on the General 
Education component of the curriculum for a number of years. As a Vice Provost, her role in relation 
to Gen Ed has evolved, but she believes that it is incredibly important that the University thoroughly 
explore the IE and implement it correctly. A consultant that came to campus near the end of 
September noted her astonishment at the accomplishments of the University. A number of colleges 
and universities across the country are implementing curriculum sections similar to the IE, but this 
consultant—who studies integrative education—did not know of any other school implementing the 
IE within the major. Integrative education is incredibly beneficial to students, and the University is 
taking an innovative approach by combining it with the major.  
 
At the 708th Meeting of the Faculty Senate, the IE steering committee was charged by the Provost to 
take a careful look at the early evidence to help get a better sense of the scale of the resource 
requirements for the IE. The steering committee met on October 12 to review the initial IE 
proposals. The committee reviewed every proposal that has been submitted. There is a variety of 
approaches. The committee is composing some scaling cost projection guidelines to assist in 
estimating the cost of the IE to the campus. The IE is a definite net gain to the curriculum at the 
University, but it will cost money. The proposals that have already been submitted include new, 
faculty-led small courses; new, faculty-led mid-sized courses with TA support; courses utilizing Team 
Based Learning classrooms that seat 90 but are broken down into groups of nine, with some courses 
breaking down further into groups of three; one credit add-ons; modules; theses projects; and more. 
The variety of approaches is critical to the IE, in that the initiative is all about what makes sense for 
each major and its students.  
 
The information regarding the scaling cost framework will be distributed shortly to all the 
department heads and chairs. The information will be disseminated straight from the steering 
committee to the departments. It will be distributed to the deans and the Provost as well. Questions 
will be added to the online submission manager in order to acquire more information on the cost of 
IE implementation at the University. The deans, heads and chairs will discuss implementation plans. 
As part of the two-step process (the overall departmental plan and the specific proposals), the deans 
will be making sure that all students can be taken care of in the specific proposals as well as 
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monitoring the costs of implementation. The Provost and the deans will then discuss transitional 
costs. Provost Staros has stated that he is prepared to assist with transitional costs to make sure that 
the fall 2012 implementation goes smoothly. 
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Education Council)

2. Support from the Davis Educational Foundation 
grant (Martha Stassen, Assistant Provost, 
Assessment and Educational Effectiveness)

3. Interim Report on IE Funding Models (Carol 
Barr, Vice Provost for Undergraduate and 
Continuing Education)



GenEd Task Force 2007-2009 : 27 members
(12 members from the Gen Ed Council)
Maurianne Adams (Education)

Martha Baker (NRE)

Carol Barr (ISOM)

Elizabeth Chilton (Anthropology)

Barbara Cruikshank (Political Science)

Alexandrina Deschamps (Women’s Studies)

Isabel Espinal (Library)

Robert Feldman (Psychology, Dean, SBS)

Justin Fermann (Chemistry)

Stephen Gencarella (Communication)

Judy Goodenough (Biology)

Anne Herrington (English)

Randall Knoper  (English)

Mark Leckie (Geosciences)

Alan Lutenegger (Civil and Environmental 
Engineering)

John McCarthy (Linguistics,)

W. Brian O’Connor (Biology)

Amilcar Shabazz (Afro-American Studies)

Julian Tyson (Chemistry)

Wilmore Webley (Microbiology)

Gordon Wyse (Biology)

Marilyn Blaustein (Institutional Research)

John Cunningham, GETF Chair (Deputy 
Provost, Dean of Undergraduate Education) 

Bryan Harvey (Associate Provost)

Pamela Marsh-Williams (Assistant Provost)

Richard Rogers (Associate Provost)

Martha Stassen (Academic Planning and 
Assessment)



GenEd Task Force Actions in 2010
 Clarification of General Education Purpose and Learning 

Objectives (AAC&U Essential Learning Outcomes)

 Improved General Education communications (Website, 
Online submission process)

 Enhanced General Education instructor development and 
support (Workshops, Gen Ed Fellows, Communication with 
Instructors)

 3-to-4 credit conversions for GenEd “Social World” courses

 Most important for our purposes today: approval of 
framework for Integrative Experience



Purpose: Upper Division Integrative Experience

“Integrative learning comes in many varieties: 
 connecting skills and knowledge from 

multiple sources and experiences; 
 applying theory to practice in various 

setting; 
 utilizing diverse and even contradictory 

points of view; and, 
 understanding issues and positions 

contextually.”

(Statement on Integrative Learning, Association for American 
Colleges and Universities & the Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching, March 2004)



IE Logistics:

 The Integrative Experience (IE) is an upper-division 
General Education requirement, minimum 3 credits 

 The IE is imbedded in the student’s major, and can also be 
counted toward the major

 Departments decide the options that will satisfy the IE for 
their majors

 Departments use the GenEd IE online submission form to 
develop (1) their Overall Departmental Plans, and (2) their 
Specific Option Proposals. 



Departmental Responsibilities and Timeline:

 Departments design the IE plan & options for their majors

 Departments identify an IE coordinator.

 Departments submit their Overall Departmental Plans
for review through the GenEd IE online proposal system

 Departments submit Specific Option Proposals
(separate proposal for each option) for approval through 
the GenEd IE online proposal system.

 Note: There are 2 separate submission chains: (1) Overall 
Departmental Plan for the “big picture” and (2) Specific 
Option Proposals for GEC review & approval as IE’s.



IE Criteria are the basis for GEC
The IE addresses its goals by fulfilling each of the following 
three criteria.  These criteria are basis for GEC review and 
approval of specific options.

1. Does this option provide a structured, credited context for 
students to reflect on and to integrate their learning 
and experience from General Education courses and their 
major.

2. Does this option provide students with the opportunity to 
practice General Education learning objectives such as 
oral communication, collaboration, critical thinking and 
interdisciplinary perspective-taking, at a more advanced 
level.

3. Does this option offer a shared learning experience for 
applying prior learning to new situations, challenging 
questions, and real-world problems. 



1. Revise existing courses or capstones to 
meet the 3 IE criteria; 

2. Design new courses to meet the 3 IE criteria;
3. Credit-bearing Modules – in sequence, or to 

supplement courses or other credited learning 
experiences – to address the 3 IE criteria;

4. Thesis, service learning, field experiences, 
practica, structured in such a way that they 
address all of the 3 IE criteria;

5. New or revised cross-unit collaborative 
courses: between  departments/majors; 
between schools and colleges.  

IE Options/Models



Examples of Options presented to GEC so far 

[Works in Progress]

 Revision of Capstones
 Revision of Current Courses
 New Courses
 One Credit Modules (need to take 3)
 Current Courses with One Credit Addition
 Seminars for departmental Honors students
 Option for Education minors
 Collaborations: cross-departmental, cross-

schools/colleges



Implementation Time-Frame
 Year 1 -- 2010-2011, develop pilot courses, seminars 

or other credit-bearing IE options for review by the 
General Education Council. 

**Year 2 -- 2011-2012, submit Overall Department 
Plan for majors and specific IE option proposals 
to the GEC, no later than January 2012, for 
implementation in 2012-2013. (Waivers for transfer 
students who graduate by May 2012.)

 Year 3 -- 2012-2013, departments/majors will be 
prepared for full implementation for juniors (if 
their implementation plan is scheduled for juniors), 
with 2013-2014 full implementation for seniors. 



Help and Support are Available:

 Campus-wide Workshop on Integrative Learning (Held September 
28th) – Others will be offered in the future.

 IE Website & On-Line IE Proposal Submission Process

 Steering Committee Consultation Available

 Departmental “Seed Grants” (Proposals Due 10/17/11)

 Davis Fellows’ IE Proposed Models as Examples

Davis IE Fellowship Participants 2010-2011, 2011-2012

Afro-American Studies
Anthropology
Biology
Communication
Economics
Education
English

Geosciences
History
Kinesiology
Landscape Architecture
Linguistics
Microbiology
Plant & Soil Sciences

Legal Studies
Psychology
Sport Management
Vet & Animal Sciences
College of Natural Sciences
College of Social & Behavioral Sciences



Information on IE Funding Models 
 IE Steering Committee of Gen Ed Council

• Develop cost framework, scale range of likely resource 
needs

 Distribute IE Steering Committee information: Department 
Heads/Chairs, Deans, Provost 

 Questions on Primary Instructional or Instructional Support 
Costs added to IE Departmental Plan proposals

 Deans and Heads/Chairs discuss implementation plans for 
IE, with Dean approving IE Departmental Plan

 Provost and Deans discuss costs, transitional costs

 Puts in place a campus-wide IE Program



Process 

Department 
Initiated

Dept. Head/
Chair Submits 
IE Plan

Dept. Head/
Chair Submits 
IE Options

Dean Reviews & 
Approves/Discusses 
with Dept. Chair

Dean Reviews & 
Approves/Discusses 
with Dept. Chair

Gen Ed Council 
(IE Subcommittee) 
Reviews/Approve 
Options

Department’s IE 
Plan Accepted & 
Provided to Gen 
Ed Council
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