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The Charge:

I.  Examine the Current GEC Diversity Area Requirements
· Are the goals and objectives for the Diversity Area of the GEC as articulated by the Babcock Report still adequate, relevant and appropriate?
· Are the Diversity learning objectives currently in place being met?

· Are the three categories of requirements – 1) Social Diversity in the U.S., 2) International Issues: Western (Non-U.S), 3) International Issues Non-Western or Global – appropriate?

· Is the expectation of double counting other GEC course (zero-credit) an effective way to deliver this content area?

· Are the sets of courses currently approved to count for Diversity effective in teaching to the goals of the category?

II.  Consider Possible Changes to Diversity Goals and Objectives

· Is there a bigger picture (local or global) that is not addressed by the current set of requirements in this area?
· Are there benchmark practices from which we might learn?

III.  Consider New Means of Delivery for Diversity in General Education

· Should students continue to be required to document the Diversity requirements through taking specific sets of courses?  Is it possible or advantageous to provide the needed content through the curriculum without specifically identifying courses as “Diversity”?

· How can Diversity curricular learning outcomes be encouraged in new and revised general education courses?

· What sorts of evaluation measures or accountability measures might we incorporate?
I.   The work of the task force during the Autumn 2006 - Spring 2007 quarters entailed the following:

1.  Learning about the GEC and Diversity Requirement (hereafter DR) as well as the history of the development of this requirement.  We learned that the DR evolved over time, with the first statement appearing in the Babcock report, which outlined the Guidelines for the Social Diversity in the U.S. component of the GEC in 1989.  In 1997 the “International Issues” component was added, consisting of two courses, one of which must have a non-western or global focus.

2. Meeting with John Wanzer, Senior Assistant Dean of the ASC Advising and Academic Services Office, to further our understanding of the DR and to gain insight into the advising perspective of what is and is not working.  

3.  Gathering and assessing data from the Spring 2006 Exit Survey of Arts and Sciences Students, documents and reports related to the GEC at OSU and benchmark institutions from the ASC intranet site, and information based on task force members’ knowledge of issues related to the DR in their own units.  

4.  Developing guidelines for the two international components of the GEC Diversity Requirement in order to clarify the definitions, goals and objectives of existing courses and new proposed courses that fulfill either the Diversity International Issues: Western (non-U.S.) or the  Diversity, International Issues: Non-Western or Global component.  These international area requirements were added to the Diversity Requirement in 1997 but guidelines regarding the goals and objectives of these courses were never written.
II.  As a result of these efforts, we are prepared to make the following assessments and recommendations:  

· Are the goals and objectives for the Diversity Area of the GEC as articulated by the Babcock Report still adequate, relevant and appropriate?
· Should students continue to be required to document the Diversity requirements through taking specific sets of courses?  Is it possible or advantageous to provide the needed content through the curriculum without specifically identifying courses as “Diversity”?

The Task Force strongly believes that the goals and objectives for the Diversity Area are still relevant and that students should continue to be required to document Diversity requirements through taking at least 3 courses as part of their general education.  We do not feel that the DR should be reduced or eliminated from the GEC.  The DR sends an important message that the University views learning about Diversity AS a valuable component of a general education curriculum from which all college students can benefit.

· Are the three categories of requirements – 1) Social Diversity in the U.S. 2) International Issues: Western (Non-U.S)  3) International Issues: Non-Western or Global – appropriate?
· Are the Diversity learning objectives currently in place being met?

· Is the expectation of double counting other GEC course (zero-credit) an effect way to deliver this content area?

The current configuration of the Diversity Requirement consists of 3 courses earning 0 credit hours.  This configuration conveys to students and the university community an important message about different conceptualizations of Diversity, all of which have value.  While this conceptualization is a bit more complex than the conceptualization of diversity adopted by many of our benchmarks institutions, it does not appear to cause problems for students or their advisors in terms of scheduling or fulfilling requirements; students are meeting the Diversity learning objectives by completing three DR courses required for graduation.  The zero-credit approach is an effective way to deliver diversity content in the GEC, mainstreaming it through several courses, and is, in fact, the most common approach to incorporating DRs in a general education curriculum among benchmark institutions. 

· Are the sets of courses currently approved to count for Diversity effective in teaching to the goals of the category?

· How can Diversity curricular learning outcomes be encouraged in new and revised general education courses?

The Task Force believes that there are many courses offered on campus that contain a substantial diversity component but are not currently flagged as diversity courses.  This is problematic because it limits student options in fulfilling the DR and it preferences some courses with diversity content over others.  We recommend that the CCI or some other administrative body  extend an invitation for expedited review for designation as a DR course to existing courses that have sufficient diversity content.  This action should ensure that Diversity learning outcomes are encouraged in existing GEC courses.

At the same time, when new courses are proposed, faculty or departments proposing new courses are not always aware of the DR in the GEC or that new courses may be eligible for counting toward the requirement.  When such courses are submitted for approval, have sufficient diversity content, but are not requesting approval as DR courses, the CCI should flag such courses and, when reasonable, recommend that they be approved for fulfilling the DR.  Additionally, we recommend an evaluation of all study abroad courses, as many of these courses are also likely rich in diversity content and it is unclear whether they are currently eligible to count as Diversity courses.

The Task Force also recommends that all syllabi for courses fulfilling DR requirements state that the course fulfills the Diversity learning objectives and explains how those objectives are met.  This would serve to “regularize” the DR across the curriculum, help ensure that courses that are currently approved as fulfilling the DR are actually providing those learning opportunities, and encourage new courses to incorporate such content, where appropriate, in order to count as DR courses.

· What sorts of evaluation measures or accountability measures might we incorporate?
The Task Force recommends that that University put substantial effort into assessing student experiences with the GEC generally and diversity courses in particular, either by incorporating specific questions into Course SEIs about students’ learning opportunities regarding diversity in the classes that fulfill the DR requirement or in exit surveys of students.  To the best of our knowledge, there are very few assessment or accountability measures (with the exception of one general question (#17) in the student exit survey) on experiences related to diversity content in GEC courses in place.

Finally, we note that in addition to the 3 DR courses, students are required to take a 597 capstone course that provides a multidisciplinary approach to exposing students to the contemporary world.  Because many 597 courses contain substantial diversity content, we recognize that these courses provide an additional opportunity for learning about Diversity in the GEC.  The Ohio State University should be proud of its commitment to Diversity learning opportunities; our assessment of benchmark institutions indicates that, if we include the additional exposure to Diversity provided by 597 courses, OSU’s effort in incorporating Diversity learning opportunities into its GEC is exceptional.

Contact: Claudia Buchmann, Buchmann.4@osu.edu
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