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Project Summary

During 1987-88, Brooklyn College offered an experimental Center for
Core Studies. The Center offered three programs: two-day Visitors Programs
for 49 visitors representing 40 institutions; the Summer Associates Program
in which 12 colleagues joined our 3-day summer Faculty Development Seminar
and participated in two additional days dedicated to their institution's
issues; and the Associates-in-Residence Program which brought 5 colleagues
for one semester of full immersion in the core process and teaching as well
as in a weekly Provost's Seminar for the Renewal of Liberal Learning. Each
program, in and of itself, was judged by participants as a complete success,
meeting their needs beyond their expectations. More importantly, however,
the national need for a participatory Center for Core Studies was
demonstrated in a dramatic fashion and enthusiastically endorsed.




The Center for Core Studies at Brooklyn College
Executive Summary

Brooklyn College of the City University of New York
Bedford Avenue and Avenue H
Brooklyn, New York 11210

Contact: Bruce Hoffacker
Office of the Provost
(718) 780--5847

Project Qverview

In fall 1987, Brookliyn Ccllege implemented the proposed Center for Core
Studies as a one-year experiment. The Center included three funded
programs: the Visitors Program, the Summer Associates Program, and the
Associates-in-Residence Program. The Visitors Program brought 49 selected
participants from 40 institutions to the campus for two-day visits. The
Summer Associates Program brought 12 alumni of the Visitors Program back to
the campus to participate in the college's three-day summer Faculcy
Development Seminar and in two additional days of workshops directed to
issues of concein to their institutions. The Associates-in-Residence
Program brought five visitors for a residential seminar of full immersion in
the core process and active participation in the weekly Provost's Seminar
for the Renewal of Liberal Learning.

Purpose

The purpose of the experimental Center for Core Studies was to test the
validity of sustained urgings from institutions across the country that the
college provide a resource for sharing its expertise on reforming general
education.

Background and Origins

The primary impetus for the Center for Core Studies came from our
1984-87 Visitors Programs. During those three years, 104 cclleagues
representing 84 institutions visited the campus for intensive two-day
programs. As part of each Visitors Program, an exit interview was conducted
with each participant. It was in these interviews that the idea for a
Center first surfaced. Visiting colleagues invariably requested more
extensive participatory experiences and argued not only the need to
propagate the supportive.vehicle Brooklyn College was developing but the
singular appropriateness of Brooklyn College to serve as clearinghouse and
center for general education curriculum and faculty development efforts. In
the exit interviews of later programs we deliberately tested the Center
concept by positing the wvarious programs we were considering, and
participants urged us to seek the means to implement all of them.

Froject Description

The Visitors Program. The diversity of institutions considering
revision of their general education requirements was reflected in the 40
institutions representing private universities, large public institutions,
small private colleges, branches of state aniversity systems, sectarian
colleges, and community colleges. The geographical scope of the program
continues to be national.
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One significant sequel to the Visitors Program should be noted. In
many cases, the dialogue that begins in the Visitors Program continues after
the participants leave the campus. While requests for additional
information, advice, and reports on successes and failures are regularly
received, subsequent requests for the Provost or Brooklyn faculty to visit
as consultants are not uncommon. These requests for additional assistance
are the best procf of the effectiveness of the Visitors Program as a
starting point and demonstrate that need exists for more extensive services
in institutions attempting to launch, implement, or revise foundational
programs. Brooklyn College has made every effort to provide follow-up
services and strategies wherever possible ~nd appropriate.

The Summer Associates Program. The new Program that proved to be most
successful and most rewarding beyond all expectation was the Summer
Associates Program. The combination of Brooklyn College faculty and
visitors in the college’s regular three-day intensive Seminar that formed
the central component of the Summer Associates Program proved to have
priceless benefits for both groups.

On Monday, June 6, 1988, we welcomed 12 Summer Associates to Brooklyn
College. After four faculty chairs of successive core committees addressed
the most frequent question Brooklyn College receives concerning how.it went
about developing a core, the participants moved quickly into workshops
dedicated to their institutionms. The afternoon focus was on
characteristics of a core c.uarse, drawing on the models used in visitors'
institutions as well as the Brooklyn College experience.

The Associates spent the next three days as full participants in the
college's summer Core Faculty Development Seminar. The membership of the
Seminar included 12 Associates, 63 Brooklyn College faculty, and 10 students
representing the Peer Tutoring Center. For each session that included a
workshop, the Associates were divided among the 10 groups. The workshop
participants were rotated, so that each Associate was able to work with a
minimum of 30 Brooklyn College faculty in small group sessions. The final
day for the Associates was devoted to a critical issue in any curricular
reform, evaluation.

The Associates-in-Residence Program. The Associates-in-Residence
Program represents our most ambitious effort. This program was designed for
colleagues seeking a full immersion in the core process through a
residential semester. The necessary lead time to plan such a program was of
critical consequence. The timing of the FIPSE award and the limitation of a
one-year effort left our invitees with little time to generate necessary
administrative support and to make the extensive personal arrangements
necessary for such a program. Our initial solicitation, despite the short
lead time, generated the five eager participants projected. Extensive
negotiaticns with provosts and deans were required in most cases. Three
early confirmations wers from the University of Bridgeport, LaGuardia
Community College, and Suffolk Community College. In the fourth case,
LeMoyne-Owen College (Memphis), extensive time was required to make
appropriate local arrangements. In the fifth case, a last-mirute
cancellation allowed us to honor an outstanding request frem the Provost of
a CUNY institution for the participation of the key faculty member of its
curriculum committee in the Provost's weekly Seminar that was part of the




Program. We were pleasel to cover the span of four-year and two-year
colleges and a United Negro College Fund institution.

The different responsibilities and agenda of the Associates resulted in
designing individual programs at Brooklyn College for each. While it would
have beern easier to plan a standard program for all participants, it quickly
became clear that each Associate needed flexibility to pursue his/her own
objectives. In a majority of cases, core teaching was a3 part of that
program. Some of the five Associates, who were near enough to their home
institutions, were fortunately able to maintain a regular liaison with
activities related to ongoing curriculum decisions on their campuses. In
our proposal, we expressed our concern about finding a mechanism to keep the
assoziates in contact with work in progress at their home institutions, but
did not envision that administrators would be caliing on them in emergencies
and want to have these key faculty regularly informed and even involved in
ongoiag developments.

The centerpiece of the Associates-in-Residence Program was the
Provost's Seminar for the Renewal of Liberal Learning. This Seminar matched
the five Associates with five Brooklyn College colleagues plus invited
gueets to discuss definitions and goals of general education as well as
specific institutional needs identified by Associates. The Seminar met
weekly throughout the semester. 1In anticipation of the first session, a
working "syllabus" was prepared that provided a proposed structure for the
sessions, subject to revision at the will of the constituents. By the end
of the semester, the outline had been fully covered.

Evaluation

Each of the three Center programs had its own evaluation procedure,
Since the Visitors Program represented the continuation of a program which
had been rigorously evaluated in the preceeding years, there was no need to
engage in a formal evaluation as part of this initiative. A final
consultation with each visitor solicited comments on the specific elements
in the program. For the Summer Associates Program, we requested that each
Associate write, after leaving the campus, an evaluation which reflected how
the program met his or her expectations. The responses were overwhelmingly
positive in terms of the program exceceding expectations and inspiring them
to return to their campus renewed and equipped for immediate action. An
outside consultant also participated in the summer Seminar and evaluated the
Associates-in-Residence Program. A summation of his evaluation caa be found
in the following comment from his report, "I strongly endorse the formation
of (and suppoin for) a Center for Core Studies at Brooklyn College."

Summary and Conclusions

The most salient conclusion of our experinental year is that the need
for such a Center for Core Studies exists and is pressing. Our experience
indicates that proactive reform requires a national Center that provides
on-sight participation in a well-tested core process, that it must offer a
graduated series of immersions, and that it must have the adninistrative
Support necessary to ensure its viability as a continuing entity. Brooklyn
College was pleased to have had the opportunity to continue its history of
service to other institutions through the experimental Center and, in light
of its demonstrated impact, is prepared to consider the permanent
establishment of such a Center on our campue.




THE CENTER FOR CORE STUDIES AT BROOKLYN COLLEGE

FINAL PROJECT REPORT

Introduction

When w2 submitted the proposal for a ona-year experimental Center for
Core Studies at Brooklyn College, we were aware that what we were asking
FIPSE to support was a unique enterprise, directed as it was toward
providing a much-needed and widely-solicited service to institutions across
the nation. In lieu of requesting funds for one of the initiatives that
remain on our own core’s .genda, we proffered the expertise, time, and energy
of our faculty to meet the accumulated requests for expanded on-site
participatioit in our process of curricular reform. The effectiveness of the
program and its impact leave no room for questioning the altruistic impulse
that generated the grant proposal to FIPSE.

In fall 1987, Brooklyn College implemented the proposed Center for Core

Studies. At the conclusion of this funded experimental year, we can report‘

that the Center was judged a dramatic success both by the participating
institutions and the external evaluation. Our experience indicates that:
there is a need for such a national Center devoted to strengthening general
education curricula; the format for the programs of such an Institute musc {

be participatory -- participants must be directly involved in faculty and

curriculum development in ways that are transferable to their home campus; |
there must be an array of programs to meet the variety of needs of
institutions at different stages of the curriculum development process; am
administrative infrastructure must exist to handle the myriad of details

irvolved in such an undertaking. The single factor, beyond the College's

core curriculum, that has made the experiment such a success is the




willingness of Brooklyn College faculty and administrators to make
themselves available to visitors for candid analyses of the strengths and
limitstions of the Brooklyn College experience and the potential for
adapting elements of our model in other settings. Our keen awa-eness that
each institution must develop its own consensus on the scope and content of
its general education requirement has led to regular, interactive dialogues
which have continued long after the individual programs have concluded.

Perhaps the most unfortunate aspect of the program was the fact that it
was scheduled to run for one year. The invitations to participate in the
Summer Associates and Associates-in-Residence Programs were sent to alumni
of Visitors Programs conducted over the previous three years. However when
these programs came to the attention of participsnts in the 1987-88 Visitors
Program, they expressed their eagerness to participate in the Center's new
and more intensive activities. While we were able to accommodate a few such
requests, the lead time necessary to handle applicatiors and arrange the
week-long seminar or the semester-in-residence precluded applications from
most 1987-88 visitors. They were dismayed to learn that the intensive
programs would not be offered in subsgquent year= since we had only applied
to FIPSE for a one-year trial and had not taken into accourc that the
October deadline for reapplication would practically coincide with the onset
of the one-year experimeni. This disappointment has been compounded during
the current fall as invited presentations by the Project Director, Ethyle R,
Wolfe, have generated new interest in Brooklyn College's approach to
curricular reform.

This report will describe the three programs funded zs part of the
experimental Center: the Visitors Programs; the Summer Associates Program;

and the Associates-in-Residence Program.




The Visitors Program

The Visitors Program continues to generate nationwide interest. The
1987~88 year was the fourth year Brooklyn College has offered such programs,
The proposal called for the program to accommodate 24 colleagues in three
two-day sessions. In fact, the 1987-88 program involved 49 colleagues
representing 40 institutions in sessions in October, November, and March
(the list of participants can be found in Attachment A). This brings the
three-year total to 153 participants representing 124 i{nstitutions, and a
backlog of institutions requesting information on the core curriculum still
exists.

The participants continue to reflect the diversity of institutions
considering revision of their general education requirements. Represented
among the 40 institutions were private ianstitutions (e.g., Adelphi
Uaiversity), large public institutions (e.g., University of California, Los
Angeles), small private colleges (e.g., Wilkes College), branches of state
university systems (e.g., University of Minnesota, Duluth), sectarian
colleges (e.g., Saint Merniad College), and comnunity colleges (e.g.;
Massachusetts Bay Community College). The geograghical scope of the program
continues to be national with institutions as far away as California,
Louisiana, and Wisconsin, joining Northeastern states such as Pennsylvania,
New Hampshire, and Connecéicut.

The program that was used for each of the three sessions was based on
the model presented in our proposal, and the details need not be repeated
here (the three 1987-88 programs are appended as Attachment B). We continue
to offer the visitors a history of the Brooklyn College core curriculum
development and implementation process, opportunities to observe faculty

development activities through direct participation, time for discussion of




the visitors' institutions, issues confronting their faculty, and general
questions. In the first two years of the program, the final session
culminated in an evaluation of the program in which a Brooklyn College
representative would question each participant about individual elements in
the two-day program to assist in the refinement of the agenda. After two
years of unexceptionally superlative reactions to the program, we no longer
felt the need to conduct such an intensive evaluation and that session is
now a final consultation in which a Brooklyn College representative
discusses with the visitor what will be occurring at his or her campus in
the near future in a one-on-one setting. This provides the opportul.°ty for
very specific atrtention to the next csteps that might be taken in a variety
of different situations. 1In many cases, Brooklyn College representatives
have been able to offer advice which has led to new approaches during the
subsequent months. The appropriateness of elements of the program may als.
be discussed in these consultations, and the feedback continues to be
enormously positive.

One follow-up to the Visitors Program should be noted. In many cases,
the dialogue that begins in the Visitors Program continues after the
participants leave the campus. Requests for additional information, advice,
and reports on successes and failures are regularly received in this office.
These contacts have led éo requests for Brooklygﬁ;epresentatives to visit
some campuses as ccnsultants, These requests for additional assistance
indicate the need that exists for more extensive services in institutions
attempting to strengthen their foundational 1liberal arts programs, and
Brooklyn College has sought to provide services wherever possible and

appropriate.



e
=

The Summer Associates Program

The new Program that proved to be most sucressful and most rewarding
beyond all expectation was the Summer Associs-es Program. The combination
of Brooklyn College faculty and visiters in the three~day intensive Seminar
that formed the central component of the Summer Associates Program proved to
have priceless benefits for both groups. The reaction to the experience
from our faculty has indicated that the visitors asked penetvrating questions
that required fundamental rethinking of our approach to resolving some of
our own core issues. For the visitors, the experience proved a tonic for
those who despaired of the very possibility of having faculty across the
disciplines work together on curiicular reform, and they left convinced that
the experience could be replicated cn their home campus and armed with a

rocess and tools to implement it.

The Summer Associates Program cannot be understood without some
background on the College's summer Faculty Development Seminar. The
Seminar, held each June since 1982, bringe together faculty from core and
non-core departments to discuss a specific set of propositions about the
core curriculum which examine a2ither its content o: teaching strategies. The
three-day intensive experiences, which are planned in great detail in weekly
meetings during the spring semester, have had a dramatic impact on our
faculty and have resulted in significant changes in the core curriculum.
More importantly, the issues raised ip tlLe Seminars have become part of the
agenda for the College's Faculty Council Committee on the Core Curriculum
during the subsequent year. The process of interactive dizlogue between

coLicagues has become the hullmark of our core process and has set the stage

for other faculty development activities during the academic year.
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The Faculty Development Seminar normally involves 50-60 Brooklyn
College participants, primarily drawn from faculty who teach in the core,
but recently including representatives of non-core disciplines. In 1986 and
1987, we invited selected students from our new Core Peer Tutoring Project
for individual sessioi.s of the Seminar. For the 1988 Seminar, ten students
were invited as full participants. Consequently, when combined with the
Summer Associates, we added two new groups to the program model that had
worked so successfully for seven years. In almost all aspects, the results
exceeded our expectations.

Planning for the involvement of the Summer Associates began as soon as
the award was received in fall, 1987, when letters were sent to alumni of
three years of Visitors Programs inviting them to apply for both the Summer
and Associates-in-Residence Program. We were heartened at the response to
this invitatioen, In view of the fact that a number of individuals had
changed institutions since they had attended the Visitors Program, that the
program would take place only once, and despite the drawbacks of requiring
the participant's institution to cover travel and some per diem expenses for
a full week at Brooklyn College plus travel time, the response was very
encouraging. Although the FIPSE award called for 15 Summer Associates, we
invited 18, anticipating that changes in schedule from November to June
would probably result in some invitees being unable to attend. We
reconfirmed with the invitees in April and, indeed, our estimates were
correct, and 15 colleagues were scheduled to attend. Due to illness and
last-minute schedule changes, 12 participants finally attended the week-long
Seminar in June.

In preparation for each summer Seminar, a planning committee meets

throughout the spring semester on a weekly basis. The 1988 planning

10
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committee was charged with preparing the schedule for the three-day session
as well as responsibility for designing the program of the introductory day
for visitors and the final visitors session, after the three-day Seminasx
concluded. To insure that our planning efforts included a visitors'
perspective, we invited one of the Associates-in-Residence to serve on the
committee, Professor Thomas Juljusburger (University of Bridgeport) was
included both for his own insight into the types of issues that should be
discussed in the seminar and as a sounding-board representing colleagues
from other institutions to help insure that they could be fully involved in
the experience. Professor Juliusburger was assigned the task of drafting
the final plans for the two days designed especially for the visitors, and
his comments on the main seminar program helped keep issues clearly in
focus. It is one of our conclusions tltat, if the Summer Associates Program
is to continue, we must find a way to include in the pianning process a
colleague from outside the college to insure that a "visitors' perspective"
is part of the planning.

The planning process resulted in a five-day program tha: is detailed ia
Attachme.t C. The program reflects a well-tested process of plenaries and
workshops focused on specific problems that has worked so successfully in
the evolution of our core curriculum. The visitors' introductory day was
designed with the knowledée that the visitors had previously participated in
a two-day Visitors Program at Brooklyn College and had a working knowledge
of the curriculum and our core process. (In two cases, Summer Associates
had .ot attended a visitors program, although colleagues from their
institutions had; in both cases they had recently been eiected to the

curriculum committees of their colleges. Preliminary indoctrination to the
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program in advance of their attendance allowed us to move directly into
deep waters without devoting any time to background briefings.)

On Moncay, Junme 6, 1988, the Planning Committee welcomed 12 Summer
Associates to Brcoklyn College (the names and affiliations of the Associates
are listed in Attachment C). After a short welcome by Provost Ethyle R.
Wolfe, project director, the participants moved quickly into considering the
most frequent question that Brooklyn College receives: how did you go about
developing a core? (Sometimes cast in the form of how did you ever get your
faculty to agree on a common core.) To start the discussion, short.
presentations by four chairs of our Faculty Council Committee on the Core
Curriculum covered the design and implementation phases of our program up to
the current year. This allowed the Associates to observe the evolution of
the curriculum and the changing agenda confronting the Committee charged

with overseeing this curriculum. The group then broke into workshops, each

with two Brooklyn College faculty and four Associates. The reports of the

workshops are detailed in Attachment D. The afternoon did not rely on

workshops, but rather the full group met to discuss characteristics of ,a

core course, drawing on the models used in visitors' institutions as well as

the Brooklyn College experience.

For the next three days, the Associates joined our summer Faculty

Development Seminar as fﬁll participants. The membership of the Seminar

included the 12 Associates, 63 Brooklyn College faculty, and 10 students

representing the Peer Tutoring Project. Included in the Brooklyn College

faculty were the Irovost, the Associate Provost, the Dean of the College of

Liberal Arts and Sciences, the two Associate Deans of the College of Liberal

: Arts and Sciences, and the Dean of Graduate Studies, all of whom

participated in the Seminar in the capacity of core teachers. The full
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program will not be detailed here (it can be found in Attachment D). For
each session that included a workshop, the Associates were divided among the
10 groups. The workshop participants were rotated, so that each Associate
was able to work with a minimum of 30 Brooklyn College faculty in small
group sessions (the individual workshop assignments and reports are also
found in Attachment D).

The final day for the Associates was devoted to a critical issue in any
curricular reform, evaluation. The Associates heard a tape of a speech by
Brooklyn College President Robe-t L. Hess given at the annual meeting of the
American Association of Colleges (n "Program Failures and Successes." Those
comments were supposed to set the stage for workshops on evaluation, but the
group decided to stay together to continue the discussions that had started.
Two informal presentations were heard: one on emerging state evaluation
requirements across the country, and one on the Brooklyn College core
curriculum evaluation effort. This discussion continued straight through
lunch and into the final afternoon session which served as a forum for
questions that had not been addressed in the preceding four and one-half
days.

We recognized that conventional evaluation techniques would not capture
the essence of an experience such as the one the Associates engaged in. They
come with a variety of. expectations and from institutions that are at
different points in the core development process. Consequently, rather than
attempt to develop an evaluation questionnaire which would cover the variety
of experiences, we decided to allow the Associates to speak for themselves.
We requested that, after returning to their home campus, they write their

impressions and evaluation of the program. The responses received are
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included in Attachment E, but some short quotes can serve to give the
overall sense of accomplishment which grew out of the Seminar experience.,

From my visitor's perspective, these three days were far more valuable
than all the canned presentations and articles I have been exposed to by
institutions ballyhooing their new general education programs.

While my participation as a gummer associate... yielded many valuable
practical suggestions to enrich the Humanities Program at Marymount College,
my most rewarding experiences were less tangible: sensing the strength of
collegiality among faculty... peer tutors, and visitors: the openness to
discussion and subsequent change: the college-wide enthusiasm and concern
for the core.

As a visitor, I especially appreciated both the collegiality and the
candor or the participating Brooklyn College faculty, staff, and students
++..this observer (a faculty member for almost 25 years) was especially
impressed by the openness with which problems were discussed and the
pervasive poeitive spirit which most participants brought to the process.

When I first visited Brooklyn College - the fall of 1986... I thought
the faculty must be extraordinary; uanlike faculty at my or any other
institution... When I returned... however, I realized that the Brooklyn
Coliege facuity are, indeed, like faculty at my institution and elsewhere.
In fact, as I sat through the session, the positiocns were strikingly, almost
frighteningly, similar to those I have heard at my present institution and
at other institutions where I have worked ...I learned that hard work,
commitment and a shared vision can result in a coherent undergraduate
program.

The Associates-in-Residence Program ’

The Associates-in-Residence Program represents our most ambitious
effort. This program was designed for colleagues seeking a full immersion
in the core process through a residential semester. Naturally, such a
commitment requires substéntial advance planning and a major commitment from
the institution to fund a semester with no teaching responsibilities for
that faculty member. The advantage that accrues from such an arrangement is
that there must be a serious administrative commitment to the goals of the
program for such arrangements to be made.

The necessary lead time to plan such a program was of critical

conssquence. The timing of the FIPSE award and the limitation of a one-year
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effort left our invitees with 1little time to generate necessary
administrative support and to make the extensive parsonal arrangements
necessary for such a program. Given the time constraint, not having to make
housing arrangements for three of the five associates diminished the
personal dislocations associated with a residence semester and had the
tremendously positive attribute of allowing the participants to maintain
some presence on their own campus even while involved in the Brocklyn
College experience.

Our initial solicitation, despite the short lead time, generated five
colleagues, as projected, who were interested in participating in the
program. However, one highly disappecinted colleague tried desperately but
was unable to make the necessary administrative arrangements to complete an
agreement at the last moment. Extensive negotiations with provosts and
deans were required in three cases, and in the final case, the original
expression of interest was from the President of the institution so that one
set of hurdles was easily surmounted. Three early confirmations were from
the University of Br-dgeport, LaGuardia Community College, and Suffolk
Community College. In the fourth case, LeMoyne-Owen College (Memphis), local
arrangements required extensive time to secure approp:-iate housing and
child-care arrangements. After his Provost vetoed the leave of the fifth
participant frem Northerﬁ Illinois, Provos. Wolfe contacted the Provost of
another CUNY institution who had long sought assistance in persuading a
recalcitrant faculty to reform their general education with the result that
a faculty member was released from one course to a:-tend the Provost's
Seminar that was part of the Program, but she was not "in residence" for the
semester. We were pleased to cover the span of four-year and two-year

colleges and a United Negro College Fund institution.
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The timing of the program left us with one other administrative
difficulty. As part of the Associates-in-Residence program, it waz intended
that the participants teach a Core Studies course in their discipline. The
fact that scheduling and teaching assignments at Brooklyn College are
completed by the end of October and that negotiations were not completed
with the Associates until well after that time presented a serious obstacle
for fitting them into the teaching schedule. (It should also be noted that

departmenta’ appointments committees wished to review the curricula vitae of

Associates before permitting them to teach in the department, a process
which took additional time.) The issue was resolved in three cases through
the addition of new sections of Core Studies courses te the schedule, and
thus the opportunity to teach in the Core Curriculum was provided. In the
fourth case, it was Jjudged to be in the best interest of the guest
institutuion to allow the pa:vicipant to spend the full semester observing
and participating in a core course in a related field in which there was
need to strengthen instruction on his own campus.

After the delays and negotiations, we began the spring semester with
five Associates as projected in the original proposal. Each had come to
Brooklyn witk very particular issues to address at his or her home campus:

Professor Richard Fox, Suffolk Community College. (History)
Suffolk is a three-campus institution with distinct faculties
and missions in each case. A group of faculty is attempting
to overcome major obstacles in developing a common core
curriculum that would span the campuses. That group has been

working to generate both administrative and broader faculty
support for the concept.

Professor Thomas Juliusburger, University of Bridgeport.
(History) Professor Juliusburger is a co-coordinator of the
required program of senior seminars at Bridgeport and is
seeking to strengthen the lower~division general education
requirements.

Professor Betsy Gitter, John Jay College of Criminal Justice.
(English) Professor Gitter was recommended by her Provost and




was only able to attend the Provost's Seminar. In a
pre-professionsl, specialized school, strengtrening general
education requirements is a difficult process. A Provost's
Task Force had been working on curriculum reform but was
stymied by turf questions congenital to instituting a common
program,

Professor Joanne Reitano, LaGuardia Community College
(History). Professor Reitano chairs the Liberal Arts and
Sciences Task Force which is attempting to revise the general
education requirements at LaGuardia. The Task Force, in an
institution known for its cooperative education program, is
constructing a proposal which will include some common
requirements and some distribution options.

Professor Sandra Vaughn, LeMoyne-Owen College (Political
Science). Professor Sandra Vaughn was sent to Brooklyn
College by the new President. She is chair o° the Faculty
Senate and central to the curriculum revision process on her
campus. During the semester, she took on responsibility for
working on developmental programs ard brought a contingent of
LeMoyne-Owen faculty to Brooklyn for a two-day visit to study
approaches to developmental education.

The first organized event for the Associates-in-Residence was an
orientation session which occurred in January, before the start of the
Brooklyn College spring semester. This luncheon session outlined the goals
for the Program and reviewed the status of each Associate's institution.
This session was critical for the Associates who would not meet again unti&
after the semester had started and teaching had begun.

The different responsibilities and agenda of the Associates resulted in
designing individual programs at Brooklyn College for each. While we might
have planned a standard program for all participants, it quickly became
clear that each Associate needed flexibility to pursue his/her own
objectives. Some of the five Associates, who were near enough to their home
institution, were fortunately able to continue some regular activities
related to ongoing curriculum decisions, a feature not anticipated in our
original design for the semester. While these obligations put additional

burden on them, there was the advantage of keeping developments on the home
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campus at the center of our discussions. In our proposal, we expressed our
concern about finding a mechanism to keep the Associates in contact with
work-in-progress at their home institutions, but did not envision that
administrators would be calling on them in emergencies and want tc have
these key faculty regularly informed and even involved in ongoing
activities.

The programs of the individual Associates can be summarized as follows:

Professor Richard Fox. Professor Fox taught one section of Core
Studies 4 (The Shaping of the Modern World). Professor Fox spent
one day each week at Suffolk Community Ccllege where he
participated in a Task Force which is working on general education
issues. At Brooklyn College, Professor Fox engaged in a series of
interviews with faculty involved in the preparation of our core
proposal to focus on the substance and consensus-building
necessary to get a proposal adopted, which is a chief hurdle for a
three-campus institution.

Professor Thomas Juliusburger. Professor  Juliusburger had
expressed an interest in strengthening the teaching of Classics at
the University of Bridgeport. Rather than requesting that he as a
historian teach a new section of Core Studies 4, we suggested that
he work with the faculty of Core Studies 1 (Classical Origins of
Western Culture). Consequently, Professor Juliusburger met
regularly with two sections of Core Studies 1, served as a guest
lecturer, and tutored students in those sections, He spent oge
day per week at Bridgeport where he coordinates the required
senior honors seminars and is working on constructing a required
core curriculum. He ‘conducted a series of interviews with the
chairpersons of each Brooklyn College department as well as
selected administrators. He a’ o served on the Planning Committee
for the summer Faculty Developwm. .t Seminar, and his participation
there proved irvaluable,

Professor Betsy Gitter. Professor Gitter was a late addition to
the program and, consequently, maintained a full teaching schedule
at John Jay College. Her participation was limited to weekly
attendance in the Provost's Seminar.

Professor Joanne Reitano. Professor Reitano taught a section of
Core Studies 4. She also chairs the Liberal Arts and Sciences
Task Force at LaGuardia Community College which met weekly
throughout the semester. Professor Reitano, in preparation for a
paper she gave at the Hilbert College "Conference on General
Education and the Two~Year College: The Core Curriculum," utilized
the agenda of the Provost's Seminar to examine the role of general
education in community colleges.
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Professor Sandra Vaughn. Professor Vaughn taught a gection of
Core Studies 3 (People, Power. and Politics). 1In her role as
chair of the Faculty Senate, she is responsible for strengthening
the support for general education among the faculty. Professor
Vaughn was in regular contact with her President who gave her
special assignments during the semester including one to examine
ways to improve the effectiveness of developmental education
programs at LeMoyne-Owen College.

In addition to activities the Associctes arranged themselves, each
Associate met with the Provost for a preliminary private session, on other
occasions upon request, and three met for terminal interviews. Other staff
of the Provost's O0ffice were regularly available to answer questions related
to the core curriculum, Brooklyn College, or administrative arrangements.
This informal support was heavily utilized in the beginning of the semester
as the Associates learned their way around the College, and less as the
semester progressed.

The Provost's Seminar for the Renewal of Liberal Learning

The centerpiece of the Associates-in-Residence Program was the
Provost's Seminar for the Renewal of Liberal Learning. This Seminar matched
the five Associates with five Brooklyn College colleagues plus invited
guests to discuss definitions and goals of general education as well as the
specific institutions represented by the Associates. The Seminar met weekly
throughout the semester. 1In anticipation of the first session, a working
"syllabus" was prepared that provided a proposed structure for the sessions
(see Attachment F), subject to revision at the will of the constituents. By
the end of the semester, the outline had been fully covered.

The Brooklyn College participants were drawn from the Departments of
Physics, Sociology, Engiish, History, and Classics. They included a former
chairperson of the Faculty Council Committee on the Core Curriculum and the

Dean of the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences. In addition, the
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chairperson of the original ad hoc Faculty Council Committee which developed
the core curriculum proposal was invited to give a presentation at an early
session and was so interested that he, with the approval of the body,
participated in all the remaining sessions.

The early sessions of the Seminar were devoted to definitions and
included a position paper prepared by one of the Associates which prompted a
provocative response by a Brooklyn College participant. Most participants
read, if they had not already, the Harvard "Red Book" and Allan Bloom's The

Closing of the American Mind in preparation for discussion. Five weeks were

then devoted to exploration of the issues confronting the Associates'
institutions. These sessions, according to reports from the Associates,
were of immense value and fed directly into the ongoing discussions at the
home campuses. In fact, the Associates regularly brought back reports from
their own Task Forces which led to new discussions and strategies for
meeting immediate problems and for bringing about change. The final portion
of the semester was devoted to explorations of teaching strategies and the
role of the natural sciences in required general education. A fingl
lungheon session served as a capstone to what had proved a remarkably
energizing, occasionally heated, and insightful experience whic.. examined
issues both conceptuzlly and on the anvil of very specific cases.

Outside Program Evaluation

As proposed in our original design, we believed that an outside
evaluation would be most useful in analyzing the usefulness and success of
the two new programs offered as part of the project: the Summer Associates
and the Associates-in-Residence Program. To this end, we contracted with
Professor Donald Cress (Philosophy) of Northern Michigan University to serve

in this capacity. Professor Cress had visited Brooklyn College as a
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participant in the Visitors Program during a year that he spent as an ACE
Fellow. ~frofessor Cress came to mind because of his national perspective in
general education trends, the insightfulness of the questions he asked
during the Visitors Program he attended, and his research interest in
general education program evaluation. We believed that these qualifications
made him particularly appropriate to evaluate what was, in many ways, a
unique enterprise.

Agreement with Professor Cress was reached in February, and he was sent
all the background information available including the full FIPSE proposal.
He made a two-day visit to the campus in March at which time he met with
Provost Wolfe, Bruce Hoffacker, Assistant to the Provost, and each of the
Associates. He also attended the weekly session of the Seminar for the
Renewal of Liberal Learning. Professor Cress returned to Brooklyn College
in June where he functioned as a participant-obs:rver in the five-day
program of the summer Faculty Development Seminar.

Professor Cress filed a report in August which can be found in full as
Attachment G. The report will not be commented on here except to note its
conclusion:

Brooklyn College has achieved a national reputation as a
model for general education/core studies. Brooklyn College, in
virtue of its status as a faculty develcpment success story and as
a leading proponent of the Core, is ideally suited to house such a
[national Center for Core Studies]. Its Associates~in-Residence
and Summer Associates Programs have proved to be highly
successful. ‘They permitted colleagues from other institutions to
see what many "alumni" of the Visitors Program wished they too
could have seen: the core process, up close and over a protracted

period. I strongly endorse the formation of (and support for) a
Center for Core Studies at Brooklyn College.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The most salient conclusion of our experimental year is that the need

for such a Center for Core Studies exists, and that need is pressing. While
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many institutions have responded to the call for curricular reform, their
Task Forces, faculty committees, or ad hoc bodies are now facing the hard
task of finding consensus on the educational underpinnings of their
individual approaches and translating those principles into curricula and
individual courses. It is at this formative stage that the Center plays its
most critical role: to recognize that each institution is sui generis and
that no individual solution is appropriate for all institutions; to suggest

tactics which are essential in developing a consensus (even when it appears

that no agreement is possible); and to highlight the importance of planning
for implementation during the formative process. Brooklyn College continues
to receive requests for information on its curriculum and core process from
other institutions simply on a word-of-mouth basis. The Center was never
advertised, and participation was limited to past visitors. There can be
little doubt that a participatory Center, properly advertised, would draw
dramatically increased numbers of participants. |

Recognizing the continued demand, and based on our four years of

visitors programs and the one-year experimental Center, we make the

follouing recommendations:

1. A Center for Core Studies that provides participatory programs is
the most efficacious way of meeting a nationally identified need
in higher education. While the dissemination of information and
availability of consultant services are important parts of a fully-
operational Center (and, in fact, Brooklyn College is informally
providing such services, of necessity on a small scale), it is the
on-site participatory programs which have the greatest impact.

2. Participants in Center programs must include colleagues from
| institutions searching for strategies to design and approve
curricular change as well as those engaged in implementing core
programs. The interaction between faculty at different stages of
the process reinforces the perception that positive change is
possible and increases ewareness that implementation problems are
endemic and their resolution critical to the core process.
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3. The Center must provide a graduated set of programs allowing
participants to choose the 1level of involvement they Dbelieve
necessary to support the work being done on their campus.

4. The Center needs to be a continuing entity. We constantly have
requests from visitors seeking to have other colleagues from their
institution participate in the program they themselves participated
in. This common phenomenon may be the product of the gystem of
rotation which is charucteristic of faculty governance, or it may be
based on the need to develop "allies" as the curriculum development
process proceeds. We believe that only when colleagues recognize
the Center as a continuing force will they be able to derive full
benefits from the programs.

5. A Center cannot exist without permanent administrative support.
The experimental year relied on a Brooklyn College contribution of
252 of the time of one staff person in the Provost's office and
one-half time secretary supported by the grant. While this
arrangement proved barely sufficient for the project, we now
recognize that a permanently established Center will require
administrative support which has the Center activities as its top
priority.

Brooklyn College was pleased to have had the opbortunity to continue
its history of service to other institutions through the experimental Center
for Core Studies. We have no doubt that the need for the Center has been
deronstrated and, given the necessary support, Brecoklyn College would be
preparec to consider the permanent establishment of such a Center on our
campus.: We recently submitted a two-year proposal to FIPSE as a follow-up
to this highly successful one-year experiment to allow a more extensive
pilot period for testing and refining the structure and programs of an on-
going Center for Core Studies. We see this new proposal as a second step,
prior to seeking the assistance of a sponsoring foundation or national
endowment which will be required to provide the kind of stable budget base

essential to sustain the scope and mission and meet the national demand

envisaged to serve higher education institutions.

23

aW]
wn




ATTACHMENT A

VISITORS PROGRAM

Dr. Loretta Burns
Tuskegee University

Dean William Camp
Luzerne Community College

Professor Richard Fox
Suffolk County Community College

Assistant Vice Provost Peter 5. Gold
SUNY at Buffalo

Associate Provost Paul Hamill
Ithaca College

Sr. Kathleen Kelly
Mount St. Mary's College

Professor Peter Klinge
Ithaca College

Professor Eric Lindermayer
Suffolk County Community College

October 19 - 20,

1987
Pr. F.E. Lowe
Southern Connecticut University

Prefessor Steven Neuwirth
Western Connectfcut State University

Dr. Gardner Pond
Essex Communit) College

Dean Mary E. Quinlivan
University of Wisconsin-Whitewater

Dr. Philip Smith
Southern Connecticut University

Ms. Donna Swartz
Essex Community College

Dr. Sandra C. Vaughn
LeMoyne~Owen College

Dr. Bing K. Wong
Wilkes College
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VISITORS PROGRAM
November 23 - 24, 1987

Dean Paul Anderson

Massachusetts Bay Community College

Professor David Andrew
University of New Hampshire

Sr. Michele Aronica
St. Joseph's College

Miss Deborah Bates
St. Joseph's College

Professor Spencer R. Bowers
Oakton Community College

Professor Fred Breisch
University of Wisconsin-Stout

Dean Marie Callahan
Magsachusetts Bay Community College

Rev. Bede Cisco, 0SB
Saint Meinrad College

Dean Van Coufoudakis
Indiana University - Purdue
University - Fort Wayne

Professor Gene England
Indiana State University

ATTACHMENT A cont.

Dean Neil J. Hackett
Oklahoma State University

Dr. David A. Iacono-Harris
Elizabethtown College

Associate Provost William Lopes
Chicago State University

Professor Betty K. Merrill
Wilberforce University

Dean Nelva G. Runnalls
University of Wisconsin-Stout

Professor Merle Schiabaugh
Bethel College

Professor Carol Stix
Pace University

Professor Thomas Valasek
Somerset Valley Community College

Professor J. Eldon Yung
Central Missouri State University




ATTACHMENT A cont.

VISITORS PROGRAM
March 21 -22, 1988

Dean Edward A. Alpers Vice President David McCormick
University of California, Louisiana Board of
Los Angeles Trustees for State Colleges

. and Universities

Vice Chancellor Eugene Arden Dean Sally Ridgeway
: University of Michigan- Adelphi University
: Dearborn
H Professor Kenneth J. Collins Professor Linda Schneider .
; “"Methodist College Nassau Community College ’
t Dean Norman Council Protessor Frederick Schroeder
: University of Utah University of Minnesota, .
: Duluth :
? Professor Martin Feldman Professor Deanna Schupbach
H Howard University Del Mar College

Ms. Lolita Lewis Professor ...n Shapiro
’ University of California SUNY at Farmingdale
: Los Angeles

Professor Charles Verharen
Howard University

Dean G. Jennifer Wilson
University of California
Los Angeles
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- 11:15 am

11:30 m

12:30 pm

~ 2:00 pm

3:30 pm

3130 pm - 4:30 pm
4:30 pm

ilnday. October 20

§3=00 am - 10:00 an
;9:15 am - 11:45 am
2:00 m - 1:30 pm

2:30 pm

Brooklyn Coili: se
Visitors Program

Gctober 19-29, 1987

Introduction to the Visitors Program

The Core Process
Workshop 1:
Plenary session on core issues

Lunch

Core Conversation: "Why Read

Thucydides?"

Workshop 11:
Curriculum

Writing Across the

Meeting with Brooklyn College
Students

Wine and Cheese

Core Publications Coomittee
Core Course Coordinators

Core Samplers

Working Lunch with Core Committee

Concluding Session

Individual Consultation

Visitors' issues/problems

Provost Ethyle R, Wolfe
Prof. Sherman Van Solkema
Visitors and Core Faculty
Provost Wolfe

President Robert L. Hess

Dr. Myra Kogan

Peer Tutors

Prof. Nancy Hager

Prof. Patricia Mainardi
Prof. Eric Steinberg

Prof. Charlton M. .ewis

Provost Wolfe

ATTACHMENT B

The Brooklyn College Story

Working out a core

Identify main issues and problems

Report results of workshop
discussions

Attend a Humanities Institute Core
Conversation

Join a core faculty workshop

Participate in discussions with
students concerning resction to

core studies

Relax with the core faculty

Discuss specific core materials
Discuss core course administration

Observe the "Sampler" method for
promoting curricular integration !

[
Meet members of the Faculty Council
committee charged with overall
core direction

Final questions

Focus on visitor's institution
. a
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?Hondgy, November 23
5 8:45 am ~ 10:00 am
£'10:00 am - 11:00 am

211300 am ~ 12:00 m
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5

%}IZEIS pm - 2:00 pm

;5‘*‘72:15 pm - 3:30 pm
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A
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November 24

579:00 am - 10:00 am

%10215 am - 11:45 am

12:00 m -

1:30 pm

1:30 pm -

Ay 8 K,

2:30 pm

. 2:30 pm 3:30 pm

WO ke

Introduction to the Visitors Progrsm

Workshop I:

Plenary session on core issues

Visitors' issuee/problems

Brooklyn College
Visitors Program
November 23 ~ 24, 1987

Provost Ethyle R. Wolfe
Visitors and Core Faculty

Prof. Sherman Van Solkema

The Brooklyn Core and the Core Process

Lunch with the Core Faculty

Core Samplers

Meeting with Brooklyn Colilege

Students

Wine and Cheese

Core Course Coordinators
Core Publications Committee

Workshop II:
Curriculum

Working Lunch with Core Committee

Concluding Session

Individual Consultation

Writing Across the

President Robert L. Hess

Professor Hardy Hansen
Professor David Seidemann

Professor Nancy Hager
Professor Teofilo Ruiz

Dr. Myra Kogen

Professor Peter Brancazio

Provost Wolfe

ATTACHMENT B cont.

The Brooklyn College Story
Identify main issues and problems
Report results of workshop

discussions
Working out a Core

Observe the "Sampler" method for
promoting curricular integration

Participate in discussions with

students concerning reaction to
core studies

Discuss core course administration
Discuss specific core materials

Join a core faculty workshop

Meet members of the Faculty Council
committee charged with overall
core directlon

Final questions

Focus on visitor's institution




‘ Brooklyn College ATTACHMENT B cont.

Vigitors Program
March 21 - 22, 1988

fonday, March 21

145 am - 10':00 am Introduction to the Visitors Program Provost Ethyle R. Wolfe The Brooklyn College Story

ggb:oo am - 11:00 am Workshop I: Visitors' issues/problems Visitors and Core Faculty Identify main issues and problems

%;x:oo am - 12:00 m Plenary session on core issues Prof. Thomas Hartmann Report results of workshop -
3 - discussions :
The Brooklyn Core and the Core Process Working out a Core :
15 pm - 2:00 pm Lunch with the Core Faculty President Robert L. Hess .
15 pm - 3:30 pm Core Samplers Prof. Charlton M. Lewis Observe the "Sampler" method for .
Prof. John Van Sickle promoting curricular integration -
%}:30 pm - 4:30 pm Meeting with Brooklyn College Participate in discussions with B
: Students atudents concerning reaction to 3
core gstudies . .
$30 pm Wine and Cheese )
sday, March 22
g@:oo am -~ 10:00 am Core Course Coordinators ‘ Professor Edward Harris Discuss core course administration ‘
o Core Publications Committee Professor Teofilo Ruiz Discuss specific core materials :
R
10215 am - 11:45 am Workshop II: Writing Across the Dr. Myra Kogen Join a core faculty workshop
Curriculum
2:00 =~ 1:30 pm Working Lunch with Core Coumittee Professor Dee Ann Clayman Meet members of the Faculty Council
‘ committee charged with overall
core direction
ﬁ‘ao pe ~ 2:30 pm Concluding Session Provost Wolfe Final questions
2430 m - J;3330 pm Individual Consultation Focus on visitor's institution
s )
34
l: MC ; -




ATTACHMENT C

BROOKLYN COLLEGE
OF THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK

CORE CURRICULUM PROJECT

FACYULTY DEVELOPMENT SEMINAR

June 6 -~ June 10, 1988

Funded by
THE MELLON FOUNDATION and the

FUND FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION




Project Director:

Professor Ethyle R. Wolfe

Planning Committee:

Professors: Naomi Bushman
Charlton M. Lewis
Emily Michael
David Seidemann
Sherman Van Solkema, chair
Ethyle R. Wolfe

Faculty Council Committes on the Core Curriculum:

1987-88 1988-89

Professors: David Arnow Caerolyn J. Burdick
Sidney Aronson Philip Gallagher
Dee Ann Clayman Marie Giuriceo
Emily Michael Emily Michiel
George S. Shapiro, chair George S. Shapiro, chair

Core Course Coordinators:

1987-88 1988-89

Professors:
c.S. 1 Edward Harris Frederick Winter

2. Patricia Mainardi Patricia Mainardi

2. Nancy Heager Carol 0Oja
George Vickers Samuel Farber
Nicholas Papayanis Nicholas Papayanis
Frederick Gardiner {Math) Noemi Halpern (Math)
Gerald Weiss (CIS) Gerald Weiss (CIS)
Neii Schaeffer Neil Schazifer
Peter Brancazio Peter Brancazio
Charlene Forest David Seidemann
Bonnie Gustav Virginia Sanchez~Korrol
Nanette Funk Nanette Funk

Workshop Leaders

David Arnow Margarite Fernandez-Olmos James Levine

William Beer George Fried Charlton M. Lewis

Albert Bond Vincent Fuccillo Emily Michael

Naomi Bushman Philip Gallagher Robert Muccigrosso

Nehru E, Cherukupalli Timothy Gura Mary Oestereicher

Wendy Fairey Nancy Hager David Seidemann
Noemi Halpern Done= Xiques
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VISITORS' INTRODUCTORY DAY

10:00-10:45 Plenary: Opening Remarks: Ethyle R, Wolfe, Project Director
Morning Session Topic: CRITICAL ISSUES IN DEVELOPING A CORE
10:45~11.15 Plenary: Short presentations by four chairpersons of the Faculty i

Council Committee on the Core Curriculum (1980-89)

Sherman Var Solkema (80-81)
: Ethyle R. Wolfe (81-82)

- Charlton M. Lewis (83-85)

- George S. Shapiro (87-89)

) 11:15-12:30  Workshops: Members meet to discuss what needs to be done (and by
R whom) to create, implement, and maintain a Core Curriculum,

Task: To identify the most critical factors for success in
developing and implementing a Core Curriculum,

Product: A written statement of the "most critical factors."

* % % %

12:30-1:30 Lunch
1:45-2:30 flenary: Reports and discussion based on morni .g workshops.
Coffee Break

v Afternoon Session Topic: THE NATURE OF A CORE COURSE
Chair, Emily Michael

2:30-4:00 Plenary: Members of seminar Planning Committee sketch the "Five
Principles" (see Introduction to the Core Curriculum, °
p. 5) and instructional modes (discipline-based, multi-
disciplinary, interdisciplinary, integrated modular, etc.)
adopted for Brooklyn College core courses.

General discussion of alternatives and issues-~rhetoric and
reality.
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Brooklyn College
Faculty Development Seminar

FIRST DAY (Morning)

June 7, 1988

Ethyle R. Wolfe, Provo

Sherman Van Sclkema,

* % % %

General Discussion

. 12:00~1:00 Lunch

37

9:00-10:15 Plenary: "Core Curriculum Crossroads:

st

1988-89"

Orientation to Tasks and Events:

Chair of the Planning Committee

Morning Session Topic: THE CORE SEEN THROUGH STUDENTS' EYES
Chair, Wendy Fairey, Dean of the CLAS

10:30-12:00 Plenary: Panel Discussion: Peer Tutors
and Mary Qestereicher, Associate Dean, CLAS
Sharon Eisner Core Studies
Rifka Wein Core Studies
Jane Farb Core Studies
Simone Wolfe Core Studies
Christine Farrell Core Studies
‘ Pasqualino Russo Core Studies
g Jeffrey Kirsh Core Studies
Michael McGuire Core Studies

L B2 W
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FIRST DAY (Afternoon)
June 7, 1988

Afternoon Session Topic: UNDERSTANDING THE WORLD THROUGH COMPARISON OF CULTURES:
THE INTEGRATION OF CORE 9
Chair, Charlton M, Lewis

"Very large majorities of students perceived most Core courses as coherent and well
integrated. [There were] two important exceptions to this general finding: Core
Studies 9 and 5" (Raskin and Owen, p. 25).

"A general summary of the negative comments was expressed succinctly by one
student: 'Core 9 was a nice idea which doesn't work.' There are several reasons,
according to the students, why it doesn't work. First, covering three (ifferent
countries makes the course so segmented and crammed with material that assimilation
becomes very difficult.... Second, there frequently is marked unevenness in the
quality of instruction among the three member: of the teaching teams.... Third,

team members do not successfully integrate their individual units of the course"
(Raskin aud Owen, p. 38).

"Three~-fourths of the students in our combined samples feel that their
understanding and respect for people with backgrounds different from their own had
increased since entering college.... Among the Core courses, Core Studies 3 and 9

were singled out by students as being closely connected with this change..."
(Raskin and Owen, p. 50).

1:00-2:15 Plenary: Introduction to the problem.

Two SAMPLERS to illustrate a thematic way to
integrate Core 9 modules.

1. "Migration from Village to City: Africa"
Marie Buncombe (English)

2. "Introducing India: Bengal--Rural and Urban,
East and West." Leonard Gordon (History).

2:15-2:45 Plenary: Questions and discussion of the problem.
Charlton M. Lewis, Marie Buncombe, Leonard Gordon,
Antonio Nadal.

2:45-3:45 Workshops: Members meet to discuss the focusing and integration
of Core 9.

Task: To examine what should be common to all modules
of a Core 9 section to help students understand
Asian, African, and Latin American cultures.

Prcduct: Several written suggestions on how best to give
students a coherent experience in Core 9.

3:45-4:45 Plenary: Workshop reports and evaluation by members of the
Core 9 faculty.

4:45 Wine and Cheese




SECOND DAY (Morning)
June 8, 1983

Topic: WAYS OF UNDERSTANDING THE WORLD THROUGH SCIENCE
Chair, David Seidemann

"The serious pedagogical and administrative problems raised by the seven-week
module courses are acknowledged by practically all members of the teaching faculty
as well as being reflected in students' comments....Perhaps science courses in the
Core Curriculum might more effectively serve their goals by focussing on
contemporary issues in which scientific knowledge and ways of thought are entailed"
(Raskin and Owen, p. 176).

CURRENT AND ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES

9:00-9:30 Plenary: Non-scientists' views of Core 7 and 8:

Professors Bruce MacIntyre (Music)
Manuel Martinez-Pons (Education)
Nicholas Papayanis ( History)
Elisabeth Weis (Film)

9:30-10:00 Students' views of Core 7 and 8:

Jeffrey Domfort
Christine Farrell
Michael Mcquire
Heena Sultan

10:00-11:00 Plenary: Presentation: "The Columbia U" model: "The Theory
and Practice of Science"
Roger Blumberg, Columbia University
11:00-11:15 Coffee Break

11:15-12:15 Plenary: Presentation: "The 'Thematic' Model"
Brian Schwartz, Physics

12:30-1:30 Lunch




y

Il i - M

N A AT A
‘ .

»,
PR
o

PR
hy

it r‘y'rm

e
%

3

Ry

Rt

e
1

r

i

e N A T e e

4 A PR A Pk
B R

”
et

1:30-3:00

3:10-4:30

4:30

SECOND DAY (Afternoon)

June 8, 1988

WAYS OF UNDERSTANDING THE WORLD THROUGH SCIENCE (cont.)

WOrkshoEs:

Task:

Product:

Plenarx:

Members meet to consider alternative approaches
to teaching science in a general education
curriculum,

l. To evaluate the relative eftectiveness of
different teaching models as described today and
as seen in the Core 7 and 8 sessions that members
attended during the semester.

2. To consider incorporating different teaching
models into the current science program.

3. To consider any changes that would help to
foster an understanding of science. Among the
possible changes are:

-elimination of laboratories
-changes ir . -~r restrictions

-structuce: aanges that promote better
integration among the different science
modules.

A group statement (choose one or more of the
following):

1. Identifying the strengths and weaknesses of
alternative teaching models.

2. Naming and evaluating one or more ways to
incorporate different teaching models into the
program--e.g., offering students a choice
among 2 or 2 alternative models in each
course,

3. Suggesting and justifying changes in the
structure of the science courses.

Workshop reports and general discussion

Wine and Cheese
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THIRD DAY (morning)
June 9, 1988

Morning Session Topic: WRITING AS ONE WAY TO UNDERSTANDING
Chair, Naomi Bushman

"Core Studies 1,3, and 6 were the ones which they considered most effective in
improving writing ability. Substantial majorities of students reported that the
writing assignments in Core S#udies 2.1, 2.2, 5, and all four second-tier Core
science courses had not improved their ability to write" (Raskin and Owen, p. 162).

9:00-10:15 Plenary: Writing Across the Core

Two SAMPLERS
Core 10, "Writing and Thinking Skills"
Emily Michael, Philosophy

Core 5, "Other Ways to Understanding"
Gerson Levin, Msthematics

10:15-11:30 Workshop: Members meet to discuss a particular Core course, the
role ~f writing in that course, and the other means for
achieving the goals of the course. (Groups will be
assigned Core Studies 2.1, 2.2, 5, 7 & 8, or 9.)

Task: To define and identify specifically the skills you think
are appropriate for this course: What new things should
a student be able to do as a result of this course? To
examine how and whether students' writing is necessary
to the goals of the course. To look at other experiences
and assignments that also serve the goals.

Product: For the course under discussion:
A statement identifying the skills and the role of
writing (is it a means? an end?). What other ways can
the goals be achieved? Include three classroom
techniques and types of assignments.

11:45 Lunch: Workshop Reports




THIRD DAY (afternoon)
June 9, 1983

Afternoon Session Topic: A LIBERAL ARTS CORE AS STARTING POINT OR TERMINUS
Chair, Sherman Van Solkema

"The faculty have not chosen the common experience core because they think all students
are (or should be) alike. Our position is exactly the opposite: the core is a starting
point. The choice of this type of core is based on our deep belief in the power of common
intellectual experience as a starting point for a distinctive college education"
(Introduction to the Core Curriculum, p.5).

"Only a small minority of students had taken or intended to take a more advanced course in

the same fieid as a Core course, except for Core Studies 3 and 5" (Raskin and Owen, p.
161).

1:00-2:00 Plenary: SAMPLER: Core 1, "Antigone"
Ethyle R. Wolfe, Classics

General discussion of whether not taking a post-Core i
elective should be taken as an indication that the Core
is not serving as "a starting point and the relevance of
this issue to the validity of our "belief in the power of
common intellectual experience as a starting point for a
distinctive college education,"

. '
Il L P

2:00-3:00 Workshops: Members meet to discuss whether and how the Core can or
should serve as a starting point for a 1liberal arts
program. Some suggested barriers are:

-~high credit major programs (primarily professional) S

-free electives are not viewed as opening-up )
opportunities

~free electives are used to take introductory courses
in many fields with no in-cdepth work done in any area
other than the major

-core is stretched out over three or four years

Among the ,ossible solutions to these barriers are:
~capping of major credits
-some required structure for free electives

~requiring a senior seminar

Task: To d=termine if there are significant barriers that limit
the core as a starting point for life-long learning.

Product: Three changes that would enhance the Core's ability to

meet its goal of serving as a starting point for a

distinctive liberal arts education and life-long learning.

3:00-3:30 Plenary: Reports of workshop recorders and general discussion
3:30-4:30 Open Forum: Chair, Ethyle R. Wolfe, with current and
incoming members of the Faculty Council Committee on the

Core Curriculum.

Final Reception
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Morning Session Topic:

9:00-10:15

10:30-11:30

11:30-12:00

12:00-1:00

1:15-2:39

Plenary:

Workshops:

Task:

Product:

Plenary:

Lunch

VISITORS' CLOSING DAY

HOW DO YOU KNOW IF YOU'RE BEING SUCCESSFUL?

"Core Curriculum Assessment;"

Tape of presentation by Robert L. Hess, President of
Brooklyn College, to the annual meeting of the American
issociation of Colleges, January, )988.

Members meet to discuss assessment models.

To consider what can and should be measured, and by what

means.

A written statement on means of measuring success in the
year-to-year functioning of a core curriculum,

Reports and Discussion

Clcsing Forum




Brooklyn College Faculty Participants in the 1988 Seminar

CHEMISTRY:

CLASSICS:

COMPUTER & INFORMATION SCIENCE:

ECONOMICS:
EDUCATION:

EDUCATIONAL SERVICES:

ENGLISH:

FILM:

GEOLOGY:

HEALTH SCIENCE:

HISTORY:

MATHEMATICS:

MODERN LANGUAGES & LITERATURES:

MUSIC:

PHILOSOPHY:

PHYSICAL EDUCATION:

PHYSICS:

Cuthbert J. Thomas
Lionel Bier

George H, Fried
Ray Gavin
Marion Himes

Vojtech Fried
Gary Mennitt

Ethyle R. Wolfe

David Arnow
Michael P. Barnett

Robert Cherry
Manuel Martinez-Pons

Vinnie-Marie D'Ambrosio
Mary Oestereicher

Louis Asekoff
Martin Elsky
Wendy Fairey

Elisabeth Weis

Nehru E. Cherukupalli
David Leveson

Leslie Jacobson
Philip Gallagher
Christoph M. Kimmich
Ruth Kleinman

Raymond Gittings
Charles Godino

Margarite Fernandez~Olmos

Nancy Hager
Bruce C. MacIntyre

Edward Kent
Phyllis Bigel

Albert Bond
Norma Eisen

Norman I.. Levin
Stanley Salthe

George Moriber
Evan Williams
Peter Zaneteas

Naomi Bushman

Hyman Sardy

Jerome Megna
David Walters
Tucker Farley

Jules Gelernt
Donez Xiques

David Seidemann

Charlton M. Lewis
Robert Muccigrosso
Nicholas Papayanis

Noemi Halpern

Thomas Mermall

Sherman Van Solkema

Emily Michael

Vicror Franco
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POLITICAL

SCIENCE:

PUERTO RICAN STUDIES:

SOCIOLOGY:

SPEECH:

STUDENT AFFAIRS AND SEKVICES:

William Beer

Vincent Fuccillo
Michael Kahan

James Levine

Antcnic Nadal

Marvin Koenigsberg

Mark Fishman

Timethy Gura

Patricia Trant

Summer Associates

Rev. Thomas E. Chambers, C.S.C.
Our Lady of Holy Cross College

Professor Anthony Colaianne
Virginia Tech

Professor Donald A. Cress
Northern Illinois Jniversity

Professor William Darden
Marymount College

Professor Richard Fox
Suffolk Community College

Professor Robert J. Frankle
Memphis State University

Dr. A. Patricia J. Hennessey
Merrimack College

Professor Howard Horowitz
Ramapo College

Professor Manuel Schonhorn
Southern Illinois University

Professor Bettie M. Smolansky
Moravian College

Professor Bruce R. Stam
Chemeketa Community College

Professor Jo Taylor
Wayne State College

From the Peer Tutoring Program

Jeffrey Domfort
Sharon Eisner
Jane Farb
Christine Farrell
Jeffrey Kirsch

Michael McGuire
Pasqualino Russo
Heena Sultan
Rifka Wein
Simone Wolfe
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FOREWARD: "CORE CURRICULUM CROSSREADS--1988-89"

The special character of the 1988 Brooklyn College Seminar for
Faculty Development emerged at the outset in the opening-day address by
Ethyle R. Wolfe, Her address was entitled '"Core Curriculum
Crossroads--1988-89." Speaking both as Project Director of the summer
seminar and as soon-to-retire chief academic officer and Provost, Dr.

Wolfe outlined what she sees as the task before the college in 1988-89 vis a

vis the core curriculum: To act upon the issues that now so clearly
present themselves. We have accumulated seven years of student, faculty,
and administrative experience with the core curriculum. Information is
now available from an outside assessment study--the "Raskin Report" --
completed in Spring 1988 (though much of its material is already somewhat
outdated). Both our experience and the outside study point to the coming
year as a time for action. It is a year for reconceptualization. It is
a year for choosing alternatives and decisively making the changes--large
or small--that will produce an improved, even more effective '"2nd
edition" of the core at Brooklyn College.

Three large topics occupied the spotlight at the 1988 seminar: the
year-long science sequence (Core Studies 7 and 8); Studies in African,
Asian, and Latin American cultures (Core Studies 9); and the issue
across-the-core of "writing as a way of understanding" together with

"alternative ways of understanding."  The closing session re-focused
discussion on general education's overall thrust: "The Core as Starting
Point or Terminus." In addition to speakers who described their

reactions to our own Core Studies 7 and 8, two guest speakers were
invited to describe alternative models of general education courses in
science: Roger Blumberg of Columbia University spoke of Columbia's
sequence "The Theory and Practice of Science," and Brian Schwartz of the
Department of Physics presented "A 'Thematic' Model." The many points of
view, contrary findings, alternatives, and on some issues strong
consensus and general conclusions--all recorded on the spot as the
running acco.nts of individual workshop and plenary sessions-—make up the
bulk of the present volume. A listing of "Highlights and Conclusions"
based on presentations and the running reports follows below.

At this Seventh Annual summer seminar, sixty Brooklyn College
faculty participants were joined by ten hard-headed Core Curriculum
students drawn from the Peer Tutoring program, which is directed by
Associate Dean Mary Oestereicher. The invitation to these students to
participate throughout the seminar was inspired by the strong
contribution of other peer tutors to a single session last year. Again
this year, the students' incisive articulation of problems, of strengths
and weaknesses, their frequent admonitions--in effect--not to throw the




baby out with the bath, and their uninhibited expression of the plain
facts of student experience were admired and appreciated throughout the
conference.

In addition, for the first time at a Brooklyn College Faculty
Development Seminar, visitors from twelve other institutions participated
through the week. These colleagues came from colleges and universities
located from New England to Virginia and Illinois, each in varying stages
of core curriculum design or implementation. Almost all of the visitors
had become acquainted with Brooklyn's Core Curriculum through one or
another of the two-day Visitors' Programs held during the last few years.
As expected, the insights, reactions, and challenges of these colleagues
from other institutions proved to be thoroughly stimulating for the
Brooklyn faculty, What the visitors toolk home is suggested by such
pbrases from their letters as "electrifying week" and "substantial
intellectual discussion on curricular topics such as I had never
encountered before." The post-seminar critiques received from visitors
have been included as Appendix A.
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HIGHLIGHTS AND CONCLUSIONS

(1) A "flexible" Tier 2--that is, a Tier 2 in which each course is
given in two or three "versions'--seems most promising for the future.
For all or most of the required courses of Tier 2, two or three different
ways of fulfilling the requirement might be available. The different
ways would retain, and be designed to fulfill, the common function of the
course.

(2) On the other hand, the largely "fixed" aspect of Tier 1 is
increasingly recognized as a most productive and essential element of the
Brooklyn Core.

(3) Many faculty believe that the original Core Studies 7 and 8
might well be retained in its original format (with certain problems
solved), but only as one option. As one way of fulfilling the
science-year requirement, for example, a sizable number of sections of
Core Studies 7 and 8 would run, but alternatives to Core Studies 7 and 8
(perhaps at first in smaller numbers) would also be available (see,
below).

(4) If retainad at all, Core Studies 7 and 8 should be brought in
line with the original concept of the course. Clearly, the integration
of the four modules must become much more explicit--perhaps drawing on
the explanatory power of some such framework as the "Powers of Ten"
approach, one of those outlined by Professor Brian Schwartz.  Though
specialists are working at parts of the picture, the four modules must
not be allowed to dJisintegrate into isolated bits and pieces, each
fending for itself. These were not intended to be four separate courses.
The segments should be coordinated and taught by the fair number of
faculty who aver that the "integrated modular" approach has sometimes
worked well, and still could work well, at Brooklyn College. (A number
of such faculty were observed in their classrooms by the seminar members
late in Spring semester.) If, however, the separation of segments of the
course into four isolated parts cannot be overcome by such an integrating
framework, the consensus would be for reconceptualizing the science year
and starting anew.

(5) Two or.three alternative ways of fulfilling the science-year
requirements ("common function, different approach") should be developed.
Although it is obvious that the integrated math and science approach with
primary source material ("Theory and Practice of Science") described by
Roger Blumberg would not serve across the board either at Columbia or at
Brooklyn--that is, not for twelve or fifteen sections--a small nw.ber of
sections developing this model might make a significant alternative for
some students. Other promising thematic and topical ways of shaping a
science year were suggesting by Brian Schwartz. The science faculty
should now be asked to consider alternatives and to select, for wider
consideration, those that would continue to promote the common purpose of
the science year.

(6) Some of the laboratory work in science came in for hard
criticism. The consensus was that in some, but certainly not all, areas

1149




labs should be eliminated on educational grounds as unjustified and
counter-productive. Time could be better spent in other ways.

(7) The practice~-in some areas and some sections--of having graduate
students with insufficient command of the English language in charge of
labs (for all the cogency of "explanations" and "defense" of the
practice) is insupportable and must be dealt with.

(8) The exclusive use of multiple-choice examinations was strongly
and repeatedly criticized by students and many of the faculty. It was
argued that the exams placed a premium on memorizing facts and
discouraged active involvement with tie subject material.

(9) With respect to Core Studies 9, it was stated as the opinion of
the planning committee and the chairperson of the session that the many
current problems that are fundamentally administrative in nature should
not be up for discussion (though bits and pieces surfaced), with the
understanding that a new core coordinator and a renewed administrative
commitment to this crucially important course are in the offing.

(10) The decidedly predominant opinion was for changing from three
to two areas in Core Studies 9. More effective staffing, greater depth
because of lesser coverage, and the realization of one-third smaller
class size were the three factors considered. These factors were thought
to greatly outweigh the loss of a third area for each student, while
retaining the essential team-teaching and "comparison of cultures"
features.

(11) With respect to concerns expressed about the diminution of
effectiveness of the core coordinators, it is clear that the critical
role of the coordinators needs renewed emphasis. Their responsibilities
need to be clarified and their work needs support, both from the college

administration and the Core Committee. It was announced at the final
session by Professor Shapiro that this topic is .already on the agenda for
next year's Core Curriculum Committee. New coordinators need to be

briefed. Their day-to-day, week-to-week responsibilities for all aspects
of the health of their courses--both through one~to-one and group faculty
meetings--seems to be not nearly as effectively carried out as they have
been and should be. The connection of the network of coordinators to the
work of the Core Committee needs to be revitalized each year.
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Core Curriculum Cossroads 1988-89
Ethyle R. Wolfe

Welcome to the seventh summer of the Brooklyn College Core Faculty
Development Seminars. Since those of you who have not attended a previous
seminar may not be aware, iet me note that the number of participants at
this semina: has been expanded from the customary maximum of sixty to
eighty-five. Some of us, the members of the Planning Committee and twelve
colleagues from other institutions selected from alumni of our four years of
Visitors Programs, are in our second day of a five-day seminar of which the
next three days are dedicated to Brooklyn College Core and faculty
development issues. In attendance are sixty-three Brooklyn College faculty
from core teaching and non-core teaching departments, twelve Summer
Associates including the evaluator of the 1987-88 FIPSE-funded Center for
Core Studies at Brooklyn College, and ten of our fellow laborers in the core
vineyard who represent our valued and respected cadre of students, the core
peer tutors. Incidentally among our faculty participants, for the first
time in the history of the seminars, every member of our Academic
Administration, the Provost, Associate Provost, Undergraduate Dean and two
Associate Deans, and even the Dean of our Graduate School applied and were
admitted to participate by the Planning Committee.

My customary role at these seminars is to participate both as a member
of the core faculty and as Project Director for the grant that funds them
(NEH and then Mellon). The first Summer Seminar was launched in 1982 after
the inception of the core when only the first tier of five courses had been
implemented under the direction of the first elected Standing Committee on
the Core Curriculum of which I in my preprcvostial incarnation was elected
to be faculty Chairperson. Ever since then, in my capacity as Project
Director I have been assigned the function of opening the program, with a
State-of-the-Core Report. These reports have appeared in the annual
proceedings of the seminars, and I would remind you that your contributions
during the next three days will find their immortal place in this year's
proceedings.

Veterans of previous seminars will notice on the program that my
remarksé for the Summer 1988 Seminar have been given a new and perhaps
ominous sounding title - "Core Curriculum Crossroads 1988-89" to be
delivered wearing the Provost's hat only for this moment. This title was
chosen by consensus of this year's Planning Committee (of which I am a
charter member as Froject Director of both the expiring Mellon grant and of
a 1987-88 FIPSE-funded Center for Core Studies at Brooklyn College). This
change of title is due to more than the proverbial seven-year itch or the
Planning Committee's fear that we may he entering the biblical cycle of
seven lean years. As Chief Academic Officer of thz College no one can
better testify than I that, all the external accolades notwithstanding, the
birth, evolution, and survival of our core curriculum during the past seven
fiscally leanest years in the Ccllege's history can only be explained as a
miracle of the determination and ingenuity of the Brooklyn College faculty
as well as the selfless commitment of a talented and revitalized core
teaching faculty and the leadership of vigilant members of the core
committees (and parenthetically an administration, equally committed in
spirit, if not in purse).
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Let me ask your indulgence on the eve of my retirement, if I confess to
you that for me during each of these seven vears the core has always been at
a crossroads. As I have stated in countless invited speeches across the
nation, our much admired core curriculum is only a "work in progress," and
the day it stops being treated that way both in concept and in
imj lementation, I maintain that our program is at risk of going the familiar
roate of so many new programs into atrophy and faculty burnout. Those of us
intimately involved in working on the core have never been blind to the
shortfalls between our hopes and reality -- the originators of the concept,
members of the core committees, the core coordinators, and especialiy this
Chief Academic Cfficer. Whatever shortcomings faculty energy and ingenious
strategles could not overcome can be blamed largely on lack of adequate
resources. Let me repeat a simple fact that makes whatever you've
accomplished even more remarkable (and I wish people would listen and
believe me when I say it). This core was launched and has been sustained
for seven years without diverting the constantly declining resources of this
College to it and with no new faculty added to teach in it, despite the
heaviest attrition through retirements in departments that are the very ones
obligated to cover all the core sections. I» the context of annual state
line reductions in which all departments suffered (that is two hundred
instructional 1lines over the past five years alone), new hirings at the
College were made at the expense of attrition in core departments in order
either to launch new majors or to sustain the heavy student demand in
career-oriented departments. The cross I have had to bear as the Chief
Academic Officer is that 1 felt conscience-bound to keep my nledge to myself
to maintain some integrity for the majors (given the heavy budget cuts), and
that I had to resist the clarion calls from the core faculty for
smaller-sized core classes and to postpone my own desire to hire much needed
full-time faculty in the gradually depleted departments where new blood was
sorely needed. In fact, the staffing crisis and its implications for
student success (especially as our enrollments keep increasing) became so
great that at my initiation the presidential statemunt attending the state
budget request for both 1987 and 88 included the long overdue need for
addressing or redressing the funding deficits in the general education
curriculvm which serves every _.tudent at Srooklyn College. A request for
fifteen new lines for core instructiorn was included, and, while che validity
of our.request was enthusiastically endorsed at the state budget hearings,
as some of the chairpersons here now know, the Chancellor's office instead
mandated delivery of a Jarge number of instructional line reductions during
these same past two years. The recent discovery of a nine hundred million
budget gap in Albany does not bode so well for the future, although I
superstitiously thought that the College's fiscal luck would ch 1ge as soon
as I departed.

And so we come to the cressroads. I have noted ¢ many recent
occasions and especially in the past two Summer Seminars that I personally
felt that the time had arrived for us to take a comprehensive look at the
whole core in terms of its original goals, its structure, and student
success and satisfaction, acknowledgine~ all the time the successful changes
and creative improvements that have taken place in individual core courses
over the years. While we have known for some time where we thought things
were not working and have found consensus on what has been working for the
students ard for the faculty, the constantly postponed completion of the
ongoing Raskin-Owen evaluation inclined many to urge that major
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reconsideration await what was thought to be the imminent availability of
the evaluation report., Ironically, that situation may have served as a
brake on revision of the core. But nothing could stop the revision of
individual core courses which has been an ongoing process responsive to
faculty, student, and peer tutor judgments. Just two months ago that
evalu:tlon report was turned in, almost two years overdue, and is now in our
hands. Since the evaluation report itself ackrow!edges the limited value of
a data base drawn from the entering ciasses of '82, '83 and '84, and
recommends follow up on the basis of later data ~ it does not bring us up to
date with regard to the impact on students and faculty of cumulative changes
that were introduced into individual core courses and especially of the
impact of core-related retention efforts during the past three to four
years. Nevertheless, the Planning Committee reviewed the report carefully
and used it as a basis for much of the agenda of the next three days. As my
letter of invitation to the seminar suggested, this Summer Seminar is
intended to serve as a springboard for taking a view from the bridge, based
on all the incremental evidence we can pull together, both documsnted ar:
anecdotal, as well as specific findings from the Raskin-Owen report, a
report, to its credit self-described as only the beginning of a recommended
longer-range evaluation of the core to be based hopefully on more accessible
data as the result of the College's projected estabiishment of an Office of
Institutional Research. But the ability to understand potential options or
to recommend directions the core might take at its seventh-year crossroads
requires more than ever som. familiarity with the evolutionary caanges that
have taken place since the core's inception (and been implemented for tke
most part after the core experience of the cadres surveyed for the
evaluation). So for the purposes of this seminar, a State-of-the-Core
Report as of 1988 seems especially in order.

Before I turn to my assessment of the crossroads agenda for 1988-89
and identify some particular unresolved core issues which have been raised
periodically in the faculty seminars and have been most recently
reincarnated in the sampling of faculty and student perceptions reported in
the Raskin-Owen report; I feel obliged to bring you up to date on some of
the changes that have taken place in the core since 1981. All of us
intimately involved witt the core curriculum have no doubt that the fulcrum
and catalyst for the changes and core efforts each year have actually been
the Summer Faculty Seminars. I therefore beljeve that capsule sketches of
the focus of each year's seminar and their cumulative impact on chauges in
the core's substance and delivery are necessary and may even prove useful as
context for understanding the agenda to which you will be contributing
during the next three days. There are many positive changes that have taken
place, largely unadvertised and sometimes so subtle that they werc
imperceptible to thos not engaged in our core process, a factor which may
have led to the perception as reported in th Raskin-Owen evaluation (p.
159) that, while the Summer Seminars were enthusiastically praised by all
for the valuable dialogue and fruitful discussions they inspired, there was
a feeling that there had been 1little follow-up of most of the
recommendations proposed at the seminars, noting that it seened to be
difficult to put changes into effect.

Yet successive core committees and especially Faculty Council
explicitly adduced imminent expectations of delivery of the evaluation as
reason for turning down some of the recommended changes. But let me assure

o4




you that the core curriculum of 1982 was not the same in 1984; and that the
core of 1988 renders some of the evaluation's perceptions obsolete. History
never stands still,

To save time, I will try to give a brief account of the genesis and
proceedings of the annual Summer Seminars from 1982 through 1984 ard add
some bullets for the last three years.

By the summer of 82, as Chair of the Faculty Committee, I had already
supervised the implementation of the first tier of five courses. During the
81-82 academic year, putting aside my ccngenital aversion to grantsmanship
as immoral, I sought external funding for Summer Faculty Development
Seminars because I had come to realize that, to make a common-experience
core that looked good on paper work for our students, it would have to work
a priori for our faculty. In an attempt to find a way to convert a gifted
faculty of specialists into a coherent and integrated cadre of teachers
committed to making a common and yet-to-be integrated general education
program work, the first seminar was strustured to bring the core faculty
together to learn about each other's courses and to seek ways to interrelate
them. We n‘eded to forge a coherent program that would work for students
and that would ultimately develop links to the rest of the curriculum as the
target for pre-core programs and as a springboard to post-core courses and
to the majors, which themselves could “enefit from reexamination in light of
the new core foundation. With five of the courses already taught without
benefit of the kind of workshop we are eng- :ed in and with five new courses
of the second tier to be launched in the¢ aext Fall semester, we faced a
formidable task. I will no. quickly read summaries excerpted from the
record of the proceedings of the 1985 Summer Seminar:

"The first Summer Seminar (1982) [funded by NEH] now a legendary
success, set the pattern of those that followed. It was preceded by a
nighly productive special 4~day seminar devoted exclusively to Core Studies
9 [which is on the agenda of this seminar], from the outset considered the
most difficult course to mount. During that seminar, prospective
instructors formed into teams of three and developed programmatic coherence
for the sectiorns they were scheduled to teach in the fall. The first
seminar devoted to the whole core [the prototype for the next six years] was
comprised of 50 core faculty chosen from three times that number of
applicants and representing 20 departments. Four days later, fifty
starry-eyed (and bleary-eyed) colleagues emerged as zealous missionaries,
or, as they styled themselves "born again" professors who had rediscovered
the joys of teaching. But it was far more than a revival meeting, for they
discovered a unity of purpose as they spent four days in intense and serious
discourse about the students they would teach and in deep concern about how
best to help them 1learn. In the process they got to know and respect
colleagues in other disciplines, most of whom the, ad never met, and to
know and respect the content and purpose of core courses other than their
own,"

With regard to the next year's (1983) seminar, I quote: "that first
Summer's Seminar seemed a hard act to follow, and we could not mec: the
demand its success generated to attend the second year's seminar, although
we were able, by offering two separate seminars in consecutive veeks, to
accommodate a total of one hundred faculty. One of our happiest decisions
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was to add the active participation of members of the Department of
Educational Services whoc teach Remedial, Developmental, and ESL courses, &s
guests on onz of the days. The panel discussion they presented on the
problems of students in the classroom from listening to note-taking to
discussion was a highlight of the seminar both as eye-opener and rescurce
for pedagogical techniques. I'm sure that for many of us our teachirg wodes
have been altered since then for the better. Since the overview on the
first page of the report for the second Summe: Seminar sums up rather nicely
the difference between the first and second summers, let me paraphrase the
summary: with one year's experience of full implementation of the two tiers
behind us, the emphasis was on the practical realities of ¢l ssroom
teaching, of how much could be taught and what techniques could be daveloped
and shared to make the core a vital, coherent, and successful experience for
all students. As a participant in the first two summers noted, tiie first
seminar was 'like falling in love, the second like a good marriage.'"

"In the chird year, 1984, the seminar admitted 56 core faculty from 17
departments as well as members of the Department of Educational Services who
participated on a special panel and in the workshops. A new departure for
us was the inclusion to full participation of eight colleagues from five of
CUNY's community colleges, admitted on the basis of a special appeal from
the Chancellor's office. Their active participation in our core process was
probably the most inspired and effective step taken in the direction of
improving articulation between community and senior colleges, as we
interacted so easily in sharing common concerns about strdents, curriculum,
the teaching of conceptual thinking, and other pedagogical issues."

I now turn to excerpts from the "Brief Overview" of the 1985
Proceedings:

“The most distinctive feature of the 1985 Faculty Development Seminar
was the presence of thirteen faculty from non-core departments...." in
addition to serving on a special panel, "after two days it was hard tc tell
who were core teachers and who were not.” The core faculty gained
perspective from the suggestions of the non-core participants about
contributions they m“ght make to the core's further development. "Everyone
seemed to feel the vigor and the joy of a full 'university' faculty working
together on the single missfon of enhancing the ways we educate Brooklyn
College students."

The 1986 and 87 seminars under a new Mellon grant shifted the focus to
dealing with courses that were thought to be problematic in some respects:
in 1986, cores 5, 9, and 10. Since 5 and 9 by the end of that session still
remained problematic, the Core Committee picked up the challenges begun in
the Summer Seminar of that year. A meeting of Core 5 faculty was held in
the Fall, and the Core ommittee met four times with the coordinators and
chairs and brought in an outside consultant through Mellon funds. The
result was that the Committee invited and in Spring 1987 selected from six
proposals four experimental versions of the course authorized to be offered
during the coming academic year, 1987-88, along with sections of the current
model. An analogous or different procedure for Core Studies 9 followed the
seminar. In addition to meetings with the Core Committee in the Spring and
the Fall, the Provost convened a meeting of the large original Core 9
Coordinating Committee in the Spring and some other veteran teachers of the
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course, and as a result, on June 5th of 1987 a one-day seminar with thirty
Core 9 faculty present took place to review its goals and s ructure. A
thorcugh airing of controversial issues (including adminiscrative and
staffing problems) set the agenda for the next academic year. During the
current academic year, as follow-up to that seminar, the coordinating
committee was abolished and three area heads were appointed to work with the
coordinator of the course. The Provost also sent a letter to all faculty
members inviting qualified faculty members to indicate interest in teaching
the course. Some of Core 9's still unresolved issues are on the agenda of
the present seminar.

The most notable feature of the 1987 three-day seminar was the
involvement of student representatives from the Peer Tutoring Center who
presented a student panel so impressive that by popular demand ten peer
tutors have been invited as full-fledged participants in this 1988 seminar.

But no account of the Summer Seminars can be complete without paying
tribute to the initiatives the seminars generated and the impact on the
following academic year of the sparks they ignited for new core-related
activities. In addition to voluntary cellaborative enterprises spawnad by
the camaraderie of workshop association or communal lunches during these
four-day and later three-day seminars of close contact, the consciousness
raised with regard to the necessity of integrating the core's ter courses,
an unending task, became the mother of a creative faculty's inventiveness.
Examples are legion: The Core "Sampler" Series -- The Brainchild of the
Core-Coordinators' Network -- (there are three samplers in this seminar), The
"Core Conversation Series" converted from its original title "Core
Confrontation Series" -- sponsored by the Humanities Institute. (I have
suggested that the change in name from "Confrontations" to "Conversations"
symbolized the new community of discourse across the disciplines created by
the summer seminars.)

The experimental devices successive Core Committees designed in the
search for coherence are too many to recount. The periodic Writing
Workshops have become institutionalized, (and this will be the first seminar
without omne!) and the Writing Center's Director joined enthusiastically in
and has become a fixture of the core process. The fact that the 2-tiered
structure survived, despite repeated attempts to find alternate structures
by successive Core Committees and despite sustained debates on its
advantages and disadvantages in Summer Seminars, gives some validity to the
two rationales behind the design of the original Ad Hoc Committee. Lzt me
recall them for your information since the evaluation's references to the
structure reflect innocence of the functional purposes of that design.

1. The Core's tier structure was deliberately chosen to develop
progression and greater sophistication in skills from one tier to the next
and to provide building blocks of information and methodologies on which
tier~2 courses and advanced electives could draw, and to provide that
missing common fund of reference for communication between faculty and
students within and across the tiers and in the rest of the curriculum
beyond the core.




2. The tier structure, like the writing-across-the-core component,
provided a vertical mechanism which could contribute to the development of
greater coherence among the core courses.

Since the structure did not provide for furthering the goal of
horizontal integration, individual experiments were devised in pairing of
first-tier courses, e.g., Core Studies 4 (History) and Core Studies 2.2
(Music) were paired with sections of Core Studies 3 (People, Power and
Politics). I still think my early dream of playing musical chairs among the
first tier courses is the best ztrategy for improving the core's coherence.

As for core-generated retention efforts, the pairing of core sectionms
1, 3, and 4 with English composition sections for all entering freshman has
been for several years supported by grants from CUNY Central under the
"Replication of Exemplary Projects" funding category. I am still uneasy
about the uneven advantage taken of the pairing by faculty (some cf the
instructors do not coordinate their paired courses) - the only thing I'm
sure of is that the smaller-sized section that has to be provided (25) has
to do some good. In any case, comparison with control groups of unpaired
sections showed more successful results for students in the pairing project.

A pilot faculty mentoring project was planned for Fall 1985 as a
partial response to the most common recommendation issuing from every group
of seminar participants calling for core counseling. Sixty core faculty
volunteers were selected to serve as mentors for a cadre of 300 entering
freshman who would be taking core courses by virtue of having passed all the
CUNY skills assessment tests, but as a target group had profiles and high
school averages which in previous years had signified potential victims of
attrition. As a volunteer mentor, I can testify to the importance of the
mentoring program for student retention. The workshops of the mentoring
project led to a long overdue delivery of an early warning system and other
support mechanisms as well as to productive symbiosis of the mentors with
the traditional freshman registration counselors. This year, two years
later, every entering freshman had a mentor with the number of faculty
volunteers now increased from 60 to 225. On June 1, the Provost's office
submitted a grant proposal to CUNY Central for a pilot project to add
student peer mentors who would join the faculty mentors, not only becarse of
the anticipated increase in new students, but to assure that entering
students take advantage of the service. This pilot is part of a new
Comprehensive Counseling Proposal prepared by Dean Wendy Fairey. Its roots
derive from the core-generated mentoring initiative, on whicl the peer
tutoring project was grafted.

My early observation that more important than the core itself is the
impact it has had on so many other areas of the College has been confirmed
time and time again. Or, to put my point another way, new core-related
activities tend to beget spinoffs and beneficial by-products. For example,
during the first semester of the mentoring project, I was so frustrated with
the lack of a resource for my mentees who needed a timely academic
intervention system to cope with problems in particular courses that, within
a very brief gestation period, a peer-tutoring system was conceived. It was
brought to birth shortly after the beginning of the Spring 1986 semester and
implemented with 14 tutors selected by instructors of Core Studies 1, 3, and
4 from students who had previously completed the course in question under
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their instruction. It is now two years old, and Associate Dean Mary
Oestereicher, who shaped and directs the project, is to be commended for the
efficient implementation of what began as an 1llth hour project. Thanks are
owed also to Professor Lionel Forestall of the Department of Educational
Services wno generously provided from some of his funds for four or five
peer tutors for sections of Core Studies 5. It this year expanded to 30
tutors and has become a first-class operation, as you will soon learn.

A new core-related project directed at reducing attrition was
inaugurated two summers ago. From its inception the core has had an impact
on Pre-Core Developmental and Remedial Programs, since for the first time we
had available in the first-tier courses an identifiable and manageable
target at which to aim student preparation for the mainstream. A new
initiative funded by a CUNY grant permitted us to offer a Pre-Freshman
Summer Immersion Program for 100 entering freshman who had failed the CUNY
reading and writing tests. It was an integrated, intensive, non-credit,
tuitior~free program, using materials from Tier 1 courses appropriate to its
coordinating theme, "The City," with concentration on writing and reading
workshops as well as orientation to other College survival skills. This
summer's institute will be the third year of the program.

I might mention, as a very important part of the development of our
core faculty and indeed of the curriculum itself, the four years of our
unadvertised Visitors Programs conceived out of my inability to handle the
traffic of requests for information about our core or for invitations to go
to other campuses. About 200 visitors have been here to date and what began
as au altruistic enterprise has turned out to be a vital agent in our own
curriculum and faculty development process. The payoffi has been that we
have reaped the unexpected benefit of new perspectives from disinterested
observers as we have shared with them our outstanding problems and sought to
help them find solutions to conceived obstacles in the way of introducing or
implementing core programs on their campuses. In everyone of those three
programs a year, we were urged by visitors to establish a network or center
for curriculum development, and many asked to participate in our Summer
Faculty Developmeat Seminars. This year-through a FIPSE grant-some of those
exhortations were realized when we agreed to experiment with a one-year
Center for Core Studies on this campus. And it has been quite a year! As
part of the program there was a weekly Provost's Seminar on_the Renewal of
Liberal Learning in which colleagues from five institutions drawn from our
previous Visitors Programs were joined by members of our faculty and spent
the semester on campus (in most cases also teaching one core course) and
participated in all our core activities. As another component of that
grant, twelve institutions that had participated in one of our Visitors
Programs are here today as Summer Associates, including an alumnus of this
Spring's Provost's Seminar. I and other members of our faculty continue to
serve as consultants c.. cther campuses, and we continue to receive progress
reports from other institutions. There is no doubt in my mind that
interinstitutional dialogue is a valuable and revitalizing antidote to
frustration, inbreeding, burnout, and of priceless mutual benefit to those
of us in higher education.

I alluded passim to relevant Raskin-Owen comments, but let me take a
few moments to report on what I consider the .iost meaningful accomplishments
of the core program (far beyond the dreams of and not even conteaplated by
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the original core committee) and on some of the shortfalls, which is what
many of the core faculty must be tired of hearing from me. Let me begin
with some testimony from the sampled perceptions of th:z :zvaluation report
(recognizing as the worst case that its validity is conditioned by the data
being limited to the period when our core was a were fledgling and the
courses had not had enough time to try their wings). Nevertheless there are
great concurrences especially on the less positive side between what many of
us had perceived from accumulated student testimony and the evaluation
report. So here are some student assessments from the report:

1. Core courses are well taught. (That is a compliment comin, “rcm
students and a testimony to the new attention to pedagogy on this campus
that the core generated.) It had never happened in my previous three
decades at the college.

2. The individual core courses are coherent -- the alleged exceptionms,
it should be noted, are not surprisingly those courses that were designed to
be interdisciplirary, that is the modular and the team-taught ones.

3. On page 4l a large majority find the core courses "unexpectédly
interesting, enjoyable, and valuable." (only 207 disagreed.)

4. To the wuestion "students should not be required to take a set of
core courses, they should study only what interests them" -- 517 disagreed
with that statement whereas one would have expected that setting * 2
statement in the negative might prejudice the answer. What I would h. e
expected would be that a majority even in the abstract would support the
concept of free choice.

5. As for the size of the core, when asked whether they would like to
have some options in the core, we should not be surprised that the majority
of the sample said yes. But they would not reduce the number of courses
from ten. When asked what they would add, once again it is not surprising
that the fields with the largest number of majors at the College were those
suggested (Economics and Psychology), both of which areas were originally
proposed by the core's creators and in the evaluation were the only two
cited by the faculty. Lest you think that I am only pulling the positive
from the report, it is the shortfalls that the faculty have long been
concerned with that were also cited by the Raskin-Owen report that are the
very issues the Planning Committee chose to bring out in the open and base
our work on for the next three days.

Also, with regard to a suggestion that surfaces in the report, let me
cite an example of a procedural action proposed by more than one Core
Committee with regard to issues and problems which had been inherited but
not resolved over a number of years that was recently approved by the
Faculty Council. I am referring to a retroactive pass-fail option of two
courses. The evaluation's recommendation with regard to exemption exams in
core courses has long been an operative p»rinciple and needs no policy
action.

It should be noted that on page 171 of the evaluation report there is

explicit acknowledgement that most of the key issues of the report are not
new and have been under discussion. Cases in point are the sections on the
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th- original core committee) and on some of the shortfalls, which is what
many of the core faculty must be tired of hearing from me. Let me begin
with some testimony from the sampled perceptions of the evaluation report
(recognizing as the worst case that its validity is conditioned by the data
being limited to the period when our core was a mere fledgling and the
courses had not had enough time to try their wings). Nevertheless there are
great concurrences especially on the less positive side between what many of
us had perceived from accumulated student testimony and the evaluation
report. So here are some student assessments from the report:

1. Core courses are well taught. (That is a compliment roming from
students and a testimony to the new attention to pedagogy on this campus
that the core generated.) It had never happened in my previous three
decades at the college.

2. The individual core courses are coherent -- the alleged exceptions,
it should be noted, are not surprisingly those courses that were designed to
be interdisciplinary, that is the modular and the team-taught ones.

3. On page 41 a large majority find the core courses "unexpectedly
interesting, enjoyable, and valuable." (only 207 disagreed.)

4. To the question "students should not be required to take a set of
core courses, they should study-only what interests them" -- 51%7 disagreed
with that statement whereas one would have expected that setting the
statement in the negative might prejudice the answer. What I would have
expected would be that a majority even in the abstract would support the
concept of free choice.

5. As for the size of the core, when asked whether they would like to
have some options in the core, we should not be surprised that the majority
of the sample said yes. But they wouid not reduce the number of courses
frcm ten. When asked what they would add, once again it is not surprising
that the fields with the largest number of majors at the College were those
suggested (Economics and Psyc.iology), both of which areas were originally
proposed by the core's creators and in the evaluation were the only two
cited by the faculty. Lest you think that I am only pulling the positive
from the report, it is the shortfalls that the faculty have long been
concerned with that were also cited by the Raskin-Owen report that are the
very issues the Planning Committee chose to bring out in the open and base
our work on for the next three days.

Also, with regard to a suggestion that surfaces in the report, let me
cite an example of a procedural action proposed by more than one Core
Committee with regard to issues and problems which had been inherited but
not resolved over a number of years that was recently approved by the
Faculty Council. I am referring to a retroactive pass-fail option of two
courses. The evaluation's recommendation with regard to exemption exams in
core courses has long been an operative principle and needs no policy
action.

Tt should be noted that on page 171 of the evaluation report there is

explicit acknowledgement that most of the key issues of the report are not
new and have been under discussion. Cases in point are the sections on the
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Core 7 and 8 Science Courses, Core Studies 9 (Other Cultures), and 5
(Computer/Math course). All three have not only been the object and focus
of critical review by faculty across the core at previous Summer Seminars,
but have had special and continuing workshops devoted tc them during the
four academic years beyond the compass of the evaluators' ‘ata.

In the absence of the incumbent Chairperson's customary report in this
morning's program (George Shapiro did report at yesterday's special session
for our Summer Associates), let me state that the present Core Committee's
year-long focus on the science courses is part of a continuum. In fact, a
couple of years ago a special workshop during the academic year to consider
elimination or support of the lab component by non-science core faculty led
the Planning Committee to dedicate one full day of tne next Summer Seminar
to consideration of the structure and pedagogy of the science courses, which
incidentally also preoccupied the Raskin-Owen evaluation and will be on
tomorrow's agenda. It should be noted that "science literacy” is a national
concern, as I know from my current membership on the American Association
for the Advancement of science's panel preparing a manifesto on the role of
science in general education.

It should also be noted that Raskin-Owen in their concluding remarks
state explicitly "and the question of whether the trends we have discovered
apply to cohorts who entered the College after 1984 can only be answered by
continuing follow-up studies." As evidence that the core committees,
coordinators, faculty, and the planning committee have not been Rip Van
Winkle's for the past four years, the agenda for this seminar, in order to
fulfill the objectives of the Mellon grant under which it is funded, are
concentrated on problem courses in search of solutions, namely, Core Studies
7 and 8, 9, and 5. Fortuitously, this puts us in synch with the evaluation
which, even though it's based on the 1982-84 data, cautions thac
modifications should be incremental and suggests beginning with the science
courses.

Since Core Studies 5, after long and periodic preoccupation by the
faculty in previous Summer Seminars and a full year of grant-funded faculty
workshops, had this past year been authorized by the Core Committee to
conduct four new experimental approaches. The Planning Committee thought it
would ‘be premature in the absence of more cumulative evidence for
comparative assessment to seek a recommendation from this year's seminar.
In similar vein, the long-held consensus that Core Studies 2.1, always under
criticism from the day of its birth, would benefit from a more
non-traditional approach and creative resturcturing into more than a
truncated introductory Art History course, does not fare too well in the
Raskin-Owen report. However, because this year the Core Committee had
already initiated discussion with the new leadership of the Art department
which has concurrently placed the 2.1 course on the anvil for its own
attention and serious planning for creating a course from scratch is
underway, it was judged by the Planning Committee as a not yet ripe item for
this seminar. However, the issues (largely administrative and ideological)
surrounding Core Studies 9 -~ the most ambitious and exciting venture (as we
thought) of the core's original creators (and we still as an article of
faith believe in the validity of its goals as we believed then in the
essentiality of including a non-western or other - cultures component in a
liberal arts education long before the Stanford Debate) -- those same
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administrative and ideological issues are alleged to be as intractable as I
suggested they might be in 1982 when I opened the first NEH Seminar
exclusively devoted to launching that course. Although changes in pedagogy
and procedures have insinuated themselves or been incroduced into the
course, and, while there is a track record of successful faculty teams and
integrated sections and student appreciation, the Core 9 teaching faculty
have long been impatient about the institution's inability to come to grips
with the administrative issues and polarities of outlook in a way that will
lead to consensus and answer the questions (also raised by the evaluation)
of making a course, team-taught by three area specialists, a coherent
general education experience for students,

In conclusion, let me return to the theme of the Brooklyn College Core
Curriculum Crossroads and share with you what I believe we need to come to
terms with in 1988-89, which is part of the assignment I must assume
according to the title in the program (and I have been urged to be boid
enough to speculate on where we might be in five years). Before making a
summative assessment, I would like to share some of my thoughts and some
questions with you before I retire from this College. Our core, which has
just completed its 7th year, is still alive and kicking and remains
self-critical even hard on itself, while it is still attracting unsolicited
national and international attention. Being as close to its problems as I
have been, I worry about its living up to that image which was not and could
not have been generated by our Public Relations office. Even Harvard's
famed Summer Institute for Administrators solicited the use of the Brooklyn
College core as its case study of institutional change, and the latest book
on Higher Education and the Public Trust states that other institutions can
learn from B.C.'s core. But why is the core still coming into being and
sustaining our own faculty's interest? For even though we expanded the size
of the seminar, we once again had to turn down applications.

I suggest two possible answers:

1) The Faculty Council Committee that designed the core program
created an embryo with sufficient structure to withstand disintegration but
with the individual courses only tentatively developed in content and
metiiodology in order to allow flexibility for refinement and revision in the
light ‘of experience and the core's established goals. Like primitive
protoplasm, the core we approved on paper was equipped with enough form to
survive as an entity and enough flexibility to insure growth and perpetual
life. Incidentally, we knew that the intellectual independence and
pluralism of our faculty would provide the diversity of viewpoints and
pedagogical nuances necessary to keep a common-experience core dynamic and
its instructors alive. The committee's intention, or intuition, perhaps not
as deliberate as it now seems, has obviously proved an asset.

2) Secondly, there must be some intrinsic reason why a program, which
was aimed at improving the libera! arts foundation of our diverse student
population and designed for our own institution's particular mission, has
been viewed from its inception as an exemplary model. My answer to this big
question rests on two characteristic features of the core model Faculty
Council selected, viz., commonality and coherence, which remain our most
difficult goals to achieve and maintain, and yet are the envy of those who
admire our faculty's courage in hammering out a consensus even at the
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sacrifice of some departmental and personal autonomy. It is in fact just
because commonality and coherence are 3o difficult to achieve that they
require (and indeed inspire) continuing dialogue and unending efforts to
address the mandate of common experience among teachers of each of the core
courses as well as require serious discourse and communication across the
disciplines to find integrative links in order to produce a coherent
program.

I have for years wrestled with the relative gains and losses of the
commonality issue and believe that the gains have been worth the losses in
some autonomy for the individuals who teach sections of a common course.
For students all the material is new, as the evaluation report corroborates,
except, according to student opinion, that American History is repeated in
Core 4. The original objective of the core's creators was to make sure that
there might be some nucleus, however small, of common content,
methodologies, and vocabulary (an intellectual lingua franca, as I have
called it), which teachers might count on and build on in the second tier of
the core and in the majors and electives, so that intellectual dialogue, the
heart of true education, might be possible. Thus every course would not
have to be a beginning or elementary course based on the assumption of
absolute ignorance. It can be argued that the first tier of common courses
can provide the shared foundation, as in the later Lehman College model (on
which I was consulted). Most of our first-tier courses and their faculty
have been willing and successful on the basis of experience in scaling down
ambitious syllabi and have introduced pedagogical strategies to provide
in-depth learning experiences and more writing assignments in order to hone
the less developed basic and analytical skills our freshman bring with them.
These changes make obsolete some of the criticisms in the evaluation,
although our inability to reduce class size in the first-tier courses in
still an impediment to what could be achieved. I would strongly recommend
that:

1) some commonality in every first tier course should be preserved in
the dinterest of preserving the foundation on which the most worthy
philosophical cornerstone of our common model is built; and

2) that class size be reduced to allow better implementation of the
writing mandate.

Incidentally, it should be obvious that taking the ten courses in any
0old order, as so casually entertained in the evaluation report, would
destroy the raison d'etre of the core and defeat its purposes. But we never
intended that the second tier have the same function as the first tier, and
I believe that any introduction of greater flexibility or rethinking should
be directed primarily to the second tier of courses. This too is confirmed
here and there in the evaluation report and with some student perceptions
supporting it. But whatever refinements are entertained, on this occasion
last year, I am reminded that I suggested the possibility of creating for
the Freshman semester a small-seminar-format experience for every entering
student to allow for more in-depth study and closer attention to
college~level skills. It is in the College's Five-Year Plan, but sober
assessment of the cost has given me pause. The issue of a senior seminar
has long been postponed, but let me suggest for consideration the
possibility or introducing alternative approaches that would be options in
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the second tier (as some of the workshop sessions will consider) or perhaps
a division into a second and third tier that would allow the liberal arts
component to continue through the four years, not by default but by design.
These are possibilities I see as options up the road, but any such revision
requires careful weighing of the pros and cons over a period of time. It is
interesting that on page 151 of the evaluation report a similar sentiment is
expressed: a larger percentage of faculty sampled endorsed the existing
common-experience core because it provides a common point of reference, a
stable foundation on which faculty and students can rely in teaching
elective or advanced courses, and some thought that it also combats
vocationalism in students' programs. The smaller percentage who were for
some flexibility envisaged a core with two laycrs or stages--the first a
comuon-experience core followed by families of courses. In any case that
even this minority view supported some common-experience foundation
testifies that there is a consensus, now based on experience with the core,
that confirms its original concept, purpose, and design, with commonality
and coherence as its cornerstones.

While I am at it, let me cite two other findings of the report with
regard to majority faculty assessments:

1. The single effect mentioned most frequently was the stronger sense
of collegiality attributed to the core's giving the College a common
purpose, central mission, direction, and framework around which key academic
activities are organized (both College-wide and within some departments).

2.  Another positive effect cited with respect to the faculty (and I
would consider it even more important for the education of our students) was
the core's stimulation of "A Renewed Interest in the Problems of Teaching"
and "The Modification and Adapting of Teaching Methods and Styles to the
Diversity of Students Taking the Core" that resulted from "a new sensitivity
gained in meeting the needs of types of students they had not taught prior
to the core."

Let me conclude by emphasizing that what still hoids true is the lesson
we learned early in the process of implementing an ambitious core
curriculum: that curriculum development is meaningless without faculty
development, It is that interdependence that we are here to insure during
the next three days. I look forward to another demonstration of Brooklyn
College's sense of community and commitment to improving that common portion
of the curriculum that 211 our students share, that more than half our
faculty teach, and that the rest of the faculty must depend on in terms of
the foundation of knowledge and skills on which their majors and elective
courses can be built. After all, the higher quality of critical skills
students bring with them to their courses in the major, and the broader
liberzl arts context the core pnrovides can only enhance the value of a
student's specialized studies in the outside world. We especially welcome
fresh inspiration from those of you who do not teach core courses and from
our Summer Associates, those visitors who have contributed so much to our
core's refinement and cur faculty's development through the benefit of their
open criticism. On behalf of the core's faculty and peer tutors, we urge
you to become our partners and active participants as we struggle through
the next three days to find solutions to recalcitrant curricular issues that
are not local. There are high stekes and rewards for our students, for our
faculty, and for institutions across the country in the way we handle this
crossroads,
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Nicholas Papayanis
Frederick Gardiner (Math)
Gerald Weiss (CIS)
Neil Schaeffer
Peter Brancazio
Charlene Forest
Bonnie Gustav
Nanette Funk

Workshop Leaders

Margarite Fernandez~Olmos
George Fried

vVincent Fuccillo

Philip Gallagher

Timothy Gura

Nancy Hager

Noemi Halpern
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1988-89

Carolyn J. Burdick

Philip Gallagher

Marie Giuriceo

Emily Michael

George S. Shapiro, chair

1988-89

Frederick Winter
Patricia Mainardi
Carol Oja

Samuel Farber
Nicholas Papayanis
Noemi Halpern (Math)
Gerald Weiss (CIS)
Neil Schaeffer
Peter Brancazio
David Seidemann
Virginia Sanchez-Korrol
Nanette Funk

James Levine
Charlton M. Lewis
Emily Michael
Robert Muccigrosso
Mary Oestereicher
David Seidemann
Donez Xiques
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" 10:00-10: 45

Plenary:

- Morning Session Topic:

% 10:45-11:15

11:15-12:30

~12:30-1:30

- 1:45-2:30

Plenary:

Workshops:
Task:

Product:

Lunch

Plenatx:

Coffee Break

Afternoon Session Topic:

2:30-4:00

Plenary:

VISITORS' INTRODUCTORY DAY

Opening Remarks: Ethyle R. Wolfe, Project Director

CRITICAL ISSUES IN DEVELOPING A CORE

Short presentations by four chajrpersons of the Faculty
Council Committee on the Core Curriculum (1980-89)

Sherman Van Solkema (80-81)
Ethyle R. Wolfe (81-82)
Chariton M. Lewis (83-85)
George S. Shapiro (87-89)

Members meet to discuss what needs to be done (and by
whom) to create, implement, and maintain a Core Curriculum

To identify the most critical factors for success in
developing and implementing a Core Curriculum

A written statement of the "most critical factors."

* k % %

Reports and discussion based on morning workshops

THE NATURE OF A CORE COURSE
Chair, Emily Michael

Members of seminar Planning Committee sketch the "Five
Principles" (see Introduction to the Core Curriculum,
p. 5) and instructional modes (discipline-based, multi-
disciplinary, interdisciplinary, integrated modular, etc.)
adopted for Brooklyn College core courses.

General discussion of alternatives and issues—-rhetoric and
renlity.
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Brooklyn College
Faculty Development Seminar

FIRST DAY (Morning)

June 7, 1988

9:00-10:15 Plenary: "Core Curriculum Crossroads: 1988-89"
Ethyle R. Wolfe, Provost

Orientation to Tasks and Events:
Sherman Van Solkema,
Chair of the Planning Committee

k k k %

Morning Session Topic: THE CORE SEEN THROUGH STUDENTS' EYES
Chair, Wendy Fairey, Dean of the CLAS

10:30-12:00 Plenary: Panel Discussion: Pee: Tutors
and Mary Oestereicher, Associate Dean, CLAS
Sharon Eisner Core Studies 1
Rifka Wein Core Studies 1
Jane Farb Core Studies 3
Simone Wolfe Core Studies 3
Christine Farrell Core Studies 4
Pasqualino Russo Core Studies 4
Jeffrey Kirsh Core Studies 5
Michael McGuire Core Studies 5

General Discussion

12:00~-1:00 Lunch

69

18




FIRST DAY (Afternoon)
June 7, 1988

Afternc.n Session Topic: UNDERSTANDING THE WORLD THROUGH COMPARISON OF CULTURES:
THE INTEGRATION OF CORE ¢
Chair, Charlton M. Lewis

"Very large majorities of students perceived most Core courses as coherent and well
integrated. [There were] two important exceptions to this general finding: Core
Studies 9 and 5" (Raskin and Owen, p. 25).

"A general summary of the nega%ive comments was expressed succinctly by one
student: 'Core 9 was a nice idea which doesn't work.' There are several reasons,
according to the students, why it doesn't work. First, covering three different
countries makes the course so segmented and crammed with material that assimilation

* becomes very difficult.... Second, there frequently is marked unevenness in the

quality of instruction among the three members of the teaching teams.... Third,
team members do not successfully integrate their individual units of the course"
(Raskin and Owen, p. 38).

"Three-fourths of the students in our combined samples feel that their
understanding and respect for people with backgrounds different from their own had
increased since entering college.... Among the Core courses, Core Studies 3 and 9
were singled out by students as being closely connected with this change..."
(Raskin and Owen, p. 50). ’

1:00-2:15 Plenary: Introduction to the problem.

Two SAMPLERS to illustrate a thematic way to
integrate Core 9 modules.

1. "Migration from Village to City: Africa"
Marie Buncombe (English)

2. "Introducing India: Bengal--Rural and Urban,
East and West." Leonard Gordon (History).

2:15-2:45 Plenary: Questions and discussion of the problem.
' Charlton M. Lewis, Marie Buncombe, Leonard Gordon,
Antonio Nadal.

2:45-3:45 Workshops: Members meet to discuss the focusing and integration
of Core 9.

Task: To examine what should be common to all modules
of a Core 9 section to help students understand
Asian, African, and Latin American cultures.

Product: Several written suggestions on how best to give
students a coherent experience in Core 9.

3:45=4:45 Plenary: Workshop reports and evaluation by members of the
Core 9 faculty.

4:45 Wine and Cheese

[
{
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SECOND DAY (Morning)
June 8, 1988

Topic: WAYS OF UNDERSTANDING THE WORLD THROUGH SCIENCE
Chair, David Seidemann

"The serious pedagogical and administrative problems raised by the seven-week module
courses are acknowledged by practically all members of the teaching faculty as well as
being reflected in students' comments....Perhaps science courses in the Core Curriculum
might more effectively serve their goals by focussing on contemporary issues in which
scientific kncwledge and ways of thought are entailed" (Raskin and Owen, p. 176).

CURRENT AND ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES

9:00-9:30 Plenary: Non-scientists' views of Core 7 and 8:

Professors Bruce MacIntyre (Music)
Manuel Martinez-Pors (Education)
Nicholas Papayanis ( History)
Elisabeth Weis (Film)

9:30~10:00 Students' views of Core 7 and 8:

Jeffrey Domfort
Christine Farrell
Michael Mcquire
Heena Sultan

10:00~11:00 Plenary: Presentation: "The Columbia U" model: "The Theory

and Practice of Science", Roger Blumberg, Columbia
College

11:G0-11:15 Coffee Break

11:15-12:15 Plenary: Precentation: "The 'Thematic' Model,"
Brian Schwartz, Physics

12:30-1:30 Lunch
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SECOND DAY (Afternoon)
June 8, 1988

E

WAYS OF UNDERSTANRING THE WORLD THROUGH SCIENCE (cont.)

'1:30-3:00 Workshops: Members meet to consider alternative approaches
. to teaching science in a general education curriculum.

Task: 1. To evaluate the relative effectiveness of different
teaching models as described today and as seen in the
Core 7 and 8 sessions that members attended during the
semester.

2. To consider incorporating different teaching models
into the current science program.

3. Tc consider any changes that would help to foster an
understanding of science. Among the possible changes
are:

~elimination of laboratories

-changes in Tier restrictions

-structural changes that promote better
integration among the different science modules,

Product: A group statement (choose one or more of the
tollowing):

1. Tdentifying the strengths and weaknesses of
alternative teaching models.

2. Naming and evaluating cne or more ways to
incorporate different teaching models into the
program-~-e.g., offering students a choice among 2
or  alternative models in each course.

3. Suggesting and justifying changes in the
structure of the science courses.

3:10-4:30 Plenary: Workshop reports and general discussion

Wine and Cheese




THIRD DAY (morning)
June 9, 1988

Morning Session Topic: WRITING AS ONE WAY TO UNDERSTANDING g
Chair, Naomi Bushman

"Core Studies 1,3, and 6 were the ones which they considered most effective in
improving writing ability. Substantial majorities of students reported that the
writing assignments in Core Studies 2.1, 2.2, 5, and all four second-tier Core
science courses had .ot improved their ability to write" (Raskin and Owen, p. 162).

9:00-10:15 Plenary: Writing Across the Core

Two SAMPLERS
Core 10, "Writing and Thinking Skills"
Emily Michael, Philosophy

Core 5, "Other Ways to Understanding"
Gerson Levin, Mathematics

10:15-11:30 Workshop: Members meet to discuss a particular Core course, the
role of writing in that course, and the other means for
achieving the goals of the course. (Groups will be
assigned Core Studies 2.1, 2.2, 5, 7 & 8, or 9.)

Task: To define and identify specifically the skills you think
are appropriate for this course: What new things should
a student be able to do as a result of this course? To
examine how and whether students' writing is necessary
to the goals of the course. To look at other experiences
and assignments that also serve the goals.

Product: For the course under discussion:
A statement ident..ying the skills and the role of
writing (is it 2 means? an end?). What other ways can
the goals be achieved? 1Includ= three c¢lassroom
techniques and tvpes of assignments.

11:45 Lunch: Workshop Reports




THIRD DAY (afternoon)
June 9, 1988

Afternoon Session Topic: A LIBERAL ARTS CORE AS STARTING POINT QR TERMINUS
Chair, Sherman Van So‘kema

"The faculty ha’e not chosen the common experience core because they think all students
_are (or should be) alike. Our position is exactly the opposite: the core is a starting
point. Thr choice of this type of core is based on our deep belief in the power of common

intellectual experience as a starting point for a distinctive college edu~ation"
: (Introduction to the Core Curriculum, p.5).

"Only a small minority of students had taken or intended to take a more advanced course in

the same field as a Core course, except for Core Studies 3 and 5" (Raskin and Owen, p.
.161) .

-1:00-2:00 Plenary: SAMPLER: Core 1, "Antigone"
Ethyle R. Wolfe, Classics

General discussion of whether not taking a post-Core
elective should be taken as an indication that the Core
is not serving as "a starting point and the relevance of
this issue to the validity of our "belief in the power of
common intellectual experience as a starting point for a
distinctive college education."

2:00-3:00 Workshops: Members meet to discuss whether and how the Core can or
should serve as a starting point for a liberal arts
program. Some suggested barriers are:

-high credit major programs (primarily professional)

-free electives are not viewed as opening-up
opportunities

—-free electives are used to take introductory courses
in many fields with no in-depth work done in any area
other than the major

—-core is stretched out over three or four years

Among the possible solutions to these barriers are:
—capping of major credits
-some required structure for free electives

-requiring a senior seminar

Task: To determine if there are significant barriers that limit
the core as a starting point for life-long Jearning.

Product: Three changes that would enhance the Core's ability to

meet its goal of serving as a starting point for a

distinctive liberal arts education and life-long learning.

3:00-3:30 Plenary: Reports of workshop recorders and general discussion

'3:30-4:30 Open Forum: Chair, Ethyle R. Wolfe, with current and

i incoming members of the Faculty Council Committee on the
Core Curriculum.

4230 Final Reception
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Morning Session Topic:

9:00-10:15 Plenary:

10:30-11:30 Workshops:

Task:

Product:

11:30~12:00 Plenary:

12:00-1:00 .Lunch

1:15-2:30

', j

-

VISITORS' CLCSING DAY

HOW DO YOU KNOW IF YOU'RE BEING SUCCESSFUL?

"Core Curriculum Assessment;"
Tape of presentation by Robert L. Hess, President of
Brooklyn College, to the annual meeting of the American
Association of Colleges, January, 1988

Members meet to discuss assessment models

To consider what can and should be measured, and by what
means.

A written statement con means of measuring success in the
year-to-year functioning of a core curriculum.

Reports and Discussion

Closing Forum




Brooklyn College Faculty Participants in the 1988 Seminar

AFRICANA STUDIES:

BIOLOGY:

- ART:
CHEMISTRY:

COMPUTER & INFORMATION SCIENCE:

ECONOMLCS:
EDUCATION:

EDUCATIONAL SERVICES:

CLASSICS:
ENGLISH:

———

HISTORY:

HEALTH SCIENCE:

- MATHEMATICS:

MODERN LANGUAGES & LITERATURES:

MUSIC:

- PHILOSOPHY:

| PHYSICAL EDUCATION:

sPHYSICS:

|
iif

Cuthbert J. Thomas
Lionel Bier

George H. Fried
Raymond Gavin

Marion Himes

Vojtech Fried
Gary Mennitt

Ethyle R. Wolfe

David Arnow
Michael P. Barnett

Robert Cherry
Manuel Martinez~Pons

Vinnie-Marie D'Ambrosio
Mary Oestereicher

Louis Asekoff
Martin Elsky
Wendy Fairey
El_sabeth Weis

Nehru E. Cherukupalli
David Leveson

Leslie Jacobson
Philip Gallagher
Christoph M. Kimmich

Ruth Kleinman

Raymond Gittings
Charles Godino

Margarite Fernandez-Olmos

Nancy Hager
Bruce C. Macintyre

Edward Kent
Phyllis Bigel

Albert Bond
Norma Eisen

Norman L. Levin
Stanley Salthe

George Moriber
Evan Williams

Peter Zaneteas

Naomi Bushman

Hyman Sardy
Jercme Megna

David Walters

Tucker Farliey
Jules Gelernt
Donez Xiques

David Seidemann

Charlton M, Lewis
Robert Muccigrosso
Nicholas Papayanis

Noemi Halpern

Tom Mermall

Sherman Van Solkema

Emily Michael

Victor Franco




POLITICAL SCIENCE: Vincent Fuccillo James Levine
Michael Kahan

PUERTO RICAN STUDIES: Antonio Nadal

SOCIJLOGY: William Beer Marvin Koenigsberg
Mark Fishman

SPEECH: Timothy Gura

STUDENT AFFAIRS AND SERVICES: Patricia Trant

Summer Associates

Rev. Thomas E. Chambers, C.S.C. Dr. A. Patricia J. Hennessey
Our Lady of Holy Cross College Merrimack College

Professor Anthony Colaianne Profegsor Howard Horowitz
Virginia Tech Ramapo College

Professor Donald A. Cress Professor Manuel Schonhorn
Northern Illinois University Southern Illinois University

Professor Patricia Silber Prcofessor Bettie M. Smolansky
Marymount College Moravian College

Professor Richard Fox Professor Bruce R. Stam
Suffolk Community College Chemeketa Community College

Professor Robert J. Frankle Professor Jo Taylor
Memphis State University Wayne State College

From the Peer Tutoring Program

Jeffrey Domfort Michael McGuire
Sharon Eisner Pasqualino Russo
Jane Farb Heena Sultan
Christine Farrell Rifka Wein
Jeffrey Kirsch Simone Wolfe




CRITICAL ISSUES IN DEVELOPING A CORE

Sherman Van Solkema, Chair
Committez on the Core Curriculum, 1980-81

For anyone who is involved with, or who would like to be involved with,
creating a core curriculum, my first advice would be to consider carefully the
positioning of the initial committee--and the charge given to it. At Brooklyn
College, the five-person Ad Hoc committee of 1980 was put in place--it was
elected-~directly by the Faculty Council of the college. The 100-member
Faculty Council is itself the all-college body finally responsible for
decisions on curriculum. Ethyle Wolfe and George Shapiro were members with me
of the Ad Hoc committee, and because they chaired later committees, you will
hear from them shortly. Our historian Hans Trefousse will not be here this
summer, but our scientist member, Vojtech Fried, you will surely meet at the
conference beginning tomorrow. (The successive elected Committees we represent
were at first Ac Hoc and then--on recommendation of the first committee--they
became standing committees of The Faculty Council). '

Our Ad Hoc committee was set up essentially as a drafting committee. I
see this as very different from, say, an l8-person task force. On many
campuses that I have seen, there is this 2-stage way of working—-first the
general exploration and then specific drafting. This may be a trouble spot
that we could return to if you wish: How to move from broad task force
recommendations to drafting a plan that will succeed.

As many of you know, we also had a prior committee--one that failed after
a blue-ribbon, three-year efiort), which was our version of the task force.
What they produced ended up as so ordinary--so much the product perhaps of the
large committee dyr.mic--that it could not pass. But failure galvanized the
Council to commission a new Ad Hoc group, whose specific charge was to produce
at least two complete alternative versions. We had at least learned that a
proposal had to be complete before it could be assessed. We worked fast.
Beginning in May, we developed not two but three different Core proposals, the
best of which (the one you know) they adopted in November. (That's six months
later). The overall proposal was adopted at that time. We presented our ten
new courses with tentative syllabi for information in November, for adoption
"4n principle only." After November, they were further refined, and they were
approved in their specific versions in February (3 months later). We began
teaching the first tier courses in September of the same year (that 1is, 15
months from the time we were elected).

The first critical issue--and the most dimportant in my view--is
establishing a "vision of what could be"; the rest has to do with propagating
the vision. We needed a core proposal that was exciting and would capture the
imagination of a large faculty for whom it would mean a lot of work and
considerable change. It had to be in tune with the philosophies we had come to
know in the previous year's debate. But, even more, for a disillusioned and
demoralized faculty, it had to promise an educational result. Hence our tier
system; and hence our fixed set of ten courses. ‘
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I see five stages of work for the first committee:
Stage l: Creating a vision of what might be within the committee.

Stage 2: Discussing the roughed-out proposals beyond the committee: with
associates, students, concerned administrators--whoever might help--to try to
maximize the power and interest of the set of courses and to anticipate and
minimize the hangups that would certainly be met.

Stage 3: A more formal step: Presenting sketched-out proposals to the
"potential teaching faculty" (whether drawn from a single department or a
combination of departments) trying to make the point that we wished the
"potential teaching faculty" to take our sketch and create the actual course.

We considered it essential for the faculty to understand that the courses were
to be created by them: That we were trying to create an integrating framework
that would work at Brooklyn College, but that it would be their responsibility
(within this framework) to make the most potent courses they could conceive for
the purpose. Obviously we needed and respected their expertise. But then we
went back and forth on what they proposed. Sometimes, many times. The
tentative syllabi we ended up with--after this back and forth motion--went in
November for information in an appendix to Council.

Before the crucial "adoption in principle" vote in November, the main work of
the committee reverted again to the "vision of what could be." By this time we
had a fairly detailed idea. Members of the committee and many others worked to
communicate this vision.

Stage 4: The administration played a crucial role throughout the process
by critiquing and supporting the developing proposals and even more by assuring
that departments would be protected from immediate shifts of personnel. Fear
is deadly and has to be faced.

Stage 5: After the structure had been adopted in November, the entire
campus (or at least, in our case, more than half of the full faculty) was
brought together in searching all-campus discussions of the individual courses.
We had 9' (2-hour) sessions in an 8-day period, some of the most exciting days
many of us have had in decades of teaching. As a launching program and means
of refinement and 'strengthening--and as a first bringing together of the
faculty (of which these development seminars seem to me a continuation) they
were a huge success.

My hope is that as we work now toward a 2nd edizion of the Core, under George's
leadership, that we will follow something of this same procedure. I speak of a
"ond edition" of the core because I hope it will again be based on a unified
vision of what might be, on campus-wide discussion, with students, faculty, and
administrators woven into the critique process at every stage.

In the initial committee we looned ahead to some of the needed machinery--the
standing committee and the net work of coordinators--but I will stop here. As
you listen now to Ethyle Wolfe, you will hear a good deai more about
implementation.
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CRITICAL ISSUES IN DEVELOPING A CORE

Ethyle R, Wolfe, Chair
Commiztee on the Core Curriculum, 1981-82

The most dangerous period in the 1life of a new curriculum is its
launching, especially when consensus of the faculty on its form and content
has been miraculously achieved and enthusiastic college-wide approval
follows. This is the time when it may appear that the battle is won, but it
is the time when real work begins and the real test comes.

In 1981 when I was the first faculty member elected to chair the first

standing committee on the core, I was faced with the formidable

responsibility of directing the implementation of the new follege-wide core

curriculum. (This is usually the responsibility of a Dean or Director of

General Education on other campuses.) Sections of the first tier of courses

Core Studies 1 through 5 had to be taught to all the eligible entering

freshman, while an ongoing process of refining the syllabi of the five

second-tier courses and getting them ready for implementation the next year

would have to go on simultaneously. All we on the core committee who had to

administer the program had was a core on paper, ten new coordinators for
each course appointed by the President, and members of the faculty facing

the firing line as test pilots on a new adventure under the watchful eyes of

the whole college, which was concerned about the risks of failing the hopes
we had that the new core would provide a better education for our students.

The premature publicity the core received during that first year was more
discorcerting than helpful. An article on the front page of the New York
Times, hailing Brooklyn Colilege, Harvard, and Stanford as national leaders
in core zurriculum reform, brought home to me the realization that favorable
publicity would have nothing to do with making the core work for our
students, which I was level-headed enough to know should always be our ore
and only objective. Two of us who had served in the original ad hoc
committee were elected to the first standing committee, and we took up our
charge, armed only with commitment to and understanding of the program we
had helped to create. All too aware that the cornerstone of the new
curriculum rested on the twin concepts of commonality and coherence I had
helped give birth to (eith.. as midwife or mother -- after all I was the
only female on the original committee), I knew that the challenge fzcing us
at Brooklyn College was how to turn this common-experience core we had
designed into the coherent foundation it was intended to be for students. I
knew that it could not happen unless we, the faculty, were converted into a
coherent cadre of teachers committed to making it work and willing to give
up some of our autonomy to achieve an 1institutional oal. Despite a full
load of commitments to teaching and to my role as Executive Officer of a
newly hypersctive Humanities Institute demanding my attention, I, as Chair,
nevertheless decided that, given the college's depressed budget, I had to
find time to write a grant proposal so that we could secure funds to bring
core faculty together during the next summer to learn about each other's
courses and to seek ways to interrelate them and forge a coherent program
that would work for the students. So the concept of a core faculty
development project became my one and only hope.

After I received a grant, for core faculty development, we spent the
whole Spring term on planning the first Summer Seminar. There had been no
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time to do this for the first-tier pioneers but I was sure that their
experience, under the aegis of the Core Committee, of collaborating across
the first-tier courses during that first academic year in efforts to connect
the courses through horizontal cross-referencing and to interrelate content,
themes, and analytical skills would be useful to the prospective second-tier
faculty. Also, during that same year, the committee collected and
distributed syllabi to be shared and discussed among the faculty in the
different courses. As a first step toward fulfilling the writing-across-
the-core requiremernt, the Director of the College's Jriting Center was
enlisted from the start to work with core faculty on writing assignments.
Visits to the Center by groups of faculty were arranged by the Core
Committee, and invitations for her to speak at department meetings became
legion.

The faculty of the pre-core remedial and developmental programs were
invited to Core Committee meetings. ESL faculty members asked us to arrange
for their visits to core classes and on their own initiative sought but did
not succeed in gaining external funding to redesign their programs based on
the core. The developmental courses were revised to include content from
f{irst-tier core courses, and the remedial faculty asked the Committee to
consider the creation of a glossary of terminology and sample writing
assignments from core courses so that they could target the student's work
to prepare them for the first- ier courses. We even arranged paired
sections of core courses for the Scholars Program (the College's Honors
Program). )

Core coordinators \ere urged to meet with the faculty of other core
courses and met frequently as a group and with the Committee. A network of
coordinators was almost spuntaneously generated by their desire to learn
from each other. The members of the first Core Committee, having no
precedents to follow and only a rather broad charge, acted as cheer leaders
and monitors and as catalysts and agents of good will. They established
guidelines for governance and budgetary issues that had not been anticipated
in terms of liaison with the Office of the Vice President and other
administrators. Widespread faculty dialogue, generated by the previous
Spring's college-wide seminar had to be sustained and was :ontinued at fever
pitch. But the strategy that made all the difference in getting us off to a
good start was the first Summer Core Faculty Development Seminar. That is
where 'our core process was born, which continues to keep our core a work in
progress. ‘

So What Did I Learn In That First Year Of Our Core's Life?

1. The prccess of implementing an institutional academic program that
is not the property of academic departments requires first and foremost,
pro-active faculty leadership (i.e., keeping the heat on, their colleagues),
as well as courage, sacrifice, patience, and collegiality.

2. Bridges must be built to include students and administrators so
that a community of discourse around the core will give a sense of common

mission.

3. We learned there is, no deadwood in the faculty - that it can be
ignited and make the best kindling. And the best way to revitalize teachers




is to engage in the challenging and unending task of delivering a program
made up of brand new courses whose goals of coherence and commonality
require constanc discussion across the disciplines w0 arrive at a consensus.

4, To paraphrase Socrates, th. unexamined life is not worth living and
that faculty are the best vehicle for examining and reexaming what is to be
taught. Out of them will come new strategies a:;d creative ideas if their
topics and tasks involve faculty in .ubstantive discussion and debate about
intellectual content and sharing pedagogical alternatives. The unexamined
nurriculum is not worth teaching.

5. As Aristole said, the beginnia; is half of the whole and I believe
that beginning with faculty development is a sine qua non for develo;ment of
a successful curriculum.

b
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CRITICAL ISSUES IN DEVELOPING A CORE

Charlton M. Lewils, Chair
Committee on the Core Curriculum, 1983-85

A general educat® n curriculum does not run itself.
Faculty must renc it: a form of development.
Crucial consolidation period.

First year issues.

1.

Following up on Faculty Development.
Core samplers (we got them launched): a core dinner; writing
workshops.

Structure: (1) tlers vs. sequencing.
1~6~10; 4-3-9; 5-7-8. Retreat to more discipline-based curriculum.

(2) Job description for Coordinators. May '84,
Confirmation of no need for Core Czar.

Budget ~- issue of faculty involvement in administration.

Counseling. Met with President, Provost. Later drew up long memo
on how to integrate counseling with core.

Evaluation. An issue from start., Early preoccupation with getting
good teaching in core. Seeking informal means to elicit student
views. Got patterns of enrollment and attritivn from Dean. Placed
letters in school papers seeking student opinion. Few responses.

Science courses~-good example of need for evaluation. Experiment
of running modules simultaneously. Not back to back. Facuity urged
it; our own poll showed siudents unhappy. In the end we abtolished
it.

Second year issues.

I,

2
Lo

3.

Faculty Development.

Samplers ‘not well attended (later integrated into Visitors Program.
Core Conversations—- successes with Dante, Marx, Bach.

Structure okay-~has remained intact.

Course problems
* Core 3 -- squabble over political content of readings.

* Core 6 -~ conflict between English and Comp. Lit. over
content. Bitter: finally favored English

P.ired sections. (Provost's 1initiative) Early attempts to
evaluate their success.

* Guidelines for experimental sectioms, 4/85.
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4,

Bureaucratic procedures frustrating mary students. Bitter
complaints in AAC. Students turned off.

Met with Faculty Council Committee or Course and Standing.
Counseling issue raised again.

Articulation with other institutions - the issue of transfer
students.

Evaluation. A major issue among many faculty who still were
dubious about core.

Culminated in spring: persuaded administration tc set aside funds
for prefessional evaluation.

Could compare lst cohort of Core grads with control group of their
immediate non-core predecessors.

Learned enormous complexity of accumulating and evaluating data.

o0
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CRITICAL ISSUES IN DEVELOPING A CORE

George Shapiro, Chair
Committee on the Core Curriculum, 1987-89

In some ways, the most important occurrence with respect to the Core
Curriculum during 1987-88 was the appearance of the "Evaluation of the
Core Cuiriculum” prepared by Professors Evelyn Raskin and David Owen.
This report has been commissioned some years earlier jointly by President
Hess and the Steering Committee of Faculty Council. Many proposals for
change in the Core had been deferred pending receipt of the report.

Topics with which the committee dealt during the year can, for the
most part, be divided into technical proposals to deal with certain
specific difficulties or with lack of clarity in existing regulationms,
and topics of a more fundamental, policy related nature. Let me briefly
indicate the nature of some of the latter and the recommendations, 1if
any, which the committee made concerning these:

Core Studies 9 - Studies in African, Asian and Latin American Cultures.
This team taught course remains troubled. Despite very hard work by many
faculty of good will this course suffers from both conceptual and
administrative prcblems. Among other problems, teaching teams are often
not selected early enough to allow for sufficient planning and
integration. We met early in the year with Prof. Lewis (Chair of
History) and Prof. Gustav (of Anthropology, Cours.. Coordinator) who had
run last summer's session on Core 9 and discussed some of the issues
raised there. We, in turn, discussed some of the administrative problems
in a weeting we had with the Provost.

In the Raskin Report, students are reported as finding the course
both tco fragmented and (perhaps consequently) too demanding. Late in
the year, we met with the recently appointed Core 9 Advisory Committee
and discussed possible alternative modes of structuring the course. We
rhink that the development of some more uniform structure for the course
must be dn important agenda item for next year.

Students making the transition to mainstream courses. Many students at
Brooklyn College cre able to take Core Curriculum courses only after
completion of certain required remedial or developmental courses. The
Department of Educational Services (DES), the College's SEEK Department,
has the responsibility for counselling (and teaching) many of these
students. In December we held a joint meeting of counselors fr.m DES and
coordinators of first-tier courses, which, I feel, succeeded in doing
some "consciousness raising” on both sides.
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One of the suggestions made at the meeting was that compensatory
sections of certain first-tier Core courses might be offered, These
would be designed for students on the verge of entering the mainstream
curriculum and, while covering the same material as standard sections,
would meet for more weekly hours allowing for a slower pace and for more
discussion in class of learning skills. The Committee was, however, not
supportive of the idea of such sections except, possibly, in certain
clearly defined situations.

Science Core Courses. There had been various criticisms of the Science
Core courses, their seven week format, and the perceived lack of
integration betwe:n the lectures and the laboratory sessions. Many
proposals had been made for reconceptualizing the entire science
component of the Core, with a view toward better integration (e.g.,
teaching from a historical perspective). The Committee met with all the
science Core Coordinators and found that they were not so unhappy with
their (particular) courses but would have liked the freedom to experiment
a bit within the €framework of the current course descriptions. The
Science coordinators and chairpersons all felt that the seven week,
paired format was too constricting and the committee; therefore, approved
their proposal to be allowed to offer the courses on a fourteen week
basis, uncourled from one another, starting in 1988-89. (The Raskin
report later confirmed the feeling that many students were unhappy with
the seven week format.)

We have requested reports on any innovations that take place. We
have also requested that the science chairs convene a working group to
consider possible future directions for the science in the Core.

Core Studies 5. This course is sponsored jointly by the Departm_nts of
Mathematics and of Computer and Information Science. In 1987-88, four
experimental versions (approved the previous year after long discussions)
of the course were run along with the '"standard" wversion. These
experiments are still being evaluated, but seemed mostly to have been
positively received by students and faculty. The committee authorized
continuation of the experiments for another semester but requested that
in the early part of Fall, 1988 some formal proposal for the future
direction of the course be drafted by its faculty.

Retroactive pass. After studying the Raskin Report and noting that many
students were unhappy with the very prescriptive nature of our Core
Curriculum, the Committee revived, in somewhat altered form, a proposal
for "retroactive grades of P (pass)'" which had been deferred in previous
years. Specifically, Facultv Council recently apr~-ved our proposal that
a student be allowed to have his/her passing gr de in up to two Core
courses changed from a letter grade to a P provided that he/she elects
this option no later than the semester after that in which he/she
completes his 96th credit. (The purpose of the proviso was to induce
students to complete their Core requirements earlier in their college
careers.)

There were many more issues discussed and not resolved to any extent.
Some agenda items for next year (listed in no particular order):
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Core Studies 9

~sd

The Foreign Language requirement (A proposal both to strengthen this
requirement and make it more uniform is being studied by both the Core

and Undergraduate Curriculum Committees.)
Core Studies 5

Writing Across the Core (zgain!)

Creating a coherent procedure for exemption of well-prepared students
from certain Core courses
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Ethyle R, Wolfe
David Seidemann

** Thomas E. Chambers
Manuel Schonhorn
Bruce K. Stam
Jo Taylor

Rooms: Breukelen

** Recorder and Reporter

VISITORS' FIRST DAY WCORKSHOPS

Sherman Van Solkema Charlton M. Lewis
Naomi Bushman Emily Michael
#% Richard Fox *% Anthony Colaianne
Robert J. Frankle Donald A. Cress
Howard Horcwitz Patricia J. Hennessey
Bettie M. Smolansky Patricia Silber
Ditmas Knickerbocker




June 6, 1988

Visitors' First-Day Workshop
Thomas Chambers, Recorder

Participants of Group I dealt with where they had been and where
they are now. The "Brooklyn College Core" has assisted the participants
to be where they are "now." One University has a choice of three
"column" distributions; the choice is made by the student. The total
amount is 30 credit hours. The next participant said that three courses
have been established: 1) World Literature, 2) Ethics and Values, and 3)
Science and Technology. These three courses are required (nine hours)
and then there are 43 hours which are part of the distribution. Lastly,
a community college which requires 18 credit hours in a distribution
framework and a new "multidisciplinary" course.

The group focused on three essentials for "core" success. They are:

1. Leadership for implementation. This leadership can come
from faculty, administration, or both.

2. Faculty have to overcome insulation and isolation. Conversation
between disiplines is critical for success.

3. Thc '"Core" when written must be strategically launched.

Each college/university has to clearly know institutional "mission"
and "Philosophy." It is important to have all students have the same
academic experience.
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June 6, 1983

Vigsitors' First-Day Workshop
Richard Fox, Recorder

Three of the four institutions represented had accepted the Core
rodel, drafted a specific curriculum, and were seeking to implement their
programs. Moravian College, a small private liberal arts college, chose
the Davidson follege Humanities model which calls for two paired full
year courses in Western Culture and Communications. There are three
additional courses in the sophomore year in Quantification, Global
Issues, and a science course taught from historical perspectives.
Memphis State's program provides a basic skills Core ~f the two writing
courses and one course each in speech, mathematics, literature and
health. Students then go on to satisfy distribution requirements in
eight categories. Students select one course from four to seven choices
in each category. Ramapo College also follows a mixed Core-distribution
model in its general education program that takes over one-half of a
student's credits required for graduation. Core courses have been
developed in Western Studies, Social Isrues, College English, the
Development of Modern Science, an upper-level interdisciplinary course in
Values, Ethics, and Culture, and a proposed course "The Western Discovery
of the World." Ramapo founded in the 1960's as an interdisciplinary
experiment built around four to five "schools, has a long tradition of a
Core program to build upon. The last coilege represented in the
workshop, Suffolk Community College, is a large, multi-campus,
comprehensive community college that is conveniently strengthening its
distribution model on one campus while another campus is exploring
faculty acceptance of a Core model.

The most important critical issue we identified was the need for
positive faculty involvement. Introducing a Core requires strong imput
from faculty in at least three stages of gradually widening active
faculty participation: in general discussions on the selection of the
Core Curricular model, in the specific drafting o  a very concrete Core
curriculum appropriate to the needs and strengths of the institution and
in the actual implementation of the Core “y the faculty in the classroom.
Suffolk was still seeking a critical mass of faculty prepared to advocate
the core model. The other th-ee colleges had specific programs drafted
and were concerned with implementation. Moravian dealt with
implementation by limiting its Core to approximately one-quarter of its
students body that could be expanded at a 'ater date. Memphis State made
implementation easier by awarding controversial issues, making only about
one-quarter of the required courses new :ourses, and by planning
interdisciplinary alternatives for its distribution requirements. Ramapo
is having difficulties with the Core courses it has developed and is
suffering from lowered faculty morale as a result of an increase in the
teaching load. In the three successful cases, the reform was a
grassroots faculty movement that was well supported by the
administration.




Another critical issue that emergef from our discussions was the
need for greater faculty development. The need was acute at Moravian and

At Ramapo, faculty felt deflated after the eni of five years of state
funded curricular reforms. Although there was no released time given at
Brooklyn, it was agreed that funding was desirable particularly in those
cases where faculty were asked to teach outside of their original
specialities. Summer workshops were considered crucial. At Memphis
State, for example, there was still a serious need to exploi. ways to
integrate the experiences in the distributional categories.

In the initial phase of selecting a curriculum model, Moravian and
Memphis §State nad contrasting experiences. Moravian, 1like Brooklyn
College, found that small committees united by & commor vision worked best;

¢ original committee of eleven contained two opponents of the Core
sdea who frustrated the work of the committee. Memphis State, however,
found that a large committee worked well in the selection phase because
consensus on that committee produced near consensus for reform among the
faculty at large. A group of eight then formed the General Education
Committee whic. proceeded to the drafting phase. The Brooklvn experience
may not be easy to duplicate since the Brooklyn Core Committee began its
work with a Core model already mandated.

The Memphis State experience was also instructive in terms of where
those interested in reiorm could expect to find support. At Memphis the
most senior faculty were likely to get involved in curricular reform and
to view their participating as a means for personal and professional
renewal. Senior faculty, more concerned with tenure and their own
research tended to remain distant from the reform process. Furthermore,
the faculty in the vocational and professional schools tented to be very
supportive of efforts to strengthen liberal learning among their students
and became important allies in winning support for reform. At the same
time, many uf the same faculty were very concerned about the need for
assessrent and objective evaluation of a Core liberal arts program just
as they were obliged in their courses to meet specific professional
standards. This leads to the final phase of the curricular reform
process, assessment, which will be discussed on Friday.
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June 6, 1988

Visitors' First-Day Workshop
Anthony Colaianne, Recorder

We focused on critical issues of a general nature, and, as they emerged,
noted the particular kinds of problems we have at our own institutions
which range from small liberal arts schools (Marymount and Merrimack) to
large state institutions (Virginia Tech and Northern Illinois).

We focused on seven major areas of concern.

1.

7.

Motivating the faculty to teach in the core without additional
incentives like released time (a problem at my institution, Virginia
Tech) -

The problem of pre-professional programs which desire to get their
students on track early, and therefore see the core as distracting
(Marymount) .

Strained faculty/administration relationships and ways to ameliorate
these.

The need to develop and articulate an educational vision the faculty
can share with energy/enthusiasm.

The problems that result from tinkering with institutional econowics
by collapsing departmental barriers (writing programs are expensive,
for example).

Political problems in making distinctions among the primary of
disciplines--given a pluralistic curriculum, how do we dicide wvhat
is core, we must get above the particular/political problems to a
theoretical plan.

Evaluation and assessment--long term effects of the core.

Another way of looking at the problems is this which follows the sequence
of development:

1. Practical problems--motivation
2. Content issues--what is core
3. The design of the core

()
QW)
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FIRST DAY WORKSHOP ASSIGNMENTS

Morning Session:

Plenary Recorder: Ceorge Moriber

Afternoon Session:

David Arnow (CIS-5)

Thomas E. Chambers (Sum Assoc)
Vinnie-Marie D'Ambrosio (Ed Svcs)
Raymond Gittings (Math-5)

Marion Himes (Bio-8.1)

Marvin Koenigsberg (Soc-3)

David Leveson (Geo-8.2)

Michael McGurie (Tutor)

Rooms: University

Naomi Bushman (CIS-_.
Phyllis Bigel (Phys Ed)
Donald A. Cress (Sum Assoc)
Jules Gelernt (Eng-6)
Michael Kahan (Poli Sci-3)
Stanley Salthe (Bio-8.1)
Heena Sultan (Tutor)

David Walters (Ed Svcs)

ROOMS: 408

Margarite Fernandez-Olmos (Lang-9)
Wendy Fairey (Eng-6)

Richard Fox (Sum Assoc)

Leslie Jacobson (Hlth Sci)

Ruth Kleinman (Hist~-4)

Gary Mennitt (Chem=-7.1)

Bruce R. Stam (Sum Assoc)

Cutbert Thomas (Afr Studies-9)
Simone Wolfe (Tutor)

ROOMS: Maroney-Leddy

O
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Albert Bond (Phys-7.2)
Anthony Colaianne (Sum Assoc)
Tucker Farley (Eng-6)

Vincent Fuccillo (Poli Sci-3)
Charles Godino (Math-5)
Norman L. Levin (Bio-8.1)
Jerome Megna (Ed)

Pasqualiino Russo (Tutor)

407

Nehru E. Cherukupalli (Geo-8.2)
William Darden (Sum Assoc)
Vojtech Fried (Chem 7.1)
Philip Gallagher (Hist-4)
James Levine {(Poli Sci-3)
Bettie Smolansky (Sum Assoc)
Rifka Wein (Tutor)

Elisabeth Weis (Film)

Donez Xiques (Eng-6)

Alumni

George Fried (Bio-8.1)
Lionel Bier (Art-2.1)

Jeffrey Domfort (Tutor)
Robert J. Frankle (Sum Assoc)
Nancy Hager (Mus-2.2)
Charlton M. Lawis (Hist-4)
Thomas Mermall (Lang-9)
George Moriber (Chem-7.1)

Oriental
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FIRST DAY WORKSHOP ASSIGNMENTS (cont.)

Timothy Gura (Speech)
Sharon Eisner (Tutor)

Ray Gavin (Bio-8.1)

Patricia J. Hennessey (Sum Assoc)
Bruce C. MacIntyre (Mus-2,2)
Emily Michael (Phil-10)

Robert Muccigrosso (Hist-4

Evan Williams (Chem-7.1)

ROOMS: Occidental

Mary Oestereicher (Ed Sves)
Louis Asekoff (Eng-6)
William Beer (Soc=-3)
Christine Farrell (Tutor)
Victor Franco (Phys=-7.2)
Antonio Nadal (P.R. Studies)
Hyman Sardy (Eco)

Jo Taylor (Sum Assoc)

Ethyle R. Wolfe (Clas-1)

Rooms: Ditmas
Recorder
Recorder and Reporter

Plenary Recorder: Martin Elsky

*%
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Noemi Halpern (Math-5)

Robert Cherry (Eco)

Norma Eisen (Phys=-7.2)

Jane Farb (Tutor)

Howard Horowitz (Sum Assoc)
Edward Kent (Phil-10)
Nicholas Papayanis (Hist-4)
Sherman Van Solkema (Mus-2.2)
Peter Zaneteas (Clas-1)

Knickerbocker

David Sei. unn (Geo-8.2)

Michael P. Barnett (CIS=5)

Martin Elsky (Eng-6)

Mark Fishman (Soc-3)

Jeffrey Kirsch (Tutor)

Manuel Martinez-Pons (Ed.)
Patricia Trant (St. Affairs & Svcs)
Manuel Schonhorn (Sum Assoc.)

Breukelen




SECOND DAY WORKSHOP ASSIGNMENTS

Morning Session:

Plenary Recorder: Thom~s Mermall

Afternoon Session:

William Beer (Soc-3) Wendy Fairey (Eng-6)
Thomas E. Chambers (Sum Assoc) Phyllis Bigel (Phys Ed)
Nehru E. Cherukupalli (Geo-8.2) Anthony Colaianne (Sum Assoc)
Noemi Halpern (Math-5) David Levescn (Geo-8.2)
Jeffrey Kirsch (Tutor) Michael McGuire (Tutor)
Bruce MacIntyre (Mus-2.2) * Jerome Megna (Ed)
Manuel Martinez-Pons (Ed) Sherman Van Solkema (Mus~2.2)
George Moriber (Chem-7.1) Evan Williams (Chem-7.1)

* Patricia Trant (Studt Affs & Svcs)
ROOMS: University 407
Vincent Fuccillo (Poli Sci-3) Philip Gallagher (Hist-4)
Albert Bond (Phys-7.2) Norma Eisen (Phys 7.2)
Robert Cherry (Eco) Robert J. Frankle (Sum Assoc)
Donald A. Cress (Sum Assoc) George H. Fried (Bio-8.1)
Vinnie~Marie D'Ambrosio (Ed Svcs) *% Christoph M. Kimmich (Hist-4)
Mark Fishman (Soc-3) Marvin Koenigsberg (Soc-3)

**% Ruth Kleinman (Hist-4) Mary Oestereicher (Ed Svcs)
Pasqualino Russo {Tutor) Bettie M. Smolansky (Sum Assoc)
David Seidemann (Geo-8.2) Heena Sultan (Tutor)

ROOMS: 408 Alumni

Nancy Hager (Mus 2.2) James Levine (Poli Sci-3)
Victor Franco (Phys 7.2) David Arnow (CIS-5)
Richard Fox (Sum Assoc) Louis Asekoff (Eng .)

Ray Gavin (Bio-8.1) William Darden (Sum Assoc)

* Michael Kahan (Poli Sci-3) Marion Himes (Bio-8.1)
Nicholas Papayanis (Hist=4) Cutbert J. Thomas (Africana Studies-9)
Jo Taylor (Sum Assoc) * Elisabeth Weis (Fiim)

David Walters (Ed Svcs) Simone Wolfe (Tutor)

Rifka Wein (Tutor)

ROOMS: Maroney-Leddy Oriental
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SECOND DAY WORKSHOP ASSIGNMENTS (cont.)

Charlton M Lewis (Hist-4)

Michael Rarnett (CIS-5)

Lionel Bier (Art-2.1l)

Jeffrey Domfort (Tutor)

Martin Elsky (Eng-6)

Tatricia J. Hennessey (Sum Assoc)
Leslie Jacobson (Hlth Sci)

Norman Levin (Bio-8.1)

Antonio Nadel-(P.R. Studies)

ROOMS: Oriental

Robert Muccigrosso (Hist-4)
Jane Farb (Zutor)

Vojtech Fried (Chem-7.1)
Jules Gelarnt (Eng-6)
Raymond Gittings (Math-5)
Thomas Mermall (Lang-9)
Bruce R. Stam (Sum Assoc)
Ethyle R. Wolfe (Clas-1)

ROOMS: Ditmas
Recorder
Recorder and Reporter

Plenary Recorder: Charles Godino

Emily Michael (Phil-10)

—
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Naomi Bushman (CIS-5)

Sharon Eisner (Tutor)

Tucker Farley (Eng-6)

Margarite Fernandez-Olmos (Lang-9)
Howard Horowitz (Sum Assoc)
Stanley Salthe (Bio-8.1l)

Peter Zaneteas (Clas~1)

Knickerbocker

Donez Xiques (Eng-6)
Christine Farrell (Tutor)

Charles Godino (Math=-5)
Timothy Gura (Speech)

Edward Kent (Phil-10)

Gary Mennitt (Chem-71.)
Hyman Sardy (Eco.)

Manuel Schonhorn (Sum Assoc)

Breukelen




THIRD DAY WORKSHOP ASSIGNMENTS

Morning Se¢ssion:

David Arnow (CIS-5) Albert Bond (Phys 7.2)

* Norma Eisen (Phys=-7.2) Michael P. Rarnett (C7S5-3)
Christine Farrell (Tutor) Thomas E. Chambers (Sum Assoc)
Nancy Hager (Mus-2.2) *% Leslie Jacobson (Hlth Sci)
David Leveson (Geo-8.2) Jeffrey Kirsh (Tutor)

Manuel Schonhorn {Sum Assoc) Thomas Mermall (Lang-9)
Bruce R. Stam (Sum Assoc) Bruce C. MacIntyre (Mus-2.2)
Cuthbert J. Thomas (Afr St) Nicholas Papayanis (Hist=-4)
{Core Studies 2.2) Jo Taylor (Sum Assoc)

(Core Studies 2.2)
ROOMS: University 407
Naomi Bushman (CIS-5) Nehru E. Cherukupalli (Geo-8.2)
Louis Asekoff (Eng-6) William Beer (Soc-3)
Anthony Colaianne (Sum Assoc) Donald A. Cress (Sum Assoc)
Victor Franco (Phys-7.2) Martin Elsky (Eng-6)
Edward Kent (Phil-10) Gary Mennitt (Chem=-7.1)
Michael McGuire (Tutor) * Marion Himes (Bio-8.1)

** Hyman Sardy (Eco) Pasqualino Russo (Tutor)
Sherman Van Solkema (Mus-2.2) Peter Zaneteas (Clas-1)

(Core Studies 9) (Core Studies 95)
ROOMS: 408 Alumni
Margarite Fernandez-Olmos (Lang-9) George H. Fried (Bio-8.1)
William Darden (Sum Assoc) Wendy Fairey (Eng-6)

*%* Mark Fishman (Soc-3) ** Vojtech Fried (Chem-7.1
Raymond Gittings (Math-5) Richard Fox (Sum Assoc)
Norman L. Levin (Bio-8.1) Charles Godino (Math-5)
Jerome Megna (Ed) Manuel Martinez-Pons (Ed)
Antonio Nadal (P.R. Studies) Bettie M. Smnlansky (Sum Assoc)
Heena Sultan (Tutor) Patricia Trant (Student Affairs & Sves)

. Rifka Wein (Tutor)
(Core Studies 7 and 8) (Core Studies 5)
ROOMS: Maroney-Leddy 308
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THIRD DAY WORKSHOP ASSIGNMENTS (cont.)

Timothy Gura (Speech)

* Phyllis Bigel (Phys Ed)
Tucker Farley (Eng-6)
Robert J. Frankle (Sum Assoc)
Christoph M. Kimmich (Hist-4)
Marvin Koenigsberg (Soc-3)
Stanley Salthe (Bio-8.1)
Simone Wolfe (Tutor)
(Core Studies 7 and 8)

Rooms: 309

Robert Muccigrosso (Hist-4)
Sharon Eisner (Tutor)
Howard Horowitz (Sum Assoc)
Ruth Kleinman (Hist-4)
James Levine (Poli Sci-3)
George Moriber (Chem-7.1)
* David Walters (Ed Svcs)
Ethyle R. Wolfe (Clas-1)
Donez Xiques (Eng-6)
(Core Studies 9)

ROOMS: Ditmas
* Recorder
%** Recorder and Reporter

Plenary Recorder: Jerome Megna

Noemi Halpern (Math-5)

Lionel Bier (Art-2.1)
Vinnie-Marie D'Ambrosio (Ed Svcs)
Jeffrey Domfort (Tutor)

Vincent Fuccillo (Poli Sci-3)
Philip Gallagher (Hist-4)

Jules Gelernt (Eng=-6)

Patricia J. Hennessey (Sum Assoc)
Ray Gavin (Bio-8.1)

(Core Studies 2.1)

Knickerbocker

David Seidemann (Geo-8.2)
Robert Cherry (Eco)

Jane Farb (Tutor)

Michael Kahan (Poli Sci-3)
Charlton M. Lewis (Hist-4)
Emily Michael (Philo-10)

* Elizabeth Weis (Film)

Evan Williams (Chem-7.1)
(Core Studies 2.1)

Breukelen
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THIRD DAY WORKSHOP ASSIGNMENTS

Afternoon Session:

william Beer (Soc-3)

Norma Eisen (Phys-7.2)

Jane Farb (Tutor)

Ray Gavin (Bio-8.1)

Ruth Kleinman (Hist=-4)
Manuel Martinez-Pons (Ed)
Antonio Nadal (PR-9)

Manuel Schonhorn (Sum Assoc)

ROOMS: University

Vincent Fuccillo (Poli Sci-3)

David Arnow (CIS-5)

Anthony Colaianne (Sum Assoc)

Vinnie Marie D'Ambrosio (Ed Svcs)
Jeffrey Kirsh (Tutor)

Marvin Koenigsberg (Soc=-3)

Norman Levin (Bio-8.1)

Nicholas Papayanis (Hist-4)
Patricia Trant (St Affairs and Svcs)

ROOMS: 408

Nancy Hager (Mus=-2.2)
Naomi Bushman (CIS-5)

Robert Cherry (Eco)
William Darden (Sum Assoc)
Martin Elsky (Eng-6)
Vojtech Fried (Chem-7.1)
Cutbert J. Thomas (Afr St)
David Walters (Ed Svcs)

ROOMS: Maroney-Leddy .
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Wendy Fairey (Eng-6)

Thomas E. Chambers (Sum Asscc)
Wendy Fairey (Eng-6)

Christine Farrell (Tutor)
Mark Fishman (Soc-3)

Victor Franco (Phys-7.2)
Timothy Gura (Speech)

Marion Himes (Bio-8.1)

Jerome Megra (Ed)

407

Philip Gallagier (Hist-4)
Michael P. Barnett (CIS-5)
Donald A. Cress (Sum Assoc)
Michael Kahan (Poli Sci-3)
Michael McGuire (Tutor)
Robert Muccigrosso (Hist-4)
Stanley Salthe (Bio-8.1)

Jo Taylor (Sum Assoc)

Peter Zaneteas (Clas-1)

Alumni

James Levine (Poli Sci-3)
Lionel Bier (Art-2.1)

Tucker Farley (Eng-6)

Richard Fox (Sum Assoc)
Raymond Gittings (Math-5)
Gary Mennitt (Chem-7.1)

Heena Sultan (Tutor)

Sherman Van Solkema (Mus-2.2)
Elisabeth Weis (Film)

Oriental




THIRD DAY WORKSHOP ASSIGNMENTS (cont.)

Charlton M. Lewis (Hist-4) Emily Michael (Phil-10)
Nehru E. Cherukupalli (Geo-8.2) Touis Asekoff (Eng=6)
Robert J. Frankle (Sum Assoc) Margarite Fernandez-Olmos (Lang-9)
* Jules Gelernt (Eng-6) Patricia J. Hennessey (Sum Assoc)
Charles Godino (Math-5) Christoph M. Kimmich (Hist-4)
Leslie Jacobson (Hlth Sci) * David Leveson (Geo-8.2)
Rifka Wein (Tutor) George Moriber (Chem-7.1)
Ethyle R. Wolfe (Clas~l) Bruce R. Stam (Sum Assoc)
Simone Wolfe (Tutor)
ROOMS: 309 Knickerbocker
Mary Oestereicher (Ed Svcs) Donez Xiques (Eng-6)
Jetfrey Domfort (Tutor) Albert Bond (Phys-7.2)
Noemi Halpern (Math-5) Phyllis Bigel (Phys Ed.)
Thomas Mermall (Lang-9) Sharon Eisner (Tutor)
Hyman Sardy (Eco) George H. Fried (Bio-8.1)
David Seidemann (Geo-8.2) Howard Horowitz (Sum Assoc)
Bettie M. Smolansky (Sum Assoc) ** Edward Kent (Phil-10)
%% Evan Williams (Chew-7.1) Bruce C. MacIntyre (Mus-2.2)
ROOMS: Ditmag Breukelen

* Recorder
%% Recorder and Reporter

Plenary Recorder: Marvin Koenigsberg
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June 7, 1988

INTRODUCTION TO CORE 9 SESSIONS: PROBLEMS OF CORE 9
Charlton M. Lewis

This afternoon we focus on perhaps the most important course in the
core curriculum, and one which, according to the Raskin Report, has
received some rather low marks from students. You have some student
reaction in the first two quotes on this afternoon's program. Before we
move to our samplers, I want to try to explain briefly why this course is
important, how it came into being, why it has not been doing well, and
what we may be able to do about it. I hope to encourzge you to think
creatively about Core 9.

If you have been reading the papers, you have heard the drums of
discontent sounding through the tropical forest of academe, premomitory
warnings that some colleges around the countrv have not been giving
students all they demand of "non-Western materials in general education
courses., Here at Brooklyn College there are also signs of a rising
interest in the Third World, missing since the 1970s. Perhaps it is
bacause the Middle East preoccupies so many of our students; perhaps it
is because our minority groups, feeling ostracized and powerless after
eight years of Reagan, seek a renewed sense of identity. Whatever it is,
those of us who were here in the late '60s, when pressures from students
shattered our earlier curricular structure, tend to listen carefully when
such winds begin to blow. Should that particular storm rise again at
Brooklyn College, our greatest strength would be Core 9.

Fortunately Sherman Van Solkema and the committee that created our
core realized that any curriculum of liberal learning must be global.
The Core 9 that they developed is one of the mos* imaginative and
challenging in the whole core. It is potentially a powerful instrument
to address the ethnic, racial and religious schisms present on our campus
and in our society. The Third gquote from th's afterncon’s nrogram shows
that it has already had some success in this respect. That it has not
been working better should arouse corncern in every member of our faculty.

The course, as you probably know, is molalar, team-taught and
multi-disciplinary. It brings together in one classroom a tesm of three
faculty members, each specializing in a different area. The course has
been medified to break the world into four parts, Southern aad Eastern
Asia, the Middle East, Subsaharan Africa, and Latin America and the
Carribean. 1Instructors take turns presenting their respective areas, and
try to integrate their presentations topically or thematically so as to
allow intercultural comparison. They try not always successfully to give
each section of the course some kind of inner coherence, so that students
will come away with a sense of common purpose in the study of diverse
areas.

Why did we choose this rather remarkable format? I think there are
two main reasons. One reason is that is seemed a good way to fulfill the
purpose of the course as the committee conceived of it, which was: "to
develop an appreciation of cultures other than one's own," and to foster
"cultural empathy" and "a sense of cultural relativity" in students.

\ 5001




They wanted to avoid creating a situation where students could choose the
area they wanted to study. This would have violated the notion of a
common experience core, and it would have allowed Hispanics to choose
courses on Puerto Rico, Blacks on Africa, Chinese, Koreans and Indians on
Asia and so forth. The present format insures that all students,
whatever their backgrounds, will confront at least one (and usually two)
areas of the world that are wholly new to them. It also encourages the
habit of thinking about cultures rclatively. This is not to promote the
notion of cultural relativity that Allan Bloom inveighs against in his
book, The Closing of the American Mind, namely that the values and
traditions of any one cultural System are equal to those of any other.
On the contrary, it is to encourage us all, students and teachers alike,
to reexamine our own values and traditions by comparing them znalytically
with those of other societies. We thus incorporate the wisdom of that
crusty patriot, Rudyard Kipling, who says somewhere, "He knows not
England who only England knows."

The second reason for the format of the course is that we must draw
our instructors from a very diverse faculty. Mary of them are
professional area specialists, like me on China or Leonard Gordon on
India. Others have built up a teaching speciality outside their own
field, such as Pat Lander in Anthropology, whose research has been on
Finland, but who has developed a proficiency on the Middle East. Some of
us specialize in literature, like Marie Buncombe or Tony Nadal. Others
are trained in political science or Modern Languages. We differ in area
and discipline; we differ in our familiarity with the subjects we teach;
and we differ obviously in personality. The question is how, as members
of teaching teams, we can best work together to give our students a
coherent experience.

I must note that our problem is partly administrative. Core 9 has
fallen into a great crevasse between the faculty (who teach it and are
responsible for its content) and the administration (which is responsible
for assigning teaching parameters). No single authority has exerged to
direct the course--neither the coordinator, the chairpersons of the
several departments wlio staff it, nor the provost's office have been able
to assert the necessary leadership. The reasons for this failure of
leadership are partly structural, and of Byzaitine complexity, and we
shall not discuss them today. But the results are clear. Planning is
poor; teams are often formed late; personalities conflict; communications
fail; classes are too large; etc. Faculty morale has dropped, and the
students express natural frustration. I now have real hope that these
problems can be resolved. The core committee is taking a strong lead, a
new coordinator is about to take over with support from both the faculty
and the provost's office, and reform is in the air.

But serious pedagogical problems remain, which we must address this
afternnon. To be blunt, we initiated Core 9 on the basis of a fallacvy.
The fallacy was that if we allowed each instructor to do what he/she can
do best, and put three instructors together in a classroom, we would
create a course. We did not really examine in advance how we would blend
together in a student's mind the different geographies, climates,
societies, governments, religions, philoscphies, or art forms of three
macro-regions such as Africa, Latin America, or India, Especially when
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approached through three different disciplinary modes of analysis, That
we have learned to integrate Core 9 modules to some excent has been
through the efforts of dedicated teachers such as the two you will see
this afternoon.

As you watch the two samplers, you may want to think about some of
the following questions. What should be common to all modules of a Core
9 section? Should we require that each team adhere to certain prescribed
themes, for exauple family, women, revolution, colonialism, kingship, or
what? If so, how many? Is one theme for a section enough, or is it too
restricting? How can we keep students from feeling overwhelmed with
information? Are there any themes that might be required for all
sections so as to give the whole course a greater commonality? We shall
continue this plenary for hzlf an hour after the samplers to clarify
questions you may have. We hope for insights on this course.

The two samplers we shall now hear illustrate how a section might be
integrated around one theme which frequently appears in Core 9., That is
the experience of people, as individuals or as families, when, driven by
forces beyond their control or comprehensicn, they migrate from the rural

countryside to the town or city. Our first speaker is Professor Marie,

Buncombe, Professor of English, who has played an important rcle in the
shaping of Core 9, and will speak to us on "Migration from Village to
City: Africa."

>
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Summary of Afternoon Plenary Martin Elsky, Plenary Recorder
Session, June 7, 1988

Professor Lewis introduced the discussion of Core Studies 9 by
reporting significant negative student reaction to the course, a reaction
which those inveclved with the course in irs present state share. He
recounted the background of the course, particularly its genesis in the
perceived need to add a global perspective to the Core program and its
relevance to ethnic and religious schisms in society and on campus. He
proceeded to outline the two major problems of Core 9.

1. No leadership has emerged to give the course direction largely
because its faculty are drawn from so many areas of the
college;

2. There has been a serious failure to integrate the three modules
of the course by the three-teacher teams who teach it, partly because
faculty are sometimes assigned to the course at the last minute.

Professor Lewis offered the adoption of a set of common themes to be
treated by the three instructors of all sessions as a possible solution
to the problem of integrating the course.

As examples of this approach Professor Buncombe and Professor Gordon
each presented a sampler on the topic of rural vs. urban life; Professor
Buncombe dealt with the topic as it relates to Africa, Professor Gordon
as it relates to India.

In the discussion following the samplers, the following suggestions
were made about how to improve the effectiveness of Core Studies 9.

1. Core Studies 4 should be modifiad to include material on European
colonialism to help put Core Studies 9 in historical ard thematic context
(Professor Cherry);

2. As possible topics to help integrate the three modules of the
course the following were offered: the place of the developing world in
the new global network (Prcfesscr Fuhurn); the historical movement from
irdigenous cultures interrupted by colonialism to the reemergence of
tnose indigenous cultures (Professor Hurwitz); the process and theory of
interpreting cultures instead of any given set of themes (Professor
Farley).

The plenary session then broke up ii..o individual workshops.
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Tuesday, P.M. David Arnow, Leader
June 7, 1988 Marvin Koenigsberg, Recorder

The group agreed that the study of a non-Western culture that exposes
the student to a society uniike our own is valuable and a genuine part of
the Core Curriculum.

All felt that the modules should be reduced from three to two and 2
minority of three favored a single culture be studied in depth.

The focus of the course should be on the fundamental institutions of
the culture: That is the economic, political, religious-artistic and the
military elements of a non-Westzrn culture.

Generally, an emphasis on the intimate aspects of the people, in small
groups and as individuals, would be the primary focus of the iastitutions
that have been articulated above.

We briefly mentioned, but did not have the time to go into, .) staffing
problems, 2) difficulty of agreeing on the final ends of the course, 3) the
backgrounds of the students (and their limitations), and 4) relationship
between the historical antecedents of the culture and the impact of the
forces of the modern world, i.e. colonialism, racism, industrializatior.
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Tuesday, P.M. Albert Bond, Leader
June 7, 1988 Norman L. Levin, Recorder

We recommend in the interest of fostering cross cultural understanding and
a global perspective as well as easing interdisciplinary work:

1. Inclusion of cultural differences in the subject matter of other core
courses, especially 1, 2, 3, 4, 6 and 10.

2. Limit the number of themes in the Core 9 more rigorously and on an
experimental basis limit the course to two cultures, per semester in a
rotating way, i.e., Asian and African, African and Latin American,

etc.
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Tuesday, P.M.
June 7, 1988

Since course modules so short - need themes.
- short core reader as source of themes
- to be worked out together by teacher
- use as source of papers
Could decrease to 2 modules?
Possible themes:
Westernization as source of tensions
Attitudes toward nature and environment

Individual/family

Could lecturers interact during lectures?

L]
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Naomi Bushman, Leader
Recorder
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Tuesday, P.M. Nehru Cherukupalli, Leader
June 7, 1988 Donez Xiques, Recorder

Questions raised:

1)

2)

3)

staffing -~ logistical probleas of team taught courses and the
implications of staffing difficulties need to be
addressed.

- Use the campus resources both among faculty and
studentc to enhance the class presentation.

We agreed that the goals of Core 9 could be reached in a class
taught by a team or by an individual faculty member. However, when
the course is team taught it will work best when the team is
composed of volunteers and given sufficient time to prepare.

We agreed to reduce the content from 3 to 2 areas or possibly 1
area. This would liberate course time for a richer intellectual
experience.

Urge that the course be thematically unified within the sectionms,
understanding that there be a variety of themes to chcose from.

We would like to discuss more fully "what" has worked well in Core
9 in the past in order to minimize problems in the present.
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Tuesday, P.M. Margarite Fernandez-Olmos, Leader

June 7,

1988 Gary Mennitt, Recorder

Q. How best to give students a coherent experience in Core 9,

1.

Perhaps 1limit course to 2 cultures -- but this suggestion does
not elicit general agreement among group.

A pool of themes should be developed -- each team should be
allowed to select one that they feel comfortable with.

Lecturers in each section should emphasize better coordination
within their group.

Teams should meet before, during, and after their course.

Develop a common pool of readings that all sect?ons could draw
upon.

Define the course more clearly as a "comparison of cultures."

Strong coordination and leadership must be sought from the
administration and the coordinator.
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Tuesday, P.M. George Fried, Leader
June 7, 1988 Nancy Hager, Recorder

i. We discussed relative .serits of module based on a theme vs. module
based on cultural areas and came up with the following compromise:

Two cultural areas, five weeks devoted to two or three themes in each;
followed by four weeks devoted to discussion and comparison.

2. At least one theme shouid focus on the culture in its own terms, one
on that culture in ccllision with outside technology and values.

3. Recommend a reader to include definitions of culture, vocabulary, and
a collection of readings or reading list for each theme.

4. Team of instructors should meet at least once prior to beginning of
the term to select themes and plan the course.

5. Instructors should be candid about their own cultural perspective and
draw in students in class, many of whom represent other cultures.

6. Use of literature was strongly endorsed by several members of group.

7. Student member urged early exam or other diagnostic device and making
peer tutors available to Core 9 students.
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Tuesday P.M. Timothy Gura, Leader
June 7, 1988 Ray Gavin, Recorder

The study group chaired by Professor Gura makes the following
reconmendations regarding Core 9:

1) Core 9 should focus on two third world cultures instead of three.
2) The revised course would bte taught by two instructors.

3) All students in Core 9 should have a common experience to be drawn
from themes including geography-language, family-tribe values,
economy, traditions, great figures {political, military, artistic),
honor-justice, global influences on culture, "coming of age" in the
culture and attitudes toward change.

4) Outside speakers ('"natives") should be used to illustrate various
aspects of the culture.




Tuesday. P.M. Naomi Halpern, Leader
June 7, 1988 Peter Zaneteas, Recorder

The Core Studies Committee should seriously consider a far stronger
linkage between Core Studies 4 and Core Studies 9. We feel that Core
Studies 4 should be providing a platform for Core Studies 9 and that it be
given as clcsely as possible to Core Studies 9.

In addition, we feel that the Core Studies Committee should give far
greater priority to the staffing of Core 9. 1In particular, the faculty of
each team should be informed at least a semester ahead of time. In this
way they will have the opportunity to define their course and further to
coordinate their approaches and the selection of the themes they would
cover and emphasize.

Pre "intent" of the course would be thus far better served and the
"experience" of the students would be appreciably enhanced.




Tuesday, P.M. Mary Oestereicher, Leader

June 7, 1988 Louls Asekoff, Recordar
1) There is no clear organizing principle or methodology.
2) Should there be? Yes, for each section.
3) To achieve this: a) thematic core -- worx/family modernization
b) structural:
habitat
resources
symbolic integration
social groups
c) Common work or reading source book
4)  More active student participation =-- group projects, workbooks.
5) More continuity in team - teaching -- requiring commitment of
department chairs in staffing, and administration in assigning
teams (and limiting class size).
6) Feel necessary for course to compare at least 2 other cultures.
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Tuesday P.M. David Seidmann, Leader
June 7, 1588 Michael P. Barnett, Recorder

Majority view:
One instructor per section.

Deal with one or two non-U.S. cultures selected by instructor from approved
set.

Incorporate approved number of themes from an approved set.

Provide students with paradigm of structure and coherence in a body of
knowledge.

Develop students power of analysis.

Open students minds to different value systems.

Distinguish courses adequately from staple courses of area departments.

Particularly important to meet needs of students seeking order, structure,
interconncetions, comparisons and contracts in information provided to them.

Minority view:

Arouse interest in different cultures by providing separate modules taught
by different instructors without requiring attempt to show interconnections

or provide ccherence.
Restrict examination to separate tests at end of each module.
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continued

Summary of Afternoon Plenary Martin Elsky, Plenary Recorder
Session, June 7, 1988

Upon returning to plenary session, four designated reporters
Iiresented summaries of the discussion in their workshops, to which
Professor Zaneteas, reporting for his workshop, added the following
points: Core Studies 4 should be more strongly linked to Core Studies 9,
and greater priority should be given to the staffing of Core Studies 9:
faculty should receive one semester advance notice of their assignment to
teach the course.

The discussion that followed these reports emphasized the
administrative and logistical dilemmas of the course.

1. Professor Gordon stressed the difficulty of teaching sections
with up to 80 students, a class size that discouraged student
participation and led to low faculty morale;

2. Professor Van Solkema recounted to the participants that smaller
recitation-discussion sections were a feature of the original design of
the course, a feature meant to encourage student participation;
recognizing a number of obstacles to these smaller sections, Professor
Var Solkvma agreed with the apparently general view that the course
mignt have to be reduced to a two part module with two instructors,
permitting smaller class size;

3. Professor Elsky suggested the possibility of having one
instructor in smaller sections dealing with either one or two cultures;
those involved in the course responded that

1. cross-cultural comparisons would be 1lost in a course
dealing with one culture;

2. interaction among instructors would be lost in a course
taught by one instructor; and

3. instructors would feel uncomfortable teaching a second
culture outside their expertise.
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Wednesday, A.M.
June 8, 1988
Nicholas Papayanis, History

On the morning of May 5, 1988, I attended a le_ture in Core studies
8.2 (Geology); in the afterncon of the same day I also attended a
laboratory section related to this courss On June 7, 1988, I reported
my impressions of both classes to the Summer Faculty Seminar concerning
the Core program, and then turned over my notes to the reporter for the
morning session of that program. Wrat follows is a written report of my
impressions of the Geology lecture and lab section that I attended, but
without the benefit of my notes.

My first day as a Geology student began with some apprehension, as I
dreaded the thought of what I had anticipated would be a boring and/or
difficult lecture on subject matter--science--that was never my favorite
when I was a university student. That initial fear was completely
dissipated when the professor of the course began his lecture by
reviewing the major theories accounting for the extinction of dinosaurs.
In a very engaging Style, he proceeded to lay out clearly one hypothesis
after another; the class, and this observer, was clearly captivated.
Students in this class asked interesting and very relevant questions.
The professor responded with the greatest ease and clarity. It was my
impression, initial reservations about science aside, that I would come
away from this experience with some very useful and even exciting
information. Perhaps my imagination was sparked because of some romantic
interest in dinosaurs. That plus the natural story-telling style and
enthusiasm of the professor caused me to anticipate sharing this
information/story with my wife that evening over dinner.

I wish I could report that I sustained this level of interest
throughout the rest of the period. Alas, I did not. The discussion of
dinosaurs was followed by what, to me at least, seemed a completely
unrelated topic, namely those factors that account for the formation of
valleys and hills on the island of Manhattan. I should hasten to add
that this portion of the professor's lecture as as well prepared and as
engaging as the discussion of dinosaurs. This topic, too, genevated a
lively set of questions from the students. Following this presentation,
there was another--again, it seemed to me--shift in topics. The
professor concluded® this one lecture class by introducing the topic of
waste management in modern times. My overall impression by the end of
the class was one of slight dizziness. This had absolutely nothing to do
with the individual professor, which is why I thought it important to
report on his accomplished delivery, but rather with the apparent fact
that a set syllabus containing a great deal of factual information simply
had to be covered before the end of the period (and, I assume, before the
end of the course). I reserve further editorial comment until I report
on the lab session I attended later that afternoon.

The lab section that I attended happened to have been the last one
that would be held before the final examination. In fact, the instructor
apologized for the fact that this session would merely review the work of
the entire semester rather than explore single issues ia some depth.
Ironicall,, this session proved to be extremely valuable to this observer
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precisely because it reviewed an entire semester's lab program. The lab
session consisted of a review of the means by which students could
identify particular minerals and rocks. The instructor also collected
each student's lab report on an individual semester project. My major
impression of this lab sescion was that it had no relation to the lecture
that I had attended in the morning. I presume it did have some bearing
on other topics presented in the course throughout the semester. I could
not help questioning, however, the value of an entire semester of 1.b
work spent on identifying rocks and minerals. As this is an editorial
comment by an historian and not a scientist, I wish to make explicit the
context of this and a few other critical remarks contained in my
cbservations.

Before I explain my own assumptions, I hasten to add that a peer
review of my own department (History) and its core courfe would most
likely yield its fair share of criticism. It is my intention here merely
to open a (friendly) debate with colleagues across the disciplines, and
if I ask questions or pose critiques, I do so from the perspective of a
non-scientist with an open mind, ready to be enriched by the responses of
my colleagues in the science.

Some of my critiques are quite implicit in the above review. Here I
wish to make them explicit and to relate the hypothesis that informs
them. First the hypothesis. Reading from the Introduction to the Core
Curriculum, one learns in the general introduction that, by taking the
Core science courses ''students develop an understanding of scientific
concepts and methods and, gradually, a sense of the role of the sciences
in modern 1life." Moreover, it is the purpose of all core courses to
cultivate "the intellect and imagination" and to develop "general mental
skills rather than vocational skills." Finally, "Quality of exposure
rather than breadth of coverage is the most important factor in Core
courses." (p. 6) Reading from the introductivn to the Core sciences, one
also learns that these courses are courses '"in science, not about
c ience." (p. 1l4; emphasis in original). At the same time, these
courses should acquaint students "with the vistas of modern sclence and a
critical appreciation of the way in which knowledge of nature and the
individual is gained." (p. 14). This then is the overall project
relating .to the science cor=z.

As a historian I am doubly aware that the single case study--in this
case one lecture and one lab section--has to be used very cautiously
before arriving at general conclusions. With this reservation in mind, I
turn now (foolishly perhaps) to some initial conclusions based upon my
experience. The lecture that I attended certainly did conform in part to
the general aims of the core courses. Broad hypotheses were offered to
explain some very fundamental geological phenomena. However, there was
also a resolute attempt on the part of the professor to cover a certain
amount of factual knowledge. I could not help wondering whether the
geology department, despite its aim to focus on plate tectonics, and
thereby illuminate not only a certain focused subject matter but also the
manner in which a geologist operates, does not undercut its own project
by also attempting too broad a coverage of the subject matter. This did
cause me to question whether and to what extend the lecture I attended
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was basically part of a standard geology course, albeit in shortened
form.

There is aleo a broader and somewhat related question here, which I
simply raise for the purpose of discussion. If the aim of the science
courses is as broad as the Core program suggests it is, does it really
matter which specific science component a student completes? This is to
say, if the aid of Core scien:e is to teacn the student something about
the scientific method and mode of discourse, does it really matter which
of the basic natural or life sciences is taught in the core program? For
that matter, would not a course outside one of the 'basic four" of
chemistry, physics, biology or geology--meteorology or ocearnography, for
example--serve the project of teaching something about the nature of
scientific method and discourse just as well? While this last suggestion
is offered only half seriously, it also serves to illustrate a serious
point. I cannot help wondering whether there are really two conflicting
goals in the Core sciences, and that this may account for my slight
uneasiness in the geology lecture. I wonder whether the Geology
Department is trying to offer traditional coverage while at the same tim2
covering the broad principles of the core program? To the extent that
this is the project, and to the extent that it must be completed within
the space of a half semester, is could cause severe problems in the
teaching of the Core sciences.

The lab section I attended had obviously trained students in a
methodology geologists euploy to identify minerals and rocks, but
amounted to nothing more than the identification of those rocks and
minerals. My question in this regard was whether the apparent aim of
this lab, namely a hands-on experience in the manner of a geologist,
could not have been reduced to one or two sessions, covering a few
classic examples, and whether there could be a greater relationship
between Zne lab and the classroom experience.

i appreciate the very friendly and collegial manner in which my
colleagues in the geology department received my report at the Faculty
Seminar, and look forward to the exchange of ideas that our seminar
program has engendered.
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June 8, a.m.

Bruce MaclIntyre, Conservatory of Music

Before I begin, let me say that until last month I had never attended a

college chemistry course. I only took the one year of high-school
chemistry required by the Regents of the State of New York some 22 or 23
years ago! In college I took mathematics and physics as my science
components.

On Monday morning, May 2, 1988 I cbserved a lecture (Prof. Pizer) and
a laboratory (Mr. Xu) for Core Studies 7.1, i.e. the Chemistry module which
was nearing the erd of its seven-week duration. Normally students in Core
7.1 attend two suc. hour-and-a-half lectures plus one two-hour lab per week.

First, about the lecture. The lecture was an excitiug one, delivered
with great gusto and chock full of subjects to which the students could
relate. The topics included organic chemistry, carbon compounds,
condensation reactions, polymers, esters, tri-glycerides, saturated and
unsaturated fats, hydrocarbons, amino acids, and nitrogen fixation. All
these subjects we-e related to everyday phenomena suck as cholesterol,
pollution, soap, cell membranes, body metabolism, vitamins & minerals,
protein, the atmosphere, the ozone layer, and wine. These subjects, as you
may note, also tie in with other sciences such as biology.

I attended a two-hour lab that immediately followed the lecture. This
was the sixth and last lab for these Core 7.1 students. After a 10-minute
introduction by the instructor, the sixteen or <=0 students on hand
proceeded to build various molecular models from little black, red, white,
green, and blue balls that represented carbon, oxygen, hydrogen, chlorine,
and nitrogen atoms. Students followed neatly organized lab sheets that
described what molecules they were to build from these "Tinker Toys'" and
were asked to answer pertinent questions in writing. There were some
connection to the lecture just attended; for example, the students had to
build parts of hydrocarbons and macromolecules or polymers. Most of the
students completed the lab within one hour. A lab technician then
circulated amorg the students to make sure that they were returning all lab
equipment assigned to them for the seven weeks.

Afterwards I asked myself the following several questions, to which I
shall give my brief replies:

Was the lecture good for a liberal arts student?

Yes and no. Certainly I observed a model teacher who was conveying
his excitement about a multitude of topics--in fact too many topics for one
75-minute class. The topics were definitely relevant to today's living,
but there were just too many--at least for the ears of this non-scientist.
I especially liked how the professor ended his talk with a particular
"problem" that the next lecture would undoubtedly "solve." Such "cliff
hangers" certainly can enliven the teaching of science.




Do the students learn new things from the lecture?
Certainly yes, but perhaps too many new things. On the other hand, I
would be a bit surprised if many year-long high school chemistry courses do

not teach many of the topics I heard about. One student showed me her
tests thus far in Core 7.1, and I was amazed at the relative simplicity of
the questions asked. In other words, the students are apparently not

tested on the multitude of details that seemed a bit "overwhelming" to me
in the lecture. The tests seem to stick to the basics of chemistry and its
processes, requiring a minimum of compiicated formula memorizationm.

How did che students respond to the lecture?

The students seemed as apathetic as any can be for 8:35 in the
morning. The teacher's questions always seemed to be answered by the same
handful of attentive, interested students. Many students seemed passive,
uninterested in the quite inspiring lecture. During the first part of the
lecture, which reviewed a large chunk of organic chemistry, numerous
formulae were written very quickly on the board. Most students were so
busy frantically copying down the many numbers and letters that I'm not so
sure they had ample time to truly listen and think about what they were
hearing. I felt their eyes and fingers were busier than their minds. Of
course, I did not witness earlier lectures or see what they had been
rzading, but I felt the pace was a bit too rapid for non-chemistry majors.
I assume that the students had adequately reviewed the periodic table and

chemical shorthand during the earlier weeks in the semester.

In addition to the fast pace, the various new technical terms such as
disruptive distillation, esters, polymers, glycerol, tri-glycerides, double
bond, testosterone, polar & non-polar molecules, ionic molecules, amines,
valence, glycine, thermosphere, mesosphere, stratosphere, troposphere,
nitrogen fixation, etc. =--- all these strange words led to "glazed eyes"
for some of the less interested students.

How did the students respond to the lab?

The lab--simplistic as this one was--seemed to be a real bore for the
students I observed. Talking to a couple of the students, I received the
impression that the labs were kind of a "waste of time" for them. I think
a strongar linkage with the lecture might help. Perhaps the lectures
should: "build up" a little more directly to the lab subject of the week.
Do the same teachers ever do both the lectures and and the labs for the same
students? That might help.

Summary

To sum up, I found Core 7.1 to be a very stimulating science course
for students who have a curious, sc::ntific -ent and who are good with
formulae. However, for a seven-week course it seems to cover too much
territory, expecting students to absorb exciting but complicated processes,
vocabulary, and formulae in too short a time frame. The subject matter is
important for every living being, but many ¢topics should be and perhaps
have been covered in previous chemistry courses taken in high school.
Nonetheless Core Studies 7.1 remains a valid course option for liberali arts
students not majoring in science.
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June 8, A.M.
Manuel Martinez-Pons, Education

Following are my observations regarding the 1988 core curriculum

workshop. It consists of three parts: Lecture/lab Attendance, Worksuop
Attendance and Recommenudations.

Lecture/Lab Attendance

In preparation for the workshop, I attended a lecture and lab session
for the same course in Piaysics. The lecture concerned the topic of Light
(historical background, g:neral properties, the wave theory of 1light and
the quantum theory of iight). The session was an cxciting one. The
students were responsive and seemed interested in the information being
conveyed. The instructor in turn was responsive to the students' conc~rns
and was able to maintain direction while attending to tar.gential issue
raised by participants.

The lab consisted entirely of "hands-on"” practice in the measurement
of radioactivity levels. The lab instructor was a graduate student., In
contrast to the lecture, the lab session seemed fraught with problems.

irst, the instructor, who was foreign, while very enthusiastic and
obviously knowledgeable about the topic, seemed to have difficulty using
the English language. This condition made it difficult for the students to
understand the conceptual frame of reference being presented, or to follow
directions for carrying out the measurement tasks. In addition, the
equipment was faulty: several of the measuring instruments broke down
during the session, causing interruptions while the affected students found
others with whom they could share the equipment. The net result of these
two conditions was that after several minutes into the session, the
students hegan to display frustration and boredom by talking among
themselves, walking around the laboratory and leaving the room for several
minutes at a time.

Workshop Attendance

I had the pleasure of attending the 1987 Core workshop as well as this
year's workshop.' A major difference between the two meetings was that, for
1988, representatives from the various departments offering core courses
tended to serve as moderators for the group sessions. While this practice
in 1988 may have seemed like a good idea at first, I noticed that t’e
moderators tended to become somewhat defensive when criticism of any aspect
of the core was offered. In addition, the moderators for the group session
in which I participated tended to maintain too tight a control over the
proceedings; in one case, the mediator demanded adherence to Robert's Rule
of Order. The net result of these two tendencies was that the exchange o*
ideas, good or bad, did not seem as free-flowing or exciting as .ast
year's. This was especially unfortunate in cases where brainstorming would
have been useful for addressing the issues at hand.
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I noticed during the demonstrations and discussion of courses that

while the subject matter being taught was described in detail, little was

said con¢ -ning modern issues surrounding the science of learning and
iustruction. Topics from the field of Educational Psychology like
affective, cognitive and psychomotor taxonomies of instructional
objectives; task analysis; testing theory; computer utilization 1in
individualized instruction and assessment of readiness levels were never

mentioned. Yet, they involve matters that must be systematically addressed

if innovative programs such as the core curriculum are to be successful.
So I was left with question: Are effective and efficient methods of
instruction being used consistently in the design and execution of the
courses”’

Finally, the inclusion this year of participants from other
institutions, as well as of student peer tutors from the core was a good
idea. The perspectives brought by them to the group sessions nicely
complemented those of the BC faculty.

Recommendations

In closing, I would like to make the following recommendztions:

1. Insure that lectures and laboratory workshops for the same courses
are completely coordinated, so that the lectures serve as conceptual frames
of reference for the lab activities, and the labs in turn become natural
continuations of the lecture sessions.

2. If graduate students are to be used in the lab sessions, insure
that they have sufficient mastery of the language to communicate
effectively with the students.

3. Insure that laboratory equipment works before the beginning of lab
sessions.

4, Attempt to employ consultants from the field of Educational
Psychology in the further development and evaluation of the core courses.
Great strides have been made in this field during the past several years,
and the methods and procedures offered by this rigorous discipline should
be tanped nd exploited as the core curriculum continues to evolve. The
Gra e School and Universitv Center, CUNY, has nationally known
ind .duals who could be of great service in this respect.
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Wednesday, A.M. Thomas Mermall, Recorder
June 8, 1988

Non~-Scientists' views of Core 7 & 8

Although the quality of instruction in the science courses was fully
recognized the observers pointed out the following shortcomings: The
materials presented in Geology and Chemistry were excessive and poorly
coordinated with lab work. To quote the colleague who evaluated the
Chemistry course, "For a seven week course it seems to cover too much
territory, expecting students to absorb exciting but complicated
processes, vocabulary and formulae in too short a time." Another
colleague thought the course in Geology did not enhance, through its lab,
the stated goals of the Core description: "to develop an understanding of
scientific concepts and methtods." The verdict on Physics also faults
poor coordination of lecture with lab and misses a clear definition of
the place of science in the larger contexts of intellectual inquiry.
Both observers suggested that instructors be more specific in their lab
experiments as to the method or principle of scientific inquiry that is
being demonstrated.

A colleague reporting on Bioiogy found the students too distracted
to absorb the import of the lectures and noted the < isparity in their
preparation. Who 1is our audience and how should we structure our
lectures, she wondered.

The student participants were unanimous in condemning the use of
multiple choice exams.

"
i, |




Wednesday, P.M. William Beer, Leader and
June 8, 1988 Recorder

1. the Columbia model is attractive, but inappropriate for us, for
several reasons:

a) it is not a required course, as our Core 7 and 8 are

b) it uses team teachers and teaching assistants, so is inapplicable
for budgetary reasons

¢) it is a year-long course, which we cannot use

2. The theme approach explained by Schwartz is already used within
segments of Core 7 and 8. There is already an implicit order-of-magnitude
approach, as in atomic/chemistry - molecular and cellular/biology - earth/
geology - space/physics, with physics looping back to the atomic and
subatomic levels too. Perhaps this already implicit order-of-magnitude
approach should be made more explicit.

3. Carefully reconsider existing labs, eliminate some, (perhaps get
faculty more involved in teaching them.)

4. Don't change tier structure but allow some freshmen to take Core 7 and
8 ou*t of sequence.

5. Reduce scope of each segment and give professors some more latitude in
deciding what to offer. '




Wednesday, P.M. Wendy Fairey, Leader
June 8, 1%88 Jerry Megna, Recorder

1) Roger Blumberg's description of the "Columbia U Model" would not work
at Brooklyn College as part of the Core curriculum, but might be valuable
as a second Science course outside the Core.

2) Professor Blumberg agreed that the reason the Columbia model works has
less to do with the quality of the students Columbia gets than the fact
that the course engages students with subject matter in a different way:
lecture approach s not emphasized; dialogue among students and teachers
is encouraged; min:mal additional material is introduced.

3) Depth in a topic rather than scope in cc..teat ought to be the
operating principle of a curriculum for Core 7 aud 8.

4) There ought to be a reconceptualization of the existing Science Core.
We should permit alternative versions to better release the energy of the
faculty.

1) Retain present set of courses as one possible versions for
science faculty who like this way.

2) Possibly a few scctions based on the Columbia Model.

3) Develop the thematic approach 'time, fire" models, as
outlined by Brian Schwartz.

(But no more than 2 or 3 options to retain manageability, etc.)

5) Adopt & "theme approach" to the Science Core so that each of the
Science Departments picks a chunk of the theme, develops the curriculum
and teaches it. The people who develop the curriculum will pick the

theme.

6) Require a science instructor to teach a Core Science course which
includes a&c¢ least one topic out of his major discipline. (Eg: Biology
and Chemistry taught by one instructor).

7) Freshmzn can take Science Core during their first tier.

8) Instructors who teach lecture should also teach lab. There is too
much of a lack of integration and coordination between the lecture and
lab in the present Science Core. A study should be undertaken to use
grad assistants more efficiently in the Sciences.




Wednesday, P.M. Vincent Fuccillo, Leader
June 8, 1988 Ruth Kleinman, Recorder & Reporter

Current structure seems to be scund, but should not preclude possible
experimentation (i.e. shorter version cf Columbia course). Classes are
too large, for economic reasons to have anything other than lectures.
Labs have validity for hands-on experience and for active
prcblem-solving. TA's should rot be used. There was some sentiment
that sore lab sessions might be used for discussion.
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Wednesday p.m. Nancy Hager, Leader
June 8, 1988 Michael Kahan, Recorder

Three possible organizing ideas:

1) Topical (not Thematic: The difference being that a single topic
is explored in vertical depth from the point of view of the
specific discipline)} e.g.: AIDS

SDI
Nuclear War

; 2) Combine the four sciences into 2-4 credit courses and let the
department work out the details:
a. Chemistry & Biology
b. Physics *~ Geology
3) 2 Semesters:

a. a general introduction to scientific thought & history &
method

b. a one-semester lecture -~ lab course in any one of the
sciences




Wednesday; P.M. Philip Gallagher, Leader
June 8, 1988 Bettie M. Smolansky, Recorder

If commonality and coherence are the objectives, our workshop group
has failed; we achieved no consensus on any of the assigned tasks.

We spent some time getting an update on changes in the science
courses that will begin in the Fall. (The 14 week, two-credit courses
replacing the seven week modules, etc.). We also talked about the
morning presentations (Columbia's case-study, primary source-based model
and Dr. Schwartz's thematic approach).

"s}yﬂ‘{

While all thought both had great appeal, the feeling was that the
Columbia model would flounder here on a logistical basis (class size,
range of student ability/motivation, etc.) Most of us also felt that
scope/coverage should not be the engine which drives the science core;
however, there was substantial sentiment that some scientific facts have
an intrinsic importance for anyone trying to live in modern society.
That is, there is something called scientific literacy though we mizht
have trouble agreeing defining what it is in specific terms.

There was a division in our group about whether laboratory
experience is a necessity and that discussion led to one of our most
interesting insights: to wit, while there is lip service to a shared
paradigm called "the scientific method," the sciences use it differently.
Specifically, it appears that physics and chemistry (lab sciences)
comprise one distinctive subset of the scientific disciplines and biology
and geology (with their emphasis on field-based experiments) are another.

Therefore, the suggestion was made that we might give students the
option of selecting one of each of these two pairs of disciplines for
more in-depth study, perhaps thematically based and preferably allowing
for some professorial autonomy in executing these themes. (There is also
an implicit assumption that laboratory periods might be used for a
broader range of problem-solving experiences than traditional laboratory
experiments, especially in biology and geology.)

On a more practical level, there was conse¢nsus that regulations or
strategies need it' be devised to discourage the current wide-spread
practice of students postponing the fulfillment of the Core 7 and 8
requirement until late in their undergraduate careers.

Finally, this reporter, as one of your Summer Associates and thus
"an outsider," cannot resist the temptation to offer a summary personal
observation insofar as the members of our discussion group adequately
represent the Brooklyn College faculty, the major underlying problem in
the design/execution of the science core is the lack of a real censensus
among you about how and in what sense your graduates should become
scientifically literate.
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Wednesday, P.M. James Levine, Leader
June 8, 1988 Louis Asekoff, Recorder

The science modules should not try to offer broad coverage or surveys
of a field; they should be limited in scope and focus on a specific topic
or set of topics within a field. While this topic or set of topics would
be detecwmined by the individual instructor, each module should make the
studznts aware that science is historical, and that it is a way of thinking
about (and acting in) the world. Some issues raised might be: How is
scientific knowledge acquired and validated? What is the nature of
scientific theories? How does science change?

The "labs" should be replaced with relevant "activities" designed by
the individual instructors of each module. The activities may include
group projects, demonstrations, field-trips, reading of primary papers,
sharing of original research, hands-on experience of materials.
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Wednesday P.M. Charlton M. Lewis, Leader
June 8, 1988 Lionel Bier, Recorder

Students should come away with a working understanding of scientific method,
laws and theories. Specific materials should be chosen by individual
instructor or department. But the course should be essentially a science
course with all other goals such as practical applications to everyday life
secondary.

The laboratory component is central and should be given more time so that
ideas cai. be developed and followed through without haste (and frustration).
We recommend 3 hours laboratory to every hour of recitation.
Lab experiments might concentrate on establishing simple laws and patterns
of laws like linear dependence. The four sciences could be integrated by a
thematic approach. For example, "properties of materials':

1. covers all four branches of science

2. can be related to the world around us

3. is the subject of numerous scientific laws and theories

This approach might make !t easier to limit scope and coverage of the
science component of core.

-
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Wednesday, P.H. Emily Michael, Leader
June 8, 1988 Tucker Farley, Recorder

- To address problems of lab-lecture structure over broad scope of
"teaching a field" with "too many details," and student alienation.

-~ Reveals function on principle of less is more for the student.
- The papers approach: discovery of the conditions and methods of

science tninking, questioning, in a communitv, with specific instruments
and theories, that change over time.

To incorporate different teaching methods with strengths representing the
goal tor students to see how we know what we know and how we "discover" the
discourse of "the scientific method" and representing the philosophy of the
core, we proposed a combination:

Have the sciences develop a core list of themes for each module.
Use the lab to explore series of papers a la Columbia approach.
Suggest development of projects where students could write papers
and/or work in small groups and perhaps even move beyond the
classrooms, providing a-basis of performance for evaluation of

students.

Benefits: teach way of thinking, function in scientific mode, involve
students, realistically address availability of institutional resources and

academic training.

Note for planning: aim for the "poetry" and "aesthetics" of science.
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Wednesday, P.M. Robert Muccigrecsso, Leader

= June 8, 1988 Thomas Mermall, Recorder

B 1. Instructors should develop a more conceptual approach in their
; teaching to supplement that quantitative and formulaic content of their
; subject. The principles and methods of scientific inquiry should be
! stressed.

2. Laboratory models should be re-structured according to the goals of
the course.

3. Instructors should - granted more flexibility in presenting their
subject as long as they r. .n within the general guidelines of the course.

z 4. A "core honors" course would be welcomed as an alternative for gifted

‘ students.

N 5. An interdisciplinary apprvach to modules such as bio-chemistry was
recommended.

6. We should explore the possibility of linking Core S with Core 7 and 8
to strengthen preparation in.mathematics necessarv for an understanding of

the sciences.
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Donez Xiques, Leader

Wednesday, P.M.
Gary Mennitt, Recorder

June 8, 1988

1. Frovide lecturers with some freedom of choice in deciding what to
cover and depth of coverage as is being done now in Core S.

2. Encourage some team-teaching sections, i.e., combine physics and
chemistry, or biology and chemistry, or geology and physics.

3. If some labs are pointless, be realistic and do without them, i.e.,
focus on what works well.

4. One member particularly wanted

a) increased level of mathematics - don't be intimidated by students
apparent lack of ability.

b) ensure correlation between lecture and laboratory.

c) encourage more discourse and not an overemphasis on lecture.

d) gJoal should be that students can read relevant literature at end
of course.
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Wednesday, P.M. : Charles Godino
June 8, 1988 Plenary

The main discussion centered around the topic of keeping or not keeping
the science labs. Vojtech Fried was one of the many who strongly wished
to keep the labs. He made his most telling point with the comment "any
science without a lab is like a man without a heart."

The sticks and balls models used in some labs came under attack by a
number of faculty, nevertheless, other science faculty defended these
models on the grounds that they gave a 3-D representation which was not
possible in any other way.

A member of the Physics Department (Norma Eisen) stated that next year
the Physics labs for each course would be under the direct supervision of
the lecturer. It was also stated that no common exams would be given.
This will allow each instructor a certain amount of flexibility in
teaching his own lectures. Finally, graduate stulents will not be used
in Physics labs.

The Chemistry, Biology and Geology Deparimeats held onto their present

- position that graduate students have to be used in their labs for a

7 number of reasons. The Geology Department also defended their rock .
jdentification labs as necessary and useful in conducting their Core
course.

The consensus seemed to be that the useful labs should be kept but that
pointless labs ought to be dropped or improved to bring about a better
student experience.

. One good suggestion related to a unification of the science Core. The
N suggestion was made by Evan Will'ams that Jacob Bronowski's bock "Ascent
' of Man" could be used since it deals with topics in all sciences.
Another faculty member mentioned that a Viewing of the video tapes of the
"Ascent of Man" series on FBS would be an extremely useful way to cover
the material from the book.




Thursday, A.M. David Arnow, Leader
June 9, 1988 Norma Eisen, Recorcder

Core Studies 2.2

Text in course is the music and can only be experienced aurally.

Goals: 1) to learn to listen and appreciate.

2) to inter-relate music to other courses in the Core.

Writing/Verbal articulation necessary to achieve skills and should raise
understanding to level of consciousness and improve thinking.




Thursday, A.M. Albert Bond, Leader
June 9, 1988 Leslie Jacobson, Recorder

Core Studies 2.2: Introduction to Music

Goals of :ourse - increased perception and sensitivity, listening
skills, intellectual as well as visceral interactions breadth - classical,
western, some non-western and jazz.

- consensus that writing is an essential skill which complements everything
we do, it informs, it forces the students to be precise in their analysis,
their organizational skills. It is an integral part of their thinking.

- should also be able to describe their feelings. Therefore, students with
poor writing skills should not automatically be assigned to music core as
they often are.

- writing assignments should be more challenging than they are now - not
merely descriptions of concerts: it was suggested that students could be
asked to analyse a (new piece of music) un;- "iiar piece.

- 4n 2.2 as in the other core courses, less is more. Too much material to
cover (8 areas at present). Need more time for verbal interaction.

- skills you want students to come away with: to talk intelligently about a
piece of music; to read a N.Y. Times music review critically; to write with
precision about a piece of music; to make contextual connections; to have
some knowledge of the vocabulary of music and of the history of music and
backeround to read program notes intelligently; to make connections between
music and the rest of thier lives -- e.g., religion, social connections,
culture, liZe passages.
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Thursday, A.M. Naomi Bushman, Leader
June 9, 1988 Hyman Sardy, Recorder

Core 9 can be an excel 2nt capstone course.

The need to integrate the conceptual skills of Tier I 1into our
understanding of culture.

The skil.s of the anthropologists must be utilized in our understanding of
the abstractions and generality of culture.

While we felt the need to emphasize writing across-the-curriculum we felt
it should not be used as a fetish to the exclusion of other alternatives
such as music, quantification, etc.

Representing thoughts symbolically has power that can be used in discourse
to better understand culture.

A better and more effective way to utilize tle skills of Tier I exist in
a. simulation with computers
b. quantification with statistics
c. understanding truth, proof, verification, etc., and their use
in the rhetoric of culture

Writing across-the-curriculum should be used to demand the precision of the
vocabulary developed in the various disciplines of Tier I. Writing can be
used to share experience in order to assist in the richness of rhetoric and
argument in understanding the macro-components of culture.

It was suggested that a student write about A&S Department store as
a Nigerian wight see it or they might write reactions to a slide.

Use of the laboratory in the sense of filed trips can enrich knowledge of
culture. Visit to several botanical gardens as an example.

Because this will take additional time the plethora of facts ought to be
much diminished with the ultimate result that the facts fall into a context
that involves a ‘conceptual framework of some diversity.
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Thursday, A.M. Nehru E. Cherukupalli, Leader
June 9, 1988 Marion Himes, Recorder

Core Studies 5

Is a writing component necessary in Core 5?

The answer is yes but this component is defined as writing a
praogram.

Pvograms and, if possible, a mathematical proof or solving a small
prot .a in mathematics should be the result of the course.

Students should be able to make flow sheets.
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Thursday, A.M. Margarite Fernandez-Olmos, Leader
June 9, 1688 Mark Fishman, Recorder
1) The writing skills necessary in the sciences are essentially not
different from those in any other aiscipline.
a. Skills in the sciences to be taught:
- to observe
- to critically think about observed world
- to test ones thinking and to come to a conclusion
- to express the conclusisn--this is where writing comes in
2) Should Core sciences teach the communication skills required of
scientists? Probably.
a. Writing is a necessary tool for learning.
-~ to express conclusions
- to intensify thinking
- to refine thinking
3) How to use writing in Cores 7, 8:

a, Wricing assignments
1)} for each lab there should be a written lab report that:
a) asks students exactly what they did and what they

learned
b) is graded (and may have to go through more than

one draft)
b. Give essay exams, not multiple choice tests.

153
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Thursday, A.M. George H. Fried, Leader
June 9, 1988 Charles Gedino, Recorder

1)

Turn over some of the labs to ora. presentations by students on
assigned controversial topics.

Lead discussions in the lab with the end result that students will
read articles on contemporary Biology such as genetic engineering,
pollution control, surrogate motherhood (see also Core 10).

The plus and minus of new discoveries in modern science on
society -~ written assignments.

Mandate that Chemistry 7.1 be taken along with or before Biology
8.1, This would help Biology and Geology to assign writing
assignments -- to cross boundary lines such as between Chemistry .
and Biology.

Minority opinion -- End of term project or paper on a topic which
involves Biology and at least one of the other sciences.

End result -- Student should develop a life-long skill enabling them
to read things like the Science Times; and other popular science
magazines with some degree of understanding.
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Thursday, A.M. Timothy Gura, Leader
June 9, 1988 Phyllis Bigel, Recorder
Core 7-8

General discussion by the group was followed by specific suggestions.

Skills appropriate for this course

9] Students should demonstrate that they understand the assumptions of
science in Core 7 and 8.

2) Students should demonstrate that they have learned to observe
intelligently and understand natural phenomena

3) Students should demonstrate their understanding of what they hear
because language is different from language in other courses.

Writing would be utilized in attaining these skills.
Product

1) Essay questions be utilized for part of the examinations given in
these courses.

2) Primary sources should be utilized with specific assignments
challenging to the students. (not just summaries)

E)) Use of written laboratory reports

4) Use of written reports after lectures to demonstrate understanding
of student

One member of the committee subsequently submitted the following
questions as examples of essay questions that could be employed in
science courses

Sample writing assignment

Take an article showing the historical process, among scientists, of how
a particular phenomenon was discovered. Mumps, for example. At
different points, scientists and practitioners were able to observe
differently, especially before and after the microscope.

a) Have half the students write what the disease "is" before the
microscope and half write what it "is" after.

b) Have students analyze the process the community of scientists and

practitioners went through to come to the point where a doctor
treats
mumps.

c) Describe what is agreed upon and what are areas of dispute still
being problematic.




Thursday, A.M. Noemi Halpern, Leader
June 9, 1988 Vinnie-Marie D'Ambrosio
Core 2.1

Professor Bier, who teaches 2.1, suggested that the skills aimed for in
the crurse are: how to look at, how to see (understand), and how to
analyze works of art -- that is, how a work of art projects a picture of
the world and how that might be analyzed. It was agreed that analysis in
this heavily populated course is most easily done via writing.
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Thursday, A.M. Robert Muccigrosso, Leader

June 9,

1988 David Walters, Recorder

Our group task was to clearly define and identify those skilis we thought
appropriate for Core Studies 9. As a result of our groups deliberation
we agree upon the following:

1)

2)

3)

4)

All written work should express the precise feeling of the
issues presented in class assignments.

A systematic attempt should be made to make students analyze
cultures other than their own.

Students should be taught geographic and demographic skills.

Students should be taught the economic transformation of
various cultures.

The classroom techniques and assignments the group recommended for the
course are as follows: )

1)

Requirz map reading for all the students in the course (map of
the countries been studied during the term).

Have students research a small aspect of a culture not studied
in class and make class presentations.

Have students gain empathy of other cultures through writing,
reading and role playing as a member of a culture other than

the student's own culture.
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Thurdsay, A.M. David Seidemann, Leader
June 9. 1988 Elizabeth Weis, Recorder

REPORT ON WRITING IN CORE 2.1

General Principle:
The group strongly condemned the all-inclusive approach to art history.
It was felt that limiting the course to the comparison of the works of

two or three eras or two cultures would provide a more valuable
experience.

Skills and Goals:
1. Understand a work of art in itself.
2. Understand a work of art in its historical and cultural context.

: 3. Have the vocabulary and abilities to interpret and evaluate a work of .-
: art.

4. Broaden tae students’ minds to excite them to want to look at art on
their own.

Writing assignments would promote the goals of 1,3, and 4 above.

Classroom activities and assignments: .

1. Comparing of works of art from two cultures would be particularly
important in complementing the goals of Core Nine.

2. To personalize the creative process it might prove valuable tc invite
presentations from studio artists in the Art Department.

3. Some assignments should encourage students to go out into the
community and take advantage of the city's rich cultural offerings, such
as its architecture and museums.

To help students observe more carefully what they see on excursion,
assignments might include:

i. Photographs or sketches

2. Writing assignments based on the excursions that encourage the
students to observe, evaluate and refine their vocabulary on

aesthetic issues.
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Thursday, P.M. William Beer, Leader
June 9, 1988 Tony Nadal, Recorder

Liberal education and how core can enhance it

Requiring a minor -- one that is structu-ed in breadth and scope.

~ "Scientists" are encouraged to venture into other areas of the
liberal arts. But non-science majors do not seem to be encouraged to
take post-core sciences courses.

Physics has post-core courses. Other science departmentis ought to
follow the example of Physics.

The Blumberg or Schwartz models might fit well in a post-core
setting.

For example: a 'Great Papers in Biology" as a post-core Science
course.

Special Topics rubrics should be used.

- The advisement (counseling) system should not encourage academic

parochialism.
- Abolish vocational majors at Brooklyn College. (See distinction

between vocations and professions.)
- The optional "P" grade in semester of 96th credit.

Advise in bulletin that up to 6 courses may be taken on P-~F option
from sophomore year on. This could encourage choice of free electives ir
departments outside majors.
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Thursday, P.M. Wendy Fairey, Leader
June 9, 1988 Victor Franco, Recorder

Barriers:

1. Value that world (culture, society) places or life-long learning and
on a liberal educatiom.

2. Essentially no academic dialogue going on on campus, either between
students and faculty or among faculty themselves.

Recommend:

1. Deepen the Core. Create third and forth tier. Allow it to be
optional (need not be taken). Make it interdisciplinary.

2. Create options in Core courses. Particularly for faculty. Faculty

should be allowed to teach outside their areas (assuming some expertise

in the area).

3. Need resources to sponsor conferences, symposia, workshops for faculty
development., There should be two foci:

1. Teach faculty to make classroom more student=-centered.
2. Teach faculty to make writing assignments that are geared to

making writing a tool for learning.

4. Stress the importance of articulating to the college community the
importance of liberal education.
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Thursday, P.M. Vincent Succillo, Leader
June 9, 1988 Nicholas Papayanis, Recorder

General Comments

1. The Core does not have to generate interest in further study in areas
of Core -- because Core in itself is a worth while experience.
{This does not imply Core is a perfect product.)

2, The majority had no probiem with the Core being spaced ocut over
several years because this majority believed the Core itself was the
final product. A minority of one on the committee believed that the Core
should be a requirement for all electives.

Barriers and Product

1. The reading and writing exams for entrance to the Core do not seem e

adequate to the kind of work done in many (if not most) of the Coure
courses. Some very basic skills in reading and writing are lacking --
and this issue must be addressed.

As there is a higher "reading pass" for B.C. there should also be a
higher "writing pass."

2. Greater amount of commonality in approach and content of material and
across the Core.

There was greater disagreement on this point, especially the part on
couamon material.

3. Perhaps there might be a set of interdisciplinary courses that come
out of the Core program.




Thursday, P.M. Philip Gallagher, Leader
June 9, 1938 Peter Zaneteas, Recorder

We feel that there are two serious impediments that inhibit the Core
from becoring the starting point of lifc-long learnirng.

1. Very frequently tie scope and the extent of the academic course
is so extensive and ambitious that very little time is left to show
relevance and relation to other evenis.

2. Extensive professionalism of certain majors narrows and therefore
prevents the extension of the Core into a wider Liberal Arts educaticn.

At the same time one feels that there are certain steps that can be
taken that would significantly broaden and expand the Core experience.

1. If the courses could be linked in content and significance then
this linkage would develop into a ladder of higher understanding. We are

aware, however, that this presents serious academic and logistical -

problems.

2. Students should be encouraged to experiment with courses from
disciplines other than their chosen major for the noble purpose of
broadening their horizon and enhancing their understanding.

3. Institute College-wide experimentation with special academic
programs and classes which would expand and tap the Core experience.
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Thursday, P.M. Nancy Hager, Leader
June 9, 1988 Robert Cherry, Recorder

l. General analytical ard expository skills should be seen as a
successful outcome of the Core. They texture to other disciplines so
that they enhance understanding in non-Core preprofessional areas.

2. Students are fearful of going on to demanding second courses
which will be dominated “- majurs and 1involve risk in the G.P.A,
department they hesitate to chocse non-major electives.

Departments should consider identifying a few selected topical
courses geared to non-majors to provide an opportunity for students
in less threatening manner.

3. We all thought that students should be required to take either an
established minor or an individually developed coherent four (or five)
course grouping.

4. Faculty should take seriously engaging students in non course
activities-~films, lectures, etc., as a means of building on Core
experience.




Thursday, P.M. James Levine, Leader
June 9, 1988 Raymond Gittings, Recorder

Wworkshop on "A Liberal Arts Core as Starting Point or Terminus"

The workshop began with a discussion of how the Core serves as a
starting point for life-long learning. Some of the ways the Core
accomplishes this or should accomplish this are noted below:

1. Give students a broad education while introducing them to various
disciplines.

2. Should promote understanding of connections between disciplines
and on relationships between various periods of civilization and
different cultures.

3. Students should appreciate how civilization and science have
changed over time.

4. In order to instill in students an appreciation for life-long '’

learning, the Core needs to teach students to be curious, to develop an
appreciation and awareness of knowledge, to stress the importance of
reading. Students need to learn how to learn and learn how to think and
do on their own and to leave the Core with a desire to continue to
educate themselves.

5. As a starting point for a libzral arts education, it is important
that Tier I course develop maturity and that the couises be rigorous
enough to serve as a transition from high school level work to college
level work.

The group did not discuss specific barriers or possible solutions.
However, it was noted that we need to face the fact that many students
view the Core itself as a hurdle (barrier) to what they perceive to be
their educational goals. It is only after the Core is completed that
many students appreciate its importance and significance. What -hey get
out of a specific Core course is sometimes the result of a great teacher
rather than actual .ontent.

The workgroup makes the following three suggestions for change that
might enhance the Core's ability to serve as a starting point for
life-long l.arning.

1. We should loosen the cour-e requirements to emphasize common
goals rather than common facts. 't is important to focus on wha.
students will tak. away from each ircividual Core cou..e. The diversity
among teachers is one of greatest strength and we should not tie their
hands with an overemphasis on course Jontent and by stressing the need to
cover a common collection of facts. Core courses should not be
prerequisites for courses in the ma‘or.

2. Teaching techniques and tcpics in Core courses should generate
student participation, student invoivement and criticel thinking. The
large class size in Core courszs makes this a difficult goal.
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3. Since many incoming students are not prepared to begin the Core
curriculum in their freshmen year it is recommended that a task force be
formed for the purpose of studying "The Freshmen Year for Underprepared

Students."

Since this was the last session of the Faculty Development Seminar,
we should stress the importance of continuing the fruits of the seminar
throughout the year. We should encourage further visits to Core c.asses
by faculty from other departments and encourage other means of faculey
interaction on the Core Curriculum.
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Thursday, P.M. Charlton M. Lewis, Leader
June 9, 1988 Jules Gelernt, Recorder

The workshop's views are based on the assumptions that "there is life
after the Core.” To enable students to follow some interest that may
have been generated in a Core course- certain broad recommendations
follow:

1. The requirement that the Core be completed within the firsc 96
credits be enforced;

2. That a reasonable cap be set on the requirements for the major,
and that the appropriate committee of Faculty Council be asked to bring
to Faculty Council a concrete proposal for action;

3., That a small number of courses belong outside the major and its

collective requirements be regarded as electives; and that, again, the -

appropriate committee of Faculty Council bring forward a specific
proposal;

4, That the problems related to transfer students be studied in
detail with a view to avoiding crippling penalties by virtue of
transferring to the college.

5. Lastly, that Core departments identify follow-up courses for
students who wish to go on to one additional course in the field.
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Thursday, P.M. Emily Michael, Leader

June 9, 1988 David Leveson, Recorder

1. The taking of more advanced courses in the same field as a Core course
is not a valid measure of the success of the Core.

2. It would be a good idea to develop courses designed for non-majors
that have as their only prerequisite an appropriate Core course.

3. Develop courses that students can take outside their major areas that
have no prerequisites. Thus, Freshmen, etc., can take these courses.
Courses described in (2) and (3) should be well advertised.

4. If core courses were less "discipline~bound" they might better
foster intellectual explanation.




Thursday, P.M. Mary Oestereicher, Leader
June 9, 1988 Evan Williams, Recorder

Core isn't enough. It must be a starting point.

1f one hasn't decided upon a major or course of study one might take
more Core courses early. Students who enter with a major in mind may not
finish the Core till their senior year.

Take some courses out of second Tier if they aren't taught with the
original second Tier philosophy in mind.

Suggestion l: Strengthen articulation between pre-Core courses and Core
courses. Problem of underprepared students in Core 5.

Task -- sort of obvious. It seems to be working=-out.

Students don't necessarily demonstrate the effectiveness of the Core
by taking electives. Not much chance in the sciences and mathematics.

High-credit majors make it difficult for students to take electives
which build on the Core.

Suggestion 2: Emphasize the idea of "capstone" courses, pulling things
together (Core 6, 9, 10.)

Suggestion 3: Encourage and strengthen cross-connections between Core
courses.

Disagreement here -- some say we should not have "capstone' courses,
perhaps not even Tiers.

Suggestion 4: Better enforcement of completion of Tier 1 by 48 credits,
Tier 2 by 96 credits.

Suggescibh 5. Provide a list of suggested courses to follow any of the
main subjects covered in the Core or subjects not covered specifically in
the Core -- such as ethics, religion. Institute a senior seminar.
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Thursday, P.M. Donez Xiques, Leader
June 9, 1988 Edward Kent, Recorder

Ways to enhance liberal learning in Core

l.
on

10.

11.

12.

13,

14,

Students should be engaged in self-motivated learning -~ e.g., work
individual projects in Core 8 (by Sharon Eisner, student tutor).

Do honors work in Core classes, not always the lowest common
denominator.

Stimulate interest in and recommend follow-up courses to Core.
Departments might create follow-up courses where they do not now
exist.

Encourage individual and group projects in the science courses, e.g.
a site study in geology.

Encourage faculzy to teach in Core classes what excites and
interests them. Let teachers depart from a set curriculum and do
their own taing. -t

Have Core hcnors sections.

Separate some materials in class from testing so that advanced
materials can be introduced without intimidating weaker students.

Separate lectures from labs in sciences to permit more innovation in
lectures and allow discussion sessions, etc.

Have Core faculties meet each semester to evaluate their course and
share information each semester.

Invite some students who have had Core courses to evaluate negative
aspects with Core teachers.

Encourage more experimental and special cection Core classes.

Let .students take science Core courses early to see if they wish to
continue in science, Loosen up the Tiers.

Have interdisciplinary, team-taught, small, serious seminars on
themes: possibly mini courses without credit but mandatory.

Encourage high-credit major departments to reexamine their
requirements to see if they cu-~ reduce them and make more room for

electives.
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Marvin Koenigsberg
Plenary Recorder

THIRD DAY FACULTY DEVELOPMENT SEMINAR (Final Session)

Open Forum Discussion - Thursday afternoon on Third Day Workshop
Assignment,

The meeting started with verbal presentations from the afternoor
workshops by Nicolas Papayanis (History), Ray Gittings (Mathemat® -),
Evan Williams (Chemistry), and Edward Kent (Philosophy).

With three members of the Core Committee present, Philip Gallagher,
Emiry Michael and George Shapiro, the following comments were made by
individual members of the faculty.

A suggestion was made that in the future the seminar be run in four

days and for a shorter period each day instead of the intense three-day .

schedule as now.

The hope was expressed that more members of tne Counseling Center
participate in future seminars and that the counseling services be
focused in g. <“er degree on the Core curriculum.

A member of the Art department described the poor conditions of his
room: it was overheated, poorly ventilated, noisy and empleyed primitive
technology for such large classes.

Connection between Core coordinators should be re-established. A
mnember of the Core committee acknowledged this deficiency and undertook
to correct the mission.

Thanks were paid to the work of the peer tutors at this three day
conference.

As Provost Wolfe is retiring statements of commendation about her
involvement in the Core curriculum vere mace by Todd Lewis, Timothy Gura,
and Sherman Van Solkema. It was generally felt that the end of an "epic"
was now at hand.

Provost Wolfe gave the last word by reviewing her role in the Core
and paying tribute to various associates, most notably Bruce Hoffacker.
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A Closing Note of Thanks to
Ethyle R. Wolfe

Many persons are deserving of thanks for their special
contributions to this summer seminar--all of you, indeed, for your
participation in the work we have been engaged in. My admiration for
you--faculty, students, visitors--grows on every such occasion as this.

But because she has announced her retirement during the next
year from Brooklyn College and this is opparently to be the last in the
seven-year series of summer seminars she has conducted f-r us, 1 would

.like fo close by saying o few words in appreciation of Ethyle Wolfe's

heroic contribution to academic life at Brooklyn College, the City
Urniversity of New York, and, increasingly, to the academic posture of
other institutions of higher learning throughout the nation.

For us, at the end of another rich and inspiring summer seminar,
it is almost enough to say that Ethyle Wolfe has made occasions like
this possible. In one or two sentences at the end of a fully-packed day
I cannot adequately characterize the extent of our debt to Ethyle, but I
would like a few things to be acknowledged:

1) First of all, the sense of collegiality for which Brooklyn College
is famous--in on underground way as a direct result of our visitors if
not in the national press--is due not only to all of you but to the
catalyst in our midst. People respond to Ethyle's private blend of
intellect, insight, hard-nosed practical wisdom, but most of all to her
exuberance and joy in learning and teaching.

2) These summer seminars are her invention. Having just given thanks
to all of you--faculty, student., visitors, our irreplazeable adjutant
Bruce Hoffacker, our imaginative and hard-working committees--let me say
that, nevertheless, on this front we owe everything to Ethyle. We are
in a hard spot: I believe that Brooklyn College will probably fall
back on hard times if we do not find ways to continue these pathbreaking
seminars; but we will also be in a hard place whea, without Ethyle, we
try to keep them going.

3) Given all this, and knowing Ethyle as you and I do, I would like to
acknowledge that the core curriculum as an idea--as it has crystallized
at Brooklyn College and despite all its remaining shortcomings--owes
very much to the thrust of Ethyle's life work. She has never worked
alone, but she has always provided leadership. No one would say that
ours is the only way to proceed, but under Ethyle's leadership the
Brooklyn college way has become a unique and powerful educational force,
both for our own students and--as we learn from our visitors--in the
educational life of the nation.

-- Sherman Van Solkema
for the Planning Committee
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When 1 first visited Brooklyn College in the fall of 1986 1 was doth
eacited sbout and aved by the success of the Core Curriculum. In the fall of
1986 1 thought it slmost sirsculous thst Brooklyn College had s faculty so
villing to adopt a core curriculum and to follow thzough on their obligation
to make the core coherent, I thought the fsculty sust be
extraordinary; unlike faculty st my or any other institution, they seemed
sazingly ready to give up turf, to sbandon traditionsl and disciplinary
approaches, and to embrace the core concept.

When I returned during the week of June 6, 1988 I was even more excited
and aved. This time, however, I realized that the Brooklyn College fsculty
are, indeed, like faculty et my {nstitution and elsevhere. In fact, as 1 sst
through the sessions, the positions fervently held, indeed, even the words
used to express those positions were strikingly, slmost frighteningly, similar
to those I have h2srd at my present institution and other institutions vhere I
have vorked. This revelation of the wors in the garden is a source of
hope. Brooklyn College ic the real world; it has resl life faculty members,
But it implemented and is sustaining e core curriculus--other fnstitutions
have socac hope of reform. I realize, too, that the reforam vas not 8 miracle
but the result of the dedication snd vork ¢€ one or two key people--an
apparently unbeatable tess of Ethyle Wolfe and Sherman Van Solkems, I remain
convinced that no such sveeping reform could have taken place without the
intease commitment of an adpinistrator who had the clout to support the
progran finencially and @ faculty wember who was sttuned both to the
sdministrative and faculty issues in evoking reform. Faculty members have now
sssused more responsibility for leedership snd the programs will thus cont inue.

Perceptions of Facuity Seminars

In one of the workshops the discussion focused on what distinguishes core
courses from other introductory courses. Io addition to citing the
charscteristics of the core courses listed on page 6 of THE CORE CURRICULUN,
faculty pointed out that core courses may be interdisciplinary, disciplinary,
or tesm taught. Above all, they ssid coherence is the key concept and the
asjor contributing factor in the success of the core. They slso readily
sgreed thet dedicstion to the principle of "covering the territory” is a major
contributing factor to the fasilure of core courses, Obviously, both the
orgsnizers of and the participents in the faculty seminar wvere well svare that
the lack of success of the cores in world cultures, sciences, and art /music
stemmed at least partially from a lack of coherence. Thus, the focus of the
seminar was precise and the orgsnization right on target.
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Cora 9

At the risk of stating the obvious, I offer the following observations:
A key icsue ia this core seems to be that of departaents’ lack of commitment
to the core and to the orgenization of the course. Given the assumption that
faculty sre free to choose sreas they sre interestad in and thus have s resl
incentive to perticipate in Core 9, logistics seea to de a msjor issue end
that is e department chair probiem. Someone, vhether it is the cheir of the
deplrgnent or of the Paculty Council Committee, must teke responsidility for
choosing faculty (perhaps even having s contingency pisn in the case of
resignations, ?tc.) and for establishing en orgsnizetional meeting of the
faculty participants--preferably before the scademic term begins. This
sppesrs to be an extremely simple remedy--but in the workshop I attended,
flculsy plrtl?iplntl seid it had not happened, with the result, of course,
thet.xn uone'xnotlncco texts had not been chosen or sgreed upon before the
opening cession. Feculty must meet together before the scademic yesr begins
to mep out the course~—to estsblish some common themes, to sgree upon texts
to set up exan dates and concepts to be covered, and to provide some ’
trensitions bDetween segments of the course.

At tvo different institutions, I have experimented with
interdisciplinary, tesm-tsught courses s well as wodular courses. 1n doth
instsnces, thc soduler approsch wes more successful, Pirst the tesm-taught
course is an expensive route, celling for en sdministrative commitment yesr
after year. Second, in their evalustions students frequently steted that
faculty seemed to be more {atent on talking to snd for esch other thsn to
students. The modular approach is not as expensive, can be well orgenized
(simply because on the surface it is so spperent that it must de), end
students (perticulerly students of the 80°s) respond well to overt structure.

Perhaps three faculty members could be responsible for three sections of
the core course, participate in all three on s rotetion basis but receive
credit for one course. That is, they vould teach s totsl of fifteen weeks but
in three different sections for five weeks each. Thie epproach would mean the
faculty member responsible for the firet five weeks would achedule s meeting
vith the fsculty.member reaponsbile for the second five weeks, etc. The
difficulty in the current spproach seems to be that students sre overvhelmed
by sdjusting to three different personslities sddressing three different
cultures from, in some instances, three different disciplines. A structure
that demands that faculty meet together periodically outside of class will
help continuity. As suggested in the seminar, & thematic spprosch will also
help. Perhaps fsculty could focus on those aspects of humen life that ere
commonly shared, choosing s theme of work, ferily, end religion.

Core ?

The difficulties in the science core sppear more complex then the
problems in the other cores. FPirst, the question of the relstionship of the
number and kind of details or facts (vhich wust be memorized) to broad

concepts seecms more pressing then in the other core courses. This question is .

compounded by two factors: ) the vast number of detsils/facts snd b) e
mejority of the science faculty et the seainer seemed to think that meny of
those details or facts sre essentisl to understending brosd concepts. The
science faculty objected to s course that focuses only on current issues or
crises in science snd society becsuse it may not prepere students to think
about the next crisis in science end life. Secondly, the labs compound the
problem in the course because they reise @ whole series of questions end, in
effect, sre teught by s second, parallel, faculty--the lab assistents.
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In response to the first aet of issues, only the members of the science
faculty st Brooklyn College can ultimately determine vhat students must knov.
My impressicn is that many meabers of the science faculty have not confrooted
the question of what they want stuceats to kaow, given the parameters of the
core concept., Obviously, they need to answer the question and then proceed to
organize a course. One positive suggestion made in our vorkshop was for
Chemistry/Biology and Physics/Geology to be taught together. If ccience
faculty think that will work, chances are it will, if for no other rcason than
the fact that they suggested it and thus must be somewhat committed to it.
Wwith the exception of the geology and physics faculty members, it does not
sppesr that many science faculty members are committed to the current
spproach,

with regerd to the issue of the labs, the core obviously has a problea if
students make statements such as "I do not have one good thing to say about
the labs" or "I didn't know why we were playing vith the ticker toys." Two
issues aust be addressed, Tirst, vhat is the function of the ladbs (why do
science faculty members wvant students in s lab~=to learn sbout the wonders of
discovery? to learn nev concepts? to study in depth or at first hand the
concepts learned in the lectures? to learn sbout the scientific method? ¢o
learn sbout the subjective nature of scientific research?)? Secondly,- in
those instances (such as geology) vhere the faculty had a clear idea sbout the
reason for the lads and even had & clear set of projects for students to focus
on, the purpose was lost in translation (so o speak). As I suggested in the
plenary, tne science faculty might wish to mske s veek of training mandatory
for 1ab assistants. During that week, the 1sd assistants would not only have
a copy of the course outline and discuss the concepts to be covered during the
ters but also would have some basic instruction in pedagogy. I would add that
the labs could provide an excellent opportunity for some experiments in
writing across the curriculum, Scientific writing, wvith its demand.for
clarity, precision, and thoroughness is & "natural® for talking about writing
end ita connection to criticel thinking end clarity of expreasion—it also
provides s netural forua for discussion of style and cuch matters as the use
of the passive voice and even of the question nf vhy such contemporary
scientific writing relies so heavily on simple and compound sentences.

Core 2.

The workshop' I attended focused on the core course in music, 1f the
music core is mot ss successful as some of the other cores, it may be because
the course attempts to cover too much territory (a 1ist of eight
;olls/objcctivotlconcept0 appears on the course outline), In addition, the
course appears to share the science core's problea of having assignments whose
objective or raison d'etre have been lost. FPor example, the student in our
vorkshop seaid the Ilstening end writing assignments were not taken seriously
by students snd wvere seen as "hoops they had to jump through," The first
problem can be addressed by haviog music faculty determine, bottom line, vhat
is important to students, given the paraaeters of time, etc. The second
problem can be addressed by having music faculty meet vith menbers of the
vriting center (or English Department) to discuss aethods of improving the
vriting assignments. Music faculty might be reminded, for example, that every
piece of writing does not need a grade, Students might be asked to keep o
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General Education

The Faculty Develomment Seminar I attended fram June 6 through 10 at
Brooklyn College was likened by its organizers to a sandwich. It began and

ended with a day’s discussion among 12 visitors and approximately 6 Brcoklyn

faculty and administrators. In the intervening three days, we participated
in the developmental seminar for Brooklyn College’s own faculty. Since these
three days formed the meat of the sandwich, let me begin with them.

Fram my visitor’s perspective, these three days were far more valuabie

than all the canned presentations and articles I have been exposed to by
institutions ballyhooing their new general education programs. One learned
mach more about both the potential and the problems of a core curriculum by
"istening in" to a group of concerned and affected faculty discussing
critical issues surrounding it, without such discussion being filtered for
external consumption. I think Brooklyn College deserves enormous credit for
both its openness and its courage in allowing 12 outsiders such an intimate
view of its program, warts ard all. In this regard, the ratio of 12 visitors
to same 60 Brooklyn faculty seems about right. A larger proportion of
visitors might inhibit discussion, at least to the extent of Brooklynites
feeling cbliged to explain their prowam to the visitors (which, in fact, did
happen on days 1 and 5 of the seminar, the days of the cuter loafs).

I thought each day’s seminar was well structured, though sometimes
tending to lac behind schedule (a typical academic failing). Student
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jon was especially valuable and my sense was that the Brooklyn

jted from hearing student perceptions (though same tended
The teaching samplers

participat
faculty also benef
to dismiss these particular students as atypical) .
pit artificial, as they centered

seenedaqoodidea,thmghacwplewma
had not read. (I wondexed

amnﬁdisaJSSimofatextmﬁdxmereﬁtofus
ofmetextowldmtbereq.xiredbeforehard. Or if that is

Wolfe's excellent use of excerpts as focus of

whether reading
not possible, then Prof.
discussion seems a pramising approach) .

on several occasions, the seminar broke down into smaller discussion

issves began to b2 systematically addressed.
ingthatthesurfaoehad just been scratched,

quickly, that they could have

groups, where key Yet I always

came away from these groups feel

thatthediswssionhadbeentemimtedtoo
that were beginning to ™

profitably used more time to explore the solutions
will be

proposed. Noteﬁwe.:etakenateadxdismssionqmlparﬂlmﬂerstarﬂ
usedbythecoreo:mugceeasitoontimwtoaddr%stheproblmsraisedin
thesemmar mtevenifmisdo@nothap;cm,

jons suggests that they will have a benefici
amltytomirﬂctogetheraboutthep pose of

to achieve this puxpose. Indeed,

the very vitality of the

seminzr and discuss al effect, if

only in stimilating Bronklyn £
the core and their own teaching strategies
I found myself wishing several times that such stimilating pedagogical

discussions could take place on my canpus.

Onefinalreflectimonthethreedaysaninar. I could not help but

notice the great impact made by the presentation of an alternative Science
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course by Professor Roger Blumberg of Columbia University. This, I am sure,
was due mainly to the high quality of his presentation. But still I was left
wondering whether more external presentations might not be F-neficial., For

exanple, during my small group’s discussion of writing, I was surprised by

the naivete - at least by Brooklyn College standards - of many of the:
caments. He.rewasacase~orsoitseemedtome-merememooldyn
faculty could benefit from a presentation by a national authority on ways to
incorporate writing across «he curriculum. .

The two days without the Brooklyn faculty - Monday and Friday - seemed
less successful, probably because they were less focussed. The autline for
these two days seemed promising, but was not followed strictly. The final
session in particular meandered in and arand the topic of assessment. The
lack of direction made this the least successful day.

Part of the problem, I think, was that the Monday and Friday sessions
equivocated between two valid goals - (1) preparation for, and refection
upon, the Brocklyn faculty seminar and (2) sharing ideas amd experiences
abaut gé.'reral education in a national context. These two goals are, of
course, not incampatible, but without very careful planning the tension
petween the two can diffuse the discussion. Personally, I left on Friday
with a feeling of lost opportunity - a regret that I had not learned very
muich about the General Education programs amd expeciences of *- other
institutions involved in the visitor’s program. In this regard, I would like
to endorse a suggestion made by one of my colleagues that the visitors write
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a brief description of their institution’s activities regarding general
1 also regret, in retrospect,

education and distribute this ahead of time.
my financially motivatad decision to stay with relatives. Had I lodged in
thesanehotelastheothervisitors, Imighthaveoonetolcmthem, ard

their programs better.
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Haviny assessed the Development Seminar itself, let me step back and
make scme observation about the Core based on my Summer experience. Same of
the discussion sounded quite familiar. The problem of non-English speaking
graduate assistants, for example, is heard cn most large canpuses and
Brooklyn seems no closer to solving it than the rest of us. Of greater

interest, to me at least, was the issue of class size. ¥hile I am sure other
factors were involved, I was struck, when reading the Raskin Evaluation
Report, by the apparently close correlation between the perceivec success .o-f
a core course and its size. The courses receiving the most criticism - 2.1,
7, 8, and 9 - also were those with the largest class size. Ancther theme
with its counterpart on my campus is the tension between commonalty and
individual autoncmy. I suppose I was surprised to see this, since I had
always associated Brooklyn in mind with emphasis on the cammon experience.
Yet Core 9, for example, seemed to be tauwht in vastly different ways and
most of the faculty seemed to be advocating more individual discretion, not
less. On t. . cther hani, one of the peer tutors camplained to me over lunch
that a c;t.:.xple of the instructors of Core 3 ignore the topic of gender,
thought its sylialus seems to promise this will be included. How much
diversity should be allowed in a core course thus seems a live, and
unresolved, question at Brooklyn.

But while Brooklyn is still struggling with some of the problems that
haunt the rest of us, it is remarkable how they seem to have solved - or
escaped - corundrums that plague many schools, including mine. One is the
conflict causad by increasing emphasis on research. Many faculty at Memphis
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State have resented requests to work on developing new core courses, Or
putting more time into the teaching and grading of them, grumbling that they
cannct afford to take time away from their research when there is so much
pressure to publish. Yet when this issue was raised on Friday by Professor
Schonhorn from Southern Illinois, those from Brooklyn seemed to have
difficulty perceiving the problem. Evidently, their core was not achieved at
the expense of research and scholarship. et one of its most impressive
aspects is the cbvious willingness of its faculty to devote lots of time, '
energy, and thouht to discussing the core courses, as well as to teaching
them.

But even more impressive - almost miraculous from my point of view - was
the virtual absence of turfism. One faculty member did intimate to me over
lunch that the core’s construction was motivated partly by a desire to rescue
a couple of "endangered" departments. But even he did not want to change the
core. Indeed, everyoue seemed to accept the b;asic structure of the core.
Problems with same of the courses were certainly acknowledged and a mumber of
solutioné, scme of them quite radical, were propounded. But none entailed
replacing one department or discipline with another.

This, to me, represents the real achievement of the Brooklyn core. It
has become a ccmuon source of pride for the faculty and a common catalyst for
bringing faculty together to discuss common pedagogical problems and aims.
_his is quite a contrast from the typical body-snatching contest that marks
most general education programs. From my perspective, that is the truly

amazing feat.
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BROOKLYN COLLEGE
BROOKLYN, NEW YORK
CORE SUMMER SEMINAR

Reverend Thomas E. Chambers, C.S.C,, Ph.D.

Being a "Summer Associate” was a misaningful learning experience for many
reasons which 1 shall give. The experience was a "process® of group
development and positive growth, since the people invited weze faculty, CORE
faculty, administrators, and Summer Associates who interacted with ideas,’
suggestions, criticisms, but yet what brought them to such exchange was the
*CORE Curriculum." Although an established agenda was in hand, the "hidden
agenda® gave life and witnecss to an sathentic exchange of opinions and insights.
The learning climate was vibrant, int¢resting, but always with challenge.

The "presentations,” "samplerz," and discussions were open for response and
clarification. People said what they wanted, and responded if the need weas
present. Professionalism was present and it was surrounded by friendliness;
certainly, collegiality was occurring between all who were involved. There was a
dynamic in place, though subtle; it was a cohesive factor bringing the
membership to speak, think, reflect CORE. Our purpose of coming together was
finding ways and means of examining # ‘curriculum® with a desire to improve.

It was obvious to me that complacency was not happening because the
membership realized that to find better and more meaningful methods is a must.
The "Process” reviewed strengths and attempted to analyze the weaknesses.
Science was discussed, which, by the way, is an oid age problem, but the
discussion was an attempt to unify, strengthen and ultimately improve a specific
concern. Agitation was not destructing the process, but rather giving the
Seminar a new life towards what possibly can be.

The composition of the faculty was as diversified as the student body.
Student CORE tutors, some only with a one Year experience, gave their
experience with appreciation. To think that such students could confidently
stand before their faculty and then with excelient articulation, render a positive
experience! These perceptions ¢re most helpful and meaningful.

The entire "Faculty Development Seminar® had much content and it was a
marvelous learning ¢xperience.
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The Brooklyn College faculty development seminar described the origins and
continuing evolution of the Brooklyn College core curriculum and dsmonstrated
how the key to the success of that project has been the deep and broad based
involvement of faculty and administration in teaching. For the Summer
Associates, the essence of their seminar experience broke down into three major
areas: the core process itself, which the visitors focused on in their own
meetings and then directly experienced in plemary sessions with the Brooklyn
faculty; an analysis of the critical issues that confront any core curriculua
including definitions, the role of the faculty, and the impact of the core upon
students: and finally, case studies of the operation of the core process that
focused on the perceived weaknesses of core courses 9 (Studies in African,
Asian, and Latin American Cultures) and 7-8 (Science in Modern Life) and on
examples of actual classes called "samplers” that met specific objectives of the
core such as writing across the curriculum and creating an impetus for lifelong
learning. Summer Associates were able throughout the week to compare and
contrast the Brooklyn experience with their own institutions.

The seminar provided the visitors with a three-step introduction to the
core process. Ve first heard descriptions of the process from leading
participants and followed up in small group discussions where we compared the
Brooklyn experience with that of our respective institutions. Next, we joined
Brooklyn faculty in actual summer workshops and became part of the core
curriculum srocess at Brooklyn. Finally, ve explored ways to assess and
evaluate a new curriculum after implementation.

The most important lesson learned from this part of the seminar is that the
essence of a core curriculum is process, not product; that the Brooklyn core is
in a contimual state of "becoming,” a work in progress that is never complete;
and that "an unexamined curriculum is not wortk teaching” (Ethyle Yolfe). Key
to the successful completion of the five stage core process described by Sheraan
Van Solkema is for a small group of faculty to share a common vision for general
education and then slowly win over the bvlk of the faculty through the drafting
of very oncrete models and course sylladi that give faculty discussions focus
and direction. General statements of goals and objectives, somewhat surpris-
ingly, were written at Brooklyn after course syllabi were developed and emerged
from faculty discussions and workshops as a shared educational philosophy.
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Extensive debate made clear that there were only a small number of potential
curricular models and that a mized model, combining a first tier of required
courses and a second tier of distributional requirements that allov for a narrow
range of student choice, was a 7iable alternative.

In addition to examining the core process, the summer seminar also
encouraged Summer Associates to grapple wila several critical issues raised by a
‘core curriculum. A major question is how do you know whether a core curriculum,
or any curriculum, ia really being successful? In the final session, an
important distinction was drawn between "assessuent” and "evaluation.” As
Donald Cress from Northern Illinois University (and FIPSE) pointed out, assess-
aent involves an atteapt to quantify faculty performance and is almost always
inposed by politicians and bureaucrats outside academia who distrust faculty and
pay themselves be anti-intellectual. Assessment is usually limited to only a
portion of the cognitive domain, often only basic skills, excludes the affective
domain completely, and Zelies on limited optical scanner test instruments.
Instead of using these tests for diagnostic purposes, they are frequently given
ngsumative” uses in order to compare institutions and their relative merit for
continued fuanding, clearly an improper use of the tests. The perverse logic of
using a "value added” approach to outcomes evaluation assessment is clear when
we consider that Miami Dade Community College would perform better than Barvard
by this measuresment. As President Hess of Brooklyn College pointed out, a
"inngitudinal statistical analysis” of Brooklyn's core curriculua gives a
product that focuses on data and facts, not human qualities and, vhile it may
reveal important information about student choices, it cannot offer an
evaluation of the quality of a curriculum or of the articulated educational
philosophy. In contrast, an evaluation design, according.to Bruce Hofacker,
should include a3sessment based on an analysis of student transcripts but should
go on to examine student and faculty perceptions of the core through in-depth
interviews. Nevertheless, there was general agreement that Brooklyn College had
failed to devise means for compiling assessment data and a research design for
evaluation when the core curriculum wag first introduced and that it would
indeed have been desirable to have done so.

Another important issues involved definitions: what does Brooklyn College
really mean by a "core curriculua?” At Brooklyn a model core means a prescribed
set of liberal arts courses taken by all students including non-liberal arts
majors (just two non-liberal arts programs represent 54% of zll students at
Brooklyn). There is no provision for student choice in this general education
requirement. Its purpose is not to prepare students for a particular major or
profsssion but to broaden horizons and develop the aind. As & group, the core

oo

».
s Bt




Ethyle Volfe, Provost, Brooklyn College

Carol 2aul, Vice President, Suffolk Comnunity College
Page 3

June 21, 1988

courses should stress varying modes of inquiry as well as content, including
definitive human achievements across a broad range of the liberal arts. In each
course, stress is placed on the quality and depth of exposure rather than
breadth of coverage.

The key advantages of this type of model core are "commonality" and
ncoherence.” The "commonality” feature means all students share a common
intellectual foundation, a common point of reference, and a coaron language that
serves as the basis for sustained learning and rational discourse. "Coherence”
means that there are integrative links between the individual core courses to
indicate that knovledge sust ultimately transcend the confines of single
disciplines and counteract the narrowness of profezsional training. Thisy is not
to say that a core curriculus should present a monmolithic, integrated, alls.
inelusive body of knovledge, but each core course needs to make connections vith
other core courses in order that the program as a whole makes sense to the
student. The goal of a core curriculum is thus sizilar to the goal of general
education as advanced in the Harvard Report of 1946: that there is a certain
organic unity to knowvledge, that students need preparation to act as iree
individuals and as citizens in society, not simply as doctors, e slusers,
business men, or accountants, and that the aim is mastery of life with wisdor
the indispensable means to this end. A distributional curriculum is much less
likely to embody this kind of vcorronality” and "coherence" because of the great
number and diversity of couiscs involved.

Another critical issue is thut a core curriculum should be perceived as
part of a continuum.of student growth. A core can be effective only if students
bave already attained the cullege level skills demanded in a college curriculunm.
=he Brooklyn core is further subdivided into two tiers with the enphasis in
reading, writing, and interpretiva skills in the five courses of Tier I serving
as & foundation for more advanced work in the five courses of Tier II. The
vhole core concept recognizes that students mature through time and that skills
developed in the core should be a starting point for specialization in a major
and, hopefully, lifelong learning.

Perhaps the most critical issue for the successful implementation of a core
curriculum is thae need for active faculty involvement. The Brooklyn success is
directly attributable to a small group of passionately involved faculty and
administratozs who possessed a vision and through countless hours of discussions
and debates over severial Yyears inspired a consensus amony the entire faculty for
a new curricular design. Neitber a small group of faculty nor the alninistra-
tiop could have produced a scbstantive change on their own. In addition,
Brooklyn developed vehicles for pobilizing faculty involvement that also helped
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channel faculty energies. The core was initially created as an outgrowth of a
college-wide faculty seminar meeting every eveaning for a week and open to all

800 Zaculty members. Summer seminars of fifty to seventy faculty meet several
days each summer to examine particular aspects of the cors. They include

faculty from departments that do not teach c¢ore courses as well as counsellors
and students. A visitor's program also produced a steady stream of non-Brooklyn
faculty from across the country whose coaments and perspectives greatly strength-
ened Brooklyn's core prograa.

In the end, it was also the faculty that benefited most from the core. TYor
those who invested their time, energy, and creativity, there were tremendous
revards in terms of improved collegiality (faculty from different departments
got to know one another and exchanged ideas across disciplines for the first
tine), a renewed interest in the art of good teaching, and much greater
sensitivity to the needs of the new type of student entering colleges in the
1980's. In the advanced courses of their specialties, faculty have also relied
on the core and can build upon what all students have studied in common. There
is' no need to keep teaching introductory courses even at the advanced level (as
often occurs with a distridbutional model) because with a core student learning
is cumulative, not scattered and impressionistic.

Nor can the students be ignored. Although it is not for the students to
decide whether there should be a core and in what areas, student perceptions are
important, and the issues they raise must be addressed. 1In the beginning,
students tend to see the core as a forbidding aonolith but after completing the
ten courses they gain a great sense of accomplishment. At Brooklyn, a student
survey showed 51% of those questioned believed that students should pot have a
choice in selecting courses to satisfy gemeril education requirements. Student
complaints about particular cors courses have led to syllabus changes and summer
workshops. Students still have difficulty with the demanding texts and
extensive writing assignments in all ten core courses which have been partially
met by a peer-tutoring system and a newv faculty-student mentor program. Never-
theless, there are still difficulties. The CUNY writing assessment required of
al) students does not accurately reflect the demands of the core courses, and
there is the perennial problem of getting the weaker students (instead of the
¢top students) to take advantage of peer tutors and faculty mentors. As Sherman
Van Solkema said, no student should be allowed to remain mute for an entire
sepester.
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One last major issue vas dealt with briefly: Brooklyn tound it impossible
for practical and administrative reasons to design a core around an explicit
theme or to make all core courses interdisciplinary. Most core courses are
taught solely by penbere of one department from the perspective of a single

discipline.*

The third and last phase of the seminar was an analysis by all eighty-five
participants of Core 9 (Studies in African, Asian, and Latin American Cultures)
h provided the Summer Associates with

and Core 7-8 (Science in Hodern Life) whic
case studies of prooklyn's core process. Tndividual faculty presented sanple
classes in the plenary sessions after which participants were broken up into

small workshops to discuss particular issues and to return with concrete recoa-
mendations for further discussion and comment by the entire group. These
efforts appeared to produce a consensus for important changes in Core 9. Core
7-8 remains a problem; the science faculty does not yet appear to have succeeded
in creating genuine core courses, only half-semester mini-courses in physics,

cheaistry, biology. and geology.

Core 9 attempts to make students appreciate cultures other than their owmn,

and its structure is unique. The course is - by three faculty froa

each of the area studies covered, it is modular with the course broken up into
segnents on Africa, Asia, and Latin America, and it is multi-disciplipary in

that history, literature, ot art may be the focal point of a module. The
challenge of Core 9 is that liberal learning must be made global, and its

*The tera winterdisciplinary” can cause confusion because of its many
meanings. At one extreme, an interdisciplinary course is one that is team-
taught by members of different disciplines who seek to break down the boundaries
betveen their specialties in order to create a synthesis. A weaker version of
the term applies to courses that are not team-taught but synthesize several
disciplines. This type of course may be taught by a faculty member trom any of
the disciplines involved. Finaliy, at the other extreme, an interdisciplinary
course car be one that is taught by one faculty member from aay of several
disciplines, but the course design does not require a synthesis of paterial fron
more than one of the geveral disciplines that teach the course. In addition, an
entire curriculus, not just a course, may be considered interdisciplinary if it
is designed around an explicitly interdisciplinary theme or it all or most of
its courses are interdisciplinary in any of the three senses given above. The
Brooklyn curriculum is not interdisciplinary in any of these vays, although two
core courses, Core 9 (described beiow) and Core 3 (People, Power, and Politics)
are interdisciplinary in the first and second sense respectively.
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success can be measured in a student survey which reports three-quarters of
those surveyed felt increased respect for people of different backgrounds. The
fallacy of Core 9, however, has been to put in the same classrooam three
different teachers from three different macro-regions using three different
methods of analysis and to assume that because the teachers are doing what they
do best, a cohesive and comprehensible course will result. What should be
common to all three modules? How do You keep the students from being over-
vhelmed? Core 9 illustrates the foraidable cobstacles to any course that seeks
to do justice to the diversity of world cultures. Still, it is clear that
students will benefit from at least one team-teaching experience.

Core 7-8 is tqo frequently bogged down in a multitude of detail and suffers
from too rapid coverxge of too many topics. The science core needs to focus on
basic principles, intellectual imagination, and the nature of science generally
in order for students to make connections with other liberal arts courses and
between science and their own lives. Many science core classes are not carrying
out the principles of the core curriculum as indicated by non-science faculty
visitations to science lectures. These faculty observed students talking and
eating during class, walking in and out, and generally displaying total passiv-
ity to the learning process. There were several suggestions on how to make the
science core not just mastery of a collection of facts but understanding the
scientific way of knowing. Presentations were made by Roger Blumberg describ-
ing the innovative Coluabia University science model and by Brian Schwarz
exolaining a thematic approach to the teaching of science to non-majors vhich
stresses the unity of science and its great importance into the lives of

everyone.

In conclusion, the final question is what are the lessons of the Brooklyn
core experience for Suffolk Comaunity College? At first glance it would appear
that a large, selective four year institution with a distinguished 1list of
faculty publications has little in common with a two year, multi-campus
community college. Indeed, Suffolk's faculty does not have the specialists to
teach Core I on the classical world or Core 9 on the non-western world on a
college-wide scale. Still, there is much in the Brooklyn experience that can be
instructive for Suffolk. We share common pedogogical concerns, and the process
utilized by Brooklyn for dealing with these concerns has universal validity.
Both institutions face the need to maintain enrollments with underprepared
studeats vho do not often share a common cuiture with the faculty. Both
institutions need to offer a curriculua with scae coherence that students can
comprehend and find meaning in and that faculty can be conmitted to. Both need
to revitalize a faculty with a large percentage of senior professors. In both
colleges, moreover, the process of curricular formulation needs to be based in
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the faculty because only the faculty can generate a consansus on educational

- goals and educationmal philosophy and work to realize those goals in the

classroon. Programs will remain superficial catalog statesents without large
scale faculty involvement and without bard work on the actual syllabi and
bidbliographies necessary to build consensus and comaitment throughout the
institution. In this area, Brooklyn College is clearly different froa Suffolk
but worthy of emulation. Widespread faculty participation in curricular reform
will likely create a better design and promote faculty development as well. A
dynaric process of on-going curricular development is needed to identify and
continually refine a common body of learning appropriate for our students. This
process nust be institutionalized as a permanent part of the teaching enterprise.
The impressive collegiality and sense of reneval so evident at Brooklyn College
is in large measure due to faculty involvement in the core curricular process.

RWF/st

cc: Dean Canniff
Members of the Western Campus General Studies Comaittee
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Patricia Silber
Marymcunt College
Tarrytown, NY

Brookiyn College.
Faculty Development Seminar
Juns 6-10, 1988

While my participation as & summer associate in the Fac-
ulty Development Seminar yielded many valuable practical sug-
gestions to enrich the Humanities Program at Marymount College,
my most rewarding experiences were less tangible: sensing the
strength of collegiallity among faculty, both Core and non-Cere,
peer tutors, and visitors: the openness to discussion and sub-
sequent change: the college-wide enthusiasm and concern for '
the Core.

I admired the freguer:ly reiterated view of all partici-
pants that the Core is a work in progress that calls for con-
tinuing experimentation. Also enlightening was the distinction
made between purpose and content of Core courses and those of
a discipline's introuuctory courses. And, of course, those key
terms empowerment, connections. and commonality pointed to
shared goals of the highest quality.

What follows are reflections on specific activities and

assertions.

1. The comments of the poised and articulate peer
tutors were especially valuable as indicators of student
response to the Core. The generally favorable findings
of Raskin and Owens on student attitudes were emphatically
confirmed by the peer tutors, both in their thoughtful
assessments of the courses with which they work and in
their exp)anation of reactions of fellow students and
those they tutor. Their advocacy of diagnostic testing,
surprise guizzes. and essay exams showed a mature apprecach

to their Core courses.
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2. 1 was pleased to learn of the seriousness with
which the College takes writing across the Core. However,
at the workshep in which I participated, on writing in
the sciences, a .questionable assumption was especially
apparent: scientists do not write, or at least not in the
same sense as do humanists. Biolngy Professor Norman
Levin srgued strongly ugainst this perception, as did
Professor Jerome Megna and this writer. Since Roger Blum-
verg's model relies heavily on the use of scilentific pa-
pers to teach non-sclentists, and Brian Schwartz Proposes
team teaching by a scientist and a humanist, there is some
irony in the expressed belief of workshop particlipants
that a qualitative difference exists between writing done
by scientists and by non-scientists. I found Professor .
Levin's insistence that observations written in lab reports
amount to much more than filling in the tlanks convincing,
and was impressed by nhis refusal to give multiple-choice
exams.

In a related matte:>, David Seidemann's assertion that
a scientist in one discipline can handle a Core course
that provides instruction and insight into cther sclence
disciplinec was a useful reminder of the Core's rurpose:
to provide, as some~ne remarked. the ability to read with
pleasure half of the articles in the Tuesday sclence pages
of the New York Times. Most important, scientists and
humanists discussed these gquestions openly and withoux
rancor, further evidence of collegiality.

3. Although the problems of Core 9 are famillar to
anyone concerned with a course aiming to introduce students
to other cultures (See Stanley N. Kurtz's levte: o the
New Yorik Times 6/23/88), the model for the course ig sound,
exposing students as it does t0 a multi-disciplinary ap-
proach. he problems discussed were in the execution,
particularly in staffing. It can never be easy tc find
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three faculty members available for a team-taught course;
pecause the coordinator must work within the requirements
of several departments, this problem will zersist. Never-
theless, the suggestions made in my workshop held promise
that would repay attempting them: thematic or values-
centered approaches, experimental one-teacher sections,

concentraticn on language as a shaper of culture.

L. Sampler presentations demonstrated more than
pedagogical strategies. They pointed the way for students
to integrate knowledge gained in specific Core courses, .
with the rest of the Cors and with the rest of thelir bac-
calaureate experience, leading them to make the all-im-
portant connections that are a key goal of the Core., It
may be significant that the most informative of the samples,
those of Professors Buncombe, Michael, and Wolfe, were
presented with little audio-visuel assistance. Because
of my own weakness in math, I was disappointed that tech?
nical problems made it difficult to appreclate Professor
Gerson Levin's fascinating demonstration.

. 5. The gquestion of how successfully Core courses
led to further electives in liberal arts narrowed, in my
workshop, to counting how many students took further
courses in a specified discipline. This might more profit-
ably have addressed the task described in the prcgram as
"+he Core as a starting point for life-long learning."

As I look over these notes, I find that I, whose discipline
is English literature, have dealt at some length with :zience.
This is probably because I am distressed, at my own institution
and elsewhere, to see humanities and scliences so often divided
into opposing camps. It was refreshing to experience during

this seminar at least a partial toppling of the tarrier between




the two.

For this, and for all of the above reasons, especially
its dedication to faculty develorment, i left the seminar with
a genuine appreciation of the Broolklyn College Core Curriculum
and the continuine efforts by everyone involved to make it
more effective. I am grateful for having had the chance to

participate and inspired vy all 1 learned as a participant.




COMMENTS ON THE SUMMER ASSOCIATES PROGRAM
BROOKLYN COLLEGE CORE CURRICULUM PROJECT

Participation as a Summer Associate in the 1988 Brooklyn College Core
Curriculum Project Faculty Development Seminar was for me a rewarding
experience, both personally and professionally. Indeed, it was an intensive
set of experiences, so diverse that I have found it impossible to develop a
nice, coherent framework for my evaluative comments.

Therefore, I have decided simply to list a series of numbered
comments/suggestions on a range of topics:

1. The initial sessions with yo:r summer associates would probably be prore
productive if each of them were asked to submit a brief description of
his/her home institution and its general education program several
weeks prior to the beginning of the workshop. (A statemsut of each's
expectations and "needs" might also be useful to those planning the
workshop.) These could be duplicated and sent to all participants so
they could familiarize themselves with this background information in
advunce.

2. 'The Core Booklet which was shared with all workshop participants is due
for an update. (Again, an advance copy of such a document would be
helpful to Summer Associates.) The process of producing this revised
vers.on may well prove to be a salute.y one for the Core Committee, for
it will require them to think anew about the core's goals and
objectives, as well as its way and means. A practical suggestion
vis-a-vis such a booklet also comes readily to mind; i.e., since
detailed, syllabus-style course outlines almost alwayvs suffer from
rapid obsolescense they should be included only in & readily
replaceable appendix.

3. Two features of the current workshop stand out in my mind as deserving
of comment:

a. The Core Samplers -- while I enjoyed most of the samplers
offered at this workshop very much as intellectual experiences, I
am not persuaded that they are the most time-effective mechanism
for stimulating serious thinking about the pedagogy or appropriate
content of the core. Both the small group workshops and the
pedagogically-focused presentations (such as those on teaching
science) seemed to me to be superior for this purpose. I would
especially urge the provision of slightly more time for small
group sessions. The groups of which I was a part always seemed to
have difficulty concluding the task(s) assigned in the time
allowed.

b. By all means do continue to include your peer tutors as both
presenters and full-scale participants in your workshops. They
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never failed to inject a laudable note of practical reality into
our discussions, a tone which academics assembled are want to lose
if left to their own devices.

I understand the frustrations that have led your science faculty to
reorganize the Science half courses so that they will run for 14 rather
than 7 weeks. However, based on experience at my own institution
(where full courses are four-credit courses) with what we had labelled
half courses, I would caution that strict oversight be exercised lest
they become full courses. Though the classroom time will be only half
that of "full" science courses, professors have a way of incrementally
augmenting the amount of out-of-class work that they expect of students
in s ch circumstances. (If they are being candid, most faculty will
admit that the coverage quantity and/or demand level of 5 or 6 week
summer courses is probably not completely the equal of the same course
offered during a regular semester; the object lesson for the reverse

situation is clear enongh.)

A key concern at this point in its history (especially now that the
long-awaited Raskin and Owen Report has been published) is on-going
evaluation and assesswent. Since some of wy own scholarly preparation
is in this field, I will hazard some relevant comments and suggestions.

First, it is well to keep in mind that evaluation studies generslly are
of one of two types: summative or formative. The former attempts to
assess the adequacy of a program with some relative or absolute
scandards (at least implicit) against which outcomes are measured. The
latter focuses instead upon process, and its ultimate objective is not
to "grade" but to help improve a program. Unfortunately, most of the
standard approaches which serve the one of these purposes well are poor
for the other.

Therefore, I would recommend a kind of hybrid approach which combines
the attention to sampling procedures that characterizes the typical
summative survey and the focus on process which typifies formative
studies. In practical terms, you shiuld choose a demographically
diverse (in terms of age, sex, race, ethnicity, and measured ability
level), smell sampl2 of recent graduates who have completed the core
and compare them with a comparable sample from student cohor”s that
graduated just before the core was introduced. Both groups should be
subjected to what are known as focused interviews revolving partially
around such perceptnal questions as the following:

a) What was your best educational experience at Brooklyn College?
Your worst? (& why?)

b) What should the college have done more of for you? (Lesc?)
¢) What should we have required you to do more of for yourself?

These should then be augmented by a follow-up emphasis on more
behaviorally focused questions such as these:
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a) In what ways do you spend your leisure? (with follow-up probes for
frequency and duration of such activities)

b) What kind of (and how much) reading do you do beyond that which is
specifically required by your jcb/occupation?

Then conclude with some summative self-evaluation questions such as
these:

a) How well (or poorly) has your college education prepared you for
your career?

b) In what way has your college education impacted on your life apart
from your career?

These are only sample, suggested questions, and people with specific
expertise in interviewing from your own faculty/staff should be asked
to give the matter careful thorght. The cost per respondent of this
kind of approach will be higher than the kind of standardized
questionnaire approach apparently used in the Raskin and Owen study, .
but you should be able to generate more useful (in the formative sense)
information from a much smaller sample. Moreover, training and using
a group of graduate students in the social/behavioral sciences as your
interviewers could alsc help cut costs and at the same time would
provide those students with both some financial support and & valuable
professional experience.

6. A final, ‘general comment: As a visitor, I especially appreciated
= . both the collegiality and the candor of the participating Brooklyn

College faculty, staff, and students. We were treated to a "warts and
all” view of Brooklyn's Core. Since the 1988 Faculty Development
Seminar was focused primarily upon that are seen as major problem areas
in the Core, this was perhaps inevitable. Even so, however, this
observer (a faculty member for almost 25 years) was -especially
impressed by the openness with which problems were discussed and the
pervasive positive spirit which most participants brought to the
process. Even strongly-held, candidly-expressed conflicting views did
not destroy the general spirit of collegiality.

And that brings me to my last point: Whatever its effect on your
students has been and will continue to be, in my view, the most
important direct effect of the Brooklyn Core Program has been on the
College's faculty. In creating a Core Program you have provided for
the creation of a cadre of faculty for whom *he liberal education of
your students is a key concern. In the process, you have reinvigorated
not only Brooklyn College's institutional image, both internally and
externally, but you have liberated some of your best teachers from the
sometimes intellectually stifling disciplinary concerns which typically
dominate our professional lives within collegiate departments. When
Provost Wolfe suggested "Dead wcod makes the best kindling," I

believe it was this aspect of the process to which she was implicitly

referring.
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then I first visited Brooklyn College in the fall of 1986 ! was both
excited sbout and ewed by the success of the Core Curriculum. In the fall of
1986 1 thought it almost mirsculous that Brooklyn College had a faculty so
villing to adopt a core curriculum and to follow through on their obligation
to make the core cohersnt. I thought the faculty sust be
extrsordinary; unlike faculty st my or sny other institution, they seemed
amazingly ready to give up turf, to abandon traditioual and disciplinsry
approeches, and to embrace the core concept.

Vhen I returned during the week of June 6, 1988 I was even more excited
and sved., This time, however, I reslized that the Brooklyn College faculty
sre, indeed, like faculty at my institution &nd elsewvhere. In fact, as I sat
through the sessions, the positions fervently held, indeed, even the words
used to express those positions were strikingly, simost frighteningly, similar
to those I have heard at my present institution and other institutions vhere 1
bave worked. This revelation of the worm in the garden is @& source of
hope, Brooklyn College is the real wvorld; it has real life faculty members.
But it implemented ond is sustaining a core curriculum--other institutions
have some hope of reform. I reslize, too, that the reform was not a miracle
but the result of the dedication and work of one or two key people--aa .
appareatly unbestable tesm of Ethyle Wolfe and Sherman Van Solkema. 1 remain
convinced that no such sweeping reform could have taken place without the
intense commitment of sn sdministrator who had the clout to support the
program finsucislly end a faculty member vho was attuned dotl. 2o the
administrative and faculty issues in evoking reform. Faculty menbers have now
assumed more responsidbility for leadership and the programs will thus continue.

Perceptions of Faculty Seminars

In one of the workshops the discussion focused on what distinguishes core
courses from other introductory courses. In sddition to citing the
characteristics of the core courses 1listed on page 6 of THE CORE CURRICULUH,
faculty pointed out that cors courses may be interdisciplinary, disciplinary,
or tesm targht. Above all, they ssid coherence is the key concept and the
major contributing factor ia the success of the core. They also readily
agreed that dedication tc the principle of "covering the territory"” is a msjor
contributing factor to the failure of core courses. Obviously, both the
organizers of snd ‘he participants in the faculty seminar were well sware that
the lack of success of the cores in world cultures, sciences, and art/music
stemmed st least partislly from a lack of coherence. Thus, the focus of the
seminar vas precise and the organization right on target.
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Core 9

At the risk of stating the obvious, I offer the following observations:
A key issue in this core seems to be that of departments' lack of commitment
to the core and to the orgenization of the course, Given the essumption thet
feculty are free to choose ereas they are interested in and thus have s resl
incentive to participate in Core 9, logistics seea to be o mejor issue end
that {s a department chair problem, Scmecne, vhether it i5 the chailr of the
department or of the Faculty Council Committee, must take responsibility for
cho?ning feculty (perhaps even haviny a contingency plen in the case of
recignetions, etc.) and for establiti.ag an orgenizatione! meeting of the
feculty participants=--preferably before the scademic term begine, This
eppeers to be an extremely simple remedy--but in the workehop I sttended,
faculty perticipents ssid it hed not heppened, with the result, of course,
thct.in some instences texts had not been chosen or sgreed upon before the
opening session. Faculty wust wmeet together before the academic year begins
to msp our the course——to estsblish some common themes, to sgree upon texts,
to oet up exam dates and concepts to be covered, and tc provide some
transitions bLetween segments of the course.

At tvo different institutions, I have experimented with
interdisciplinery, team-taught courzes es well as moduler courses. Ia both
instances, the moduler espprosch was more successful. Pirst the team-tsught
course is en expensive route, calling for en edministretive commitment year
after year, Second, in their evaluastions students frequently stated that
faculty seemed to be more intent on talking to and for each cther than to
students. The moduler aspproach is not as sxpensive, can dbe well orgenized
(simply becsuse on the surface it is so sppsrent thst it aust be), end
ctudents (particulerly students of the 80°'s) respond well to overt structure.

Perheps three faculty members could be responsible for three sections of
the core course, psrticipate in ail three on & rotstion basis but receive
credit for one course. That is, they would teach s totsl of fifteen weeks but
in three different sections for five weeks each. This epproach would mean the
feculzy member responsible for the first five weeks would schedule & meeting
with the faculty mesber responsbile for the second five weeks, etc., The
difficulty in the .current spproacl. seems to be that students are overvhelmed
by sdjusting to three different personelities sddressing three different
cultures from, in somz instaences, three different disciplines. A structure
that demends that faculty meet together periodically outside of class will
help continuity. As suggested in the seminar, & themstic spproach will slso
help. Perheps faculty could focus on those aspects of humen life that are
commonly shared, choosing s theme of work, femily, end religion.

Core 7

The difficulties in the science core sppear more complex than the
problems in the other cores. Pirst, the question of the relationship of the
pumber and kind of details or facts (which must be memorized) to broad
concepts seews more pressing then in the other core courses. This question is
compounded by two fectors: a) the vast number of details/facts end b) @
mejority of the science facuity et the seminar seemed to think that meny of
those detsils or facts are essentisl to understending broad conce ;ts. The
science feculty objected to & course that focuses only on current icsues or
crises in acience and society becsuse it may not prepare students to think
sbout the next crisis in science and life. Secondly, the labs compound the
problem in the course because they raise & vhole series of questions end, in
effect, are taught by s second, psrellel, faculty--the leb assistents.
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In respoose to the first set of issues, only the members of the science
faculty at Brooklyn College can ultimately deternine what students must know.
My impression is that meny members of the science faculty have not confronted
the guestion of vhat they want students to know, given the parsmeters of the
core concept. Obviously, they need to answer the question and then proceed to
orgenize & course. Oune positive suggestion made in our workshop vas for
Chemistry/Biology and Physics/Geology to be taught together. 1f science
faculty think that will work, chances sre it will, if for no other reason than
the fact that they suggested it end thus must be somevhat committed to it.
With the exception of the geology sad physics faculty members, it does not
sppesr that =msny science faculty members are committed to the current
spproach.

with regsrd to the issue of the labs, the core obviously has @ prodlem if
students make statements such as "I do not hav: one good thing to say sbout
the labs" or "I didn’t know vhy we were playing with the tinker toys." Two
issues must be addressed. First, vhat is the function of the labs (why do
science faculty members went ostudents in e lab==to learn sbout the wonders of
discovery? to learn new concepts? to study in depth or st first hand the
concepts learned in the lectures? to learn sbout the scientific method? to
leasr sbout the subjective nature of scientific resesrch?)? Secondly, in
thoss instances (such as geology) where the faculty had e clear ides sbout the
reason for the labs and even had & clear set of projects for students to focus
on, the purpose vas lost in translation (so to spesk). As I suggested in the
plenary, the science faculty might wish to mske 8 week of training mendatory
for lab sssisteants. During that week, the lsb ssListsnts would not only have
e copy of the course outline and discuss the concepts to be covered during the
tera but slso would have some basic instruction in pedagogy. 1 would add that
the labs could provide an excellent opportunity for some experiments in
vriting ucross the curriculum, Scientific writing, with its demand for
clarity, precision, and thovoughness is e "naturai” for talking ebout writing
end ite connection to criticel thinking and clarity of expression——it also
provides & natural forum for discussica of style and such matters as the use
of the passive voice and even of the question of vhy much contemporary
scientific writing relies so heavily on simple and compound sentences.

Core 2

The workshop I sttended focused on the core course in wusic. If the
music core is not as stccessful a3 some of the other cores, it may be because
the course sttempts to cover too much territory (a list of eight
gosls/objectives/concepts sppears on the coucse outline). In addition, the
course sppears to share the science core's problem of having ssaignments wvhose
objective or raison d'etre have been lost. For exsmple, the student in our
workshop said the Tistening snd writing sssignments were not taken serious )
by students and were seen &s "hoops they had to jump through.”" The first
probles can be addressed by having music faculty determine, bottom line, wvhat
is important to students, given the psrameters of time, etc. The second
problem cen be addressed by having music faculty meet with members of the
vriting center (or English Department) to discuss methods of improving the
writing essignments. Music faculty might be reminded, for example, that every
piece of writing does not need & grade. Students might be asked to keep &
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A SUMMER ASSOCIATE'S REPORT - CORE CURRICULUM PROJECT

FACULTY DEVELOPMENT SEMINAR - JUNE 6-10, 1988 *

At my first luncheon with the Brooklyn College faculty, a
senior professor detected my accent and asked when I had graduated.
"Brooklyn Co.iege, 1955," I replied. He noted that he had gradu-
ated in 1958, adding that there had been momentous changes in the
past thirty years. "Quality has fallen tremendously since you
left," he continued. "Years ago we used to send our best students
to Harvard; now they only go to Berkeley."

Surprise, shock, and the natural reticence of a visitor pre-~
vented me from making the appropriate response. I could have
pointed out the parochial elitism of the speaker. Eschewing in-
sult, I could have obsegved that the University of Californ.a,
Berkeley, is now the highest rated, the strongest, and the most pres-
tigious graduate institution in the United States. And I could
have explained that the decision of the Brooklyn College students,

albeit the best, to venture across the continent, three thousand miles

*This report should be read in conjunction with my "Personal Report,
Brooklyn College Visitors Program o. the Core Curriculum, 1987" and

the Worﬁshop Assignments of the Faculty, June 1983. It will try

not to @uplicate nor par-phrase those earlier observations, criticisms, .
and recommendations.
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from home and family and terrain that had nourished them, bespoke
an adventurousness, a moral strength, and an emotional security
that, in the long run, would count much more than simple a:ademic
superiority.

The anecdote dramatically reveals the strange, disquieting,
and problematic response of the College faculty to the students
they are responsible for. The range of faculty judgments was wide,
from the ironically revealed competence indicated above, to the
judgment made to me by another professor who had visited a
Computer Science class at Illinois State University. Having seen
what his peers were teaching those rather ordinary students, he
told me that his own were not competent to do the same sort of
assignments here.

Frankly, I do not know what is the truth behind these two
contradictory comments. But it seems to me that the negative
feeling displayed by the faculty towards entering New York City-
educated high school students is something that the administrators
of the Core Curricvium have to confront. What is most upsetting
is that these judgments have been made by the very people who
have volunteered for their assignments. It might be one thing
if these observations derive from experience in selective courses --
Computer Programming, for instance -- that might impose obstacles
on the local student coming from a deficient secondary school; it
might be another if they derive from legitimate comparisons with

students in rival institutions. And it might be another if it
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smacks of an underlying hesitation to admit pedagogic pcssibilities
I

to them. Student ccmpetence is a vital issue that should be
debated, challenged, and substantiated by clearly defined measures
of student progress and assessment. If the Core Curriculum is

not reinforcing the academic standards that Brooklyn College ﬁas
been noted for since my day, a review process of it is mandated.

The students I heard, of all ethnic and religious persuasions,
discounted vociferously, in one way or another, the unsympa-
thetic judgments they heard, or sensed, in their meetings with the
faculty. All discounted their "exceptional" nature, which was
the faculty's 1 -y of discriminating between our group of Peer
Tutors and "les autres." All noted that their presence in the
group resulted from simply doing well in one Core course --

"All I did was get an A," one exclaimed -- and revealing a "men-
toring personality.” I'm inclined to believe that the students
are the great strength if, to take them at their word, they are
a representative sampling. The mentors were honest, intelligent,
loquacious, funny, gracious, and supportive of their crowd --
democratic and egalitarian in the best senses of those terms.

Open admissions, I was told, is a thing of the past. Brooklyn
College is thus in an enviable position, for it ncw has the power
to "make" its student body. That is to say, the College's success
and its leadership position should enable it to control, or effect,
substantially the upgrading of high school curriculums in the
borough and beyond. The College, it seems to me, is now in a

position to do more for the betterment of secondary education and
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for the education of generations to come than professional
seminars, Carnegie Foundation reports, Bennett diatribes, and
summer institutes that, fairly or not, have littered our land-
scape. By stressing the way tc success in the Core Curriculum,
the College will be able to define cultural reguirements and
require curriculum revisions where they are needed most, and thus
provide true direction from the top.

This advising aspect of the Core ¢ 'riculum needs to be
improved. I was struck by the fact that, in one afternoon session
I attended, not one of about a dozen faculty knew the regula-
tions, requirements or language of the Handbook. Their ignorance
makes immediate David Riesman's observation, that curriculums are
"poor alternatives to gocd faculty advising." Your students need
and deserve the best advisement available. It is a glaring lack,
an oversight in a program that seems to have considered much
beycnd the obvious in its creation.

Preceding advising, I would offer another activity. 1In one
way or another the entering student ought to be immediately, con-
siderately, and forcefully apprised of the Core Curriculum. It
does no good to respond that the Core Curriculum is made availa-
ble to him/her as a high school senior, or that the "Introduction"
to it is placed in his/her hands. Students read carelessly and
listen indifferently. Life would be easier if, beginning with *he
freshman term,a pitch was made to them earnestly and with candor,

about the Core Curriculum's objectives and expectations, its

difficulties, successes and failures. This, together with admissions

of the program's strengths and weuknesses, and the positive
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assessments that can be made of it; should minimize some prob-
lems at the outset and jog the student into better programming
of his/her Core courses.

Let not the above observations appear to diminish my great
respect for the Brooklyn College faculty. No matter what the
reasons for curriculum innovation, the faculty have a right to
be proud of their flexibility, stature, and national achievement.
The "encounter sessions" that I attended every afternoon, with
their no-hclds-barred discussions, divisions, disagreements and
uncomplacent pleasures at recognized successes, could not be
duplicated at any institution I am familiar with. Long may they
and their mood of honest, searching inquiry prosper! Even if
outside funding fails, if there is one activity that I see as
vital, necessary, immediate, and indispensable to the sustained
health and glory of Brooklyn College, it is its Faculty Develop-
ment Seminars.

The issue, as I then see it, is not what cou: .es are to be
taught, and who teaches them, but the "proper" way to t;ach Core
Curriculum courses. My notes indicate that there was no dis-
agreement over a music course (2.2) or a culture course (9) or
a course in a modern life science (7 and 8). There was agree-
ment throughout about the excess of content in many courses, most
strenuously in the debate following Professor Blumberg's presen-
tation, "The Columbia University model [of science].”

I vas bothered about a few things. The first was "relevance,"
and the manner in which a volatile and problematic term was brought

out to justify problems of content. I would be happier with a
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course in the history of physics, rather than the "politics" of
physics; and I am not certain that knowing how to interpret
"Consumers Reports” is a way of legitimating a semester in
Cores 7 and 8. If the student is to be aware of the way science
"impacts" upon our modern world, if he/she is to have a sense of
environmental tensions that condition his/her life, if he/she is
to be our ideal citizen functioning with intelligence and con-
viction in an ideal commonwealth, let him/her be apprised of his
duties and responsibilities overall, but not in basic science
courses. The great disciplines deserve more attention to them-
selves. And unless all the faculty are vociferously liberal and
are profoundly shocked by the EPA, or OSHA, or the AEC, the
"relevance" of science to living is sure to be compromised.

You have problems with modules and team-taught courses.
The impression gained is that the latter are poorly related, un-
certain of direction, and absent of coordination. themes appear
disjointed, disjunctive. The cultural relativity of Core 9 has,
in the students' minds, become a miasma of educational relativity.
Broad perspectives that seem "relevant" have undermined an attempt
at unity. Much has been lost with the decision to have "each
lecturer address his or her own area of special interest." More
control needs to be asserted; more oversight intruded, even though
I dislike any attempt to impose content on any lecturer. But i:
is necessary that the faculty arrange and organize their presenta-
tions, so as to integrate the mentalités of their respective

subjects. Thus, while I found delightful the samplers from Core 9
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presented by Professor Buncombe (English) énd Professor Gordon
(History), the former's discussion of family problems detailed
in an African novel and the latter's pictorial reminiscences
about his trips to India need a common focus/theme. I am aware
that it is good to have a course's coherence result from a stu-
dent's reflections following a course's activities; it is a
straitjacket when it is applied from above. The solution would
be a serious recognition that these courses truly demand linkage,
integration, preparation, coherence.

Deliberately or not, many of the quotations from the
Raskin and Owen report selected by the Planning Committee are
beside the point. If they were not contradictory (see First Day
(Afternoon) June 7, 1988), they were misserving education. That
"only a small minority(!) of students had taken or intended to
take a more advanced course in the same field as a Core course..."
opts for quantity over quality. Dominant minorities, as Toynbee
noted, make, sustain, direct, and lead cultures. If a "small
minority" elected a course on "Greek Historians" or “Themes of
Revolution: Russia, America, and France," following a core course,
I would call the Curriculum a rousing success and congratulate the
faculty. I am perceived in my institution as one of the "great
teachers" in the Introductory Literature component, yet I have
yet to see these Business, Computing, Economics, or Engineering
majors flocking to advanced courses in Victorian Novels or Modern
American Poetry.

Beyond these diééarate and mayvbe idiosyncratic observations,

I would like to conclude with more general comments that derive
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from my excited participation in the Core Curriculum Project.
Nne of the most important lessons that I have learned from the
Brooklyn College experience/experiment is that each core pro-

gram in every college is sui generis; and that the resurgent power

of liberal education -- "what it takes to be an educated person

in a technological society" -- is finally the responsibility of

local teachers and scholars; and that the Harvard, Stanford, and

Brooklyn College models are, thankfully, educatioral mirages or

utopias for the rest of us. But Brooklyn College's tensions and

discussions, its faculty's ebullience and independence, its

almost anarchic renewals of commitment, as faculty and students

ritualized the ongoing, never-ending and never-to-be-ended

re-constructions and de-constructions of its Core Curriculum,

have meaning for us all. Those of us who shared the Brooklyn

College experience realize the burden that each of us bears, to

be rededicated to the continued pursuit of intellect and excellence.

Whether deliberate or not, the experience has taught us to be

suspicious about any universal exclusiveness -- Or even inclusive-

ness -- that attempts to resolve present-day debates over the "canon."
It appears to me that one cane conclusion to be drawn from

the Faculty Development Seminar is that each of us must work out

our own arrangements for educational reform. Neither the hrill

cries of ministers of education nor the pacific overtures of

Pala Alto should blind us to the true needs of our own students

in their time and place. No single mode has been assigned un-

examined leadership in Plato's great plan. The faculty of




Brooklyn College's Core Curriculum reveal that all education is
truly progressive: not only must values be maintained but recog-
rized barriers must be successively removed. Crisis and retro-
gression are givens of the experiment. The Brooklyn College
faculty will continue to be disturbed by them, but the lesson
they teach is that fair friends will always find ways tc teach,
and to sustain one another. Your faculty are not a representa-
tive faculty, and your students are only by a far stretch of the
imagination representative of America's youth, but the lesson
they teach is that men and women, using their reason and discipline
honestly and zealously, can begin to solve their profession's

reigning problems and at the same time contribute to the forma-

tion of a relatively good society.
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Professor Ethyle R. Wolfe

Director of the Core Curriculum Project
Brooklyn College

Brooklyn, NY 11210

Dear Professor Wolfe:

I would like to provide you with a much overdue review of
the Brooklyn College Vistors' Program in which I
participated last June. My comments are not intended tc be a
detailed examination, but are rather constituted of general
impressions. I ask that you forgive me for my tardiness.

Like the Core Curriculum of Brooklyn College itself, the
Visitors's Program is an admirable model. Participating in
the program was for me a professional and personal
highpoint. The dedication and integrity of your own faculty
and staff to what I believe are the true ends of a liberal
arts education served to confirm for me the fact that there
is no more important business for America's colleges and
universities than to provide for undergraduate students a
solid foundation in the major areas of academic inquiry.I
admire your core-curriculum chiefly because it is
interdisciplinary in the best sense--in the sense that we
see the interconnectedness of the problems we face and their
various and sometimes competing disciplinary solutions (a
"worse" sense for me is "interdisciplinary" used to describe
what is little more than a superficial "mulri-media"
approach, which has all the glitz and none of the heart of
what is essential in liberal education.)

In my opinion your core is one of the best and most
innovative programs in the country--in terms of both content
and design. The visitor's program gave us the chance to
appreciate many of its most the important features,
including its faculty development component, which is
exemplary. Most of your faculty seem to be highly
motivated, serious, and sincere educators--I think that is
because the core involves them in ways that appeal to their
despest academic values and highest educational aspirations.
The results of the enthusiasm and loyalty engendered by
being part % the core team are many and various: class
presentations are taken very seriously; colleagues across
departments really talk to one another.
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I also appreciated learning more about your advising system,
which seems to work well, meeting several of the peer tutors
who took part in the workshops. The sense of community
extends throughout the core as we saw in the faculty-student
interaction.

A sense of community formed even among the participants in
the Visitor's Program. I was delighted with the diversity of
the group in terms of the institutions they represented and
the diversity of their own academic backgrounds. Some of us
work for large state supported universities, others for
small liberal arts schools; some are scientists, others,
like myself, humanists. Because we spent so much time
together we were able to focus on the core. We explored
educational issues with one another even as we travelled
from our lodgings to the college, and after long and
stimulating days in sessions, continued discussions on our
return. We discussed the ways in which the core curricila
at our own institutions related to one another and to
Brooklyn's core.

I should like to mention a few specific things about the
program itself beginning with the faculty worshops. The
somewhat complicated rotations were very effective in some
important ways: we did, for example, get tc know quite a few
members of your faculty this way. But on the other hand
perhaps we moved around a bit too much. Maybe the answer is
that we necded even more time, since the program was crammed
full of very valuable material. I could not say that any of
the individual workshops was not worthwhile. Most of the
time the focuses of individual worshop sessions were clear;
the groups well managed. The workshop leaders (most of them
your own faculty) did a first-rate job, keeping spirits high
and discourse rational. I'd like to single out for special
commendation, Sherman van Solkema, who is an inspired
academic, and you, who as Provost of the College, spoke
openly and stirringly about founding and maintaining the
core.

The lactures and class presentatinns were fascinating (one

day we had very different, back-to-back presentations, one a \
slide show on India and Bangladesh, the other lower-key but

very informative critical reading of an African novel).

All in all, I feel that the Visitor's Program was a
tremendous success, and I am grateful for having had the
chance to participate. Tuank you once again, and best
wishes on your retirement. :

Sinc :;}y yours,
42’///é»éwv§/7
.J.Colaianne
Associate Professor of English

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
Blacksburg, VA
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General Education

The Faculty Development Seminar I attended from June 6 through 10 at
Brooklyn College was likened by its organizers to a sandwich. Tt began and
ended with a day’s discussion among 12 visi.ors and approximately 6 Brooklyn
faculty and administrators. In the inteivening three days, we participated
in the developmental seminar for Brooklyn College’s own faculty. Since these
three days formed the meat of the sandwich, let me begin with them.

From my visitor’s perspective, these three days were far more valuable
than all the camed presentations and articles I have been exposed to by
institutions ballyhooing their new general education programs. One learnmed
mich more about both the potential ard the problems of a core curriculum by
"] jistening in" +2 a group of concerned and affected faculty discussing
critical issues surrcunding it, without such discussion being filtered for
external consumption. I think Brooklyn College deserves enormous credit for
both its operness and its courage in allowing 12 outsiders such an intimate
view of its program, warts and all. In this regard, the ratio of 12 visitors
to some 60 Brooklyn faculty seems about right. A larger proportion of
visitors might inhibit discussion, at least to the extent of Brooklynites
feeling obliged to explain their program to the visitors (which, in fact, did
happen on days 1 and 5 of the seminar, the days of the oute: loafs).

I thought each day’s scninar was well structured, though sametimes

tending to lag behind schedule (a typical academic failing). Student
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participation was especially valuable and my sense was that the Brocklyn
faculty also benefited from hearing s-udent perceptions (though same tended
to dismiss these particular students as atypical). The teaching samplers
seemed a good idea, ﬂulghacmplewreabitartificial, as they centered
arcmddisassionofatextwhidmmemtofushadmtmad. (I woadered
vmetherreadilgofthetextcouldnotbemquiredbefordmard. or if that is
not possible, then Prof. Wolfe’s excellent use of excarpts as focus of
discussion seems a pramising approach).

on several occasions, the seminar broke down into smaller discussion
groups, where key issues begsan to be systematically addressed. Yet I always
came away from these groups feeling that the surface had just been scratched,
that the discussion had been terminated too quickly, that they could have
profitably used more tine to explore the solutions, that were beginning to ke
proposed. Nc“ﬁwexetakenateadidiscussimgwmparﬁlmﬁerstarﬂwillbe
usedbyﬂxecomcamitteeasitoontjm%toaddresthepmblatsraiseﬁin

the seminar. But even if this does not happen, the very vitality of the

cnly in stimlating Brooklyn faculty to think together about the purpose of
the core and their own teaching strategies to achieve this purpose. Indeed,
I found myself wishing several times that such stimulatirg pedagogical
discussions could take place on my campus.
Onefinalreflectimmthethreedayseminar. I could not help but

notice the great impact made by the presentation of an altermative Science
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course by Professor Roger Blumberg of Colurbia University. This, I am sure,
wasduemajnlytotheh_ighqualityofhispmentatim. But still I was left
wondering whether more external presentations might not be beneficial. For
exanple, during my small group’s discussicn of writing, I was surprised by
the naivete - at least by Brooklyn College standards - of many of the
comuents. Here was a case - or so it seemed to me - where the Brooklyn
faculty couid benefit from a presentation by a national authority on ways to
incorporate writing across the curriculum.

The two days without the Brooklyn faculty - Monday and Friday - seemed
less successful, probably because they were less focussed. The outline for
these two days seened pramising, but was not followed strictly. The final
session in particular meandered in and around the topic of assessment. The
lack of direction made this the least successful day.

Part of the problem, I think, was that the Monday and Friday sessions
equivocated between two valid goals - (1) preparation for, and refection
upon, the Brooklyn faculty seminar and (2) sharing ideas and evperiences
about general education in a nztional context. These two goals are, of
course, not incampatible, but without very careful planning the tension
between the two can diffuse the discussion. Persomally, I left on Friday
with a feeling of lost opportunity - a regret that I had not learned very
mdiabwtﬂxecermlEducationpmgrmtsardexperimofthecther
institutions involved in the visitor’s progcam. In this regard, I would like
to endurse a suggestion made by one of my colleagues that the visitors write
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a brief description of their institution’s activities regardina general
education and distribute this ahead of time. I also reqret, in retrospect,
my financially motivated decision to stay with relatives. Had I lodged in
the same hotel as the other visitors. I micht have come to know thenm, and

their programs better.
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Having assessed the Development Seminar itself, let me step back and
make some observation about the Core based on my Summer experience. Same of
the discussion sounded quite familiar. The problem of non-English speaking
graduate assistants, for examp::, is heard on most large campuses and
Brooklyn seems no closer to solving it than the rest of us. Of greater
interest, to me at least, was the issue of class size. While I am sure other
factors were involved, X was struck, when reading the Raskin Evaluation
Report, by the apparently close correlation between the perceived success of
a core course and its size. The courses receiving the most criticism - 2.1,
7, 8, and 9 - also were thase with the largest class size. Another theme
with its counterpart on my campus is the tension between commonalcy and
individual autonomy. I suppose I was surprised to see this, since I had
always associated Brooklyn in mind with emphasis on the common experience.
Yet Core 9, for example, seemed to be taught in vastly differert ways and
most of the faculty seemed to be advocating more individual discretion, not
less. On the other hand, one of the peer tutors camplained to me over lunch
that a couple of the instructors of Core 3 ignore the topic of gender,
thought its syllabus seems to pramise this will be included. How much
diversity should be allowed in a core course thus seems a live, and
unresolved, question at Brooklyn.

But while Brooklyn is stili struggling with same of the problems that
haunt the rest of us, it is remarkable how they seem to have solved - or
escaped - commndrums that plague many schools, including mine. One is the
conflict caused by increasing emphasis on research. Many faculty at Memphis
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State have resented requests to work on developing new core courses, or

putting more time into the teaching and grading of them, grumbling that they
cannot afford to take time away from their research when there is so much

pressure to publish. Yet when this issue was raised on Friday by Professor
Schonhorn from Southern Illinois, those from Brooklyn seemed to have
difficulty perceiving the problem. Evidently, their core was not achieved at
the expense of research and scholarship. Yet one of its most impressive
aspects is the cbvious willingness of its faculty to devote lots of time,
energy, and thought to discussing the core courses, as well as to teaching
then. '

But even more impressive - almost miraculaus from my point of view - was
the virtual absence of turfism. One faculty member did intimate to me over
lunch that the core’s construction was motivated partly by a desire to rescue
a cauple of "endangered® departments. But even he did not want to change the
core. Indee_d, everyone seemed tu accept the basic structure of the core.
Problems with sane of the courses were certainly acknowledged and a rumber of
solutions, scme of them cuite radical, were propounded. But none entailed
replacing one department or discipline with another.

This, to me, reprn . sents the real achievement of the Brooklyn core. It
has becane a common saurce of pride for the faculty and a cammon catalyst for
bringing faculty together to discuss cammon pedagogical problems and aims.

, This is quite a contrast fram the typical body-snatching contest that marks
most general education programs. From my perspective, that is the truly
amazing feat.
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BROOKLYN COLLEGE
BROOKLYN, NEW YORK
CORE SUMMER SEMINAR

Reverend Thomas E. Chambers, C.S.C., Ph.D.

Being a "Summer Associate” was a meaningful learning experience for many
reasons which 1 shall give. The experience was a *process” of group
development and positive growth, since the people invited were faculty, CORE
faculty, administrators, and Summer Assciates who interacted with ideas,
suggestions, criticisms, but yet what brought them to such exchange was the
*CORE Curriculum." Although an estublished agenda was in hand, the "hidden
agenda® gave life and witness to an authentic exchange of opinions and insights.
The learning climate was vibrant, interesting, but always with challenge,

The “presentations,” "samplers,* and discussions were open for response and
clarification. People said what they wanted, and responded if the need was
present.  Professionalism was present and it was surrounded by friendliness;
certainly, collegiality was occurring between all who were involved., The:s was a
dynamic in place, though subtle; it was a cohesive factor bringing the
membership to speax, think, reflect CORE. Our purpose of coming together was

finding ways and means of examining a “curriculum® with & desire to improve.

It was obvious to me that complacency was not happening because the
membership realized that to find better and more meaningful methods is a must.
The ®Process” reviewed strengths and attempted to analyze the weaknesses.

: Science was discussed, which, by the way, is an old age problem, but the
discussion was an attempt to unify, strengthen and ultimately improve a specific
concern.  Agitation was not destructing the process, but rather giving the
Seminar a new life towards what possibly can be.

The composition of the faculty was as diversified as the student body.
Student CORE tutors, some only with a one year expcrience, gave their
experience with appreciation. To think that such students could confidently
stand before their faculty and then with excellent articulation, render a positive
experience! These perceptions were most helpful and meaningful,

The entire "Faculty Development Seminar® had much content and it was a
marvelous learning experience.




o.b
ICE OF T4 PROVOS!
O e SRESIDENT

F[?R ACSNEVIC AFFAIRS
To: Ethyle Wolfe, Provost, Brooklyn College
Carol Paul, Vice President, Suffolk Comaunity Cqiggaml 13 AYIl: 2

From: Richard ¥. Fox, Profossor of History {}1&&:.

Subject: Report on the 3rooklyn College Faculty Development Seminar,
June 6-10, 1988

Data: June 21, 1988

o

The Brooklyn College faculty developaent seainar described the origins and
continuing evolution of the Brooklyn College core curriculum and demonstrated
how the key to the success of that project has been the deep and broad based
involvement of faculty and administration in teaching. Por the Sumaer
Associates, the essence of their seminar experience broke down into three major
areas: the core process itself, which the vitzitors focused on in their own
meetings and then directly expsrienced in plenary sessions with the Brooklyn
faculty; an anzlysis of che critical issues that confront any core curriculua
including definitions, the role of the faculty, and tke impact of the core upon
students; and f£inally, case studies of the operation of the core process that
focused on the perceived weaknesses of core courses 9 (Studies in Africanm,
Asian, and Latin American Cultures) and 7-8 (Science in Modern Life) and on
s~awples of actual classes called "samplers” that ..t specific odbjectives of the
core such as writing accoss the curriculum and creating an impetus for lifelong
learning. Summer Associates were able throughout the week to compare and
contrast the Brooklyn experience with their own institutions.

The seminar provided the visitors with a three-stsp introduction to the
core process. We first heard descriptions of the process from leading
participants and followed up in small group discussions where we compared the
Brooklyn experience with that of our respective institutions. Next, we joined
Brooklyn faculty in actual summer workshops and became part of the core
curriculum process at Brooklyn. Finally, we explored ways to azsess and
evaluate a new curriculun after iapleaentation.

The most iaportant lesson learned from this part of the seminar is that the
essence of a core curriculum is process, not product; that the Brooklyn core is
in a continual state of "becoming,"™ a work in progress that is never complete;
and that "an unexamined curriculum is not worth teaching”™ (Ethyle Wolfe). Key
to the successful completion of the five stage core process described by Sherman
Van Solkema is for a small group of faculty to sbare a common vision for general
education and then slowly win over the bulk of the faculty through the drafting
of very concrete models and course syllabi that give faculty discussions focus
and direction. General statements of goals and objectives, somewhat surpris-
ingly, ‘rere written at Brooklyn after course syllabi were developed and emerged
from faculty discussions and workshops as a shared educational philosophy.
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Extensive debate made clear that there were only a small number of potential
curricular models and that « mixed model, combining a first tier of required
courses and a second tier of distributional requirements that aliow for & narrov
range of student choice, was a viable alternative,

In addition to examining the core process, the summer seminar also
encouraged Summer Associates to grapple with several critical issues raised by a
core curriculum. A major question is bow do you kaow whether a core curriculua,
or any curriculum, is really being successful? In the final session, an
important distinction was &ruwn betweon “assessment” and "evaluation.” A&s
Donald Cress from Northern Illinois University (and FIPSE; pointed out, assess-
ment involves an attempt to guantify faculty performance and is almost alvays
imposed by politicians and burcaucrats outside academia who distrust faculty and
pay themselves be anti-intellectusl. Asa2ssment is usually linited to only a
portion of the cognitive domain, often only basic skills, excludes the affective
domain completely, and relies on limited ortical icanmer test instruments.
Instead of using these tests for diagmostic purposes, they are frequently given
ngumative” uses in order to compare institutions and their relative merit for
continued funding, clearly au improper use of the tests. The perverse logic of
using a "value udded" approach to outcozes evaluation assessaent is clear vhen
we consider that Miami Dade Comaunity College would perfora better than Harvard
by this measurement. As President Hess of Brooklyn College pointed out, a
"longitudinal statistical analyais™ of Brooklyn's core curriculun gives a
product that focuses on data and facts, not human qualities and, while it may
reveal important information about student choices, it cannot offer an
evaluation of the quality of a curriculum or of the articuiated educaticmal
philosophy. In contrast, an eviluation design, according to Bruce Hofacker,
should include sssessment based on an analysis of student transcripts but should
go on to examina student and faculty perceptions of the core through in-depth
interviews. Nevertheles:, there was general agreement that Brooklyn College had
failed to devise means for compiling assessment data and a research design for
evaluation when the core curriculum was first introduced ard that it would
indced have been desirable to have done so.

Another important issues involved definitions: what does Brooklyn College
really mean by a "core curriculum?” At Brooklyn a model core means 2 prescribed
set of liberal arts courses taken by all students including non-liberal arts
majors (just two non-liberal arts programs represent 54§ of all students at
Brooklyn). There is no provision for student choice in this gencral education
requirement. Its purpose is ot to prepare students for a particular major or
profession but to broaden borizons 2nd develop the aind. As a group, the core
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courses should stress varying modes of inquiry as well as content, including
definitive human achievements acrose a broad range of the liberal arts. In each
course, stress is placed on the quality and depth of exposure rather than
prcadth of coverage.

The key advantages of thbis type of model core are "commonality” and
wcoherence.” The "commonality’ feature means all students share a common
intellectual foundation, a coamon point of reference, and a common language that
gerves as the basis for sustained learning and rational discourse. "Coherence”
means that there are integrative links between the individual core courses to
indicate that knowledge must ultimately transcend the confines of single
disciplines and counteract the narrowness of professional training. This is not
to say that & core curriculus should present a monolithic, integrated, all-
inclusive body of knowledge, but each core course needs to make connections with
o*her core courses in order that the program as 2 whole makes sense to the
student. The goal of a core curriculua is thus similar to the goal of general
education as advanced in the Harvard Report of 1946: that there is a certain
organic unity to knowledge, that students need preparation to act as free
individuals and as citizens in society, not sinply as doctors, engineers,
business men, or accountants, and that the ain is mastery of life with wisdom
the indispensable means to this end. A distributional curriculum is much lesz
likely to embody this kind of "conmonality” and "coherence" because of the great
punber and diversity of courses involved.

Another critical issue is that a core curriculum should be perceived as
part of a continuum of student “rowth. A core can be effective only if students
have already attained the college level skills depanded in a college curricuiua.
The Brooklyn core is further subdivided into two tiers with the emphasis in
reading, vriting, and interpretive skills in the five courses of Tier I serving
as a foundation for more advanced work in tke five courses of Tier II. The
whole core concept recognizes that students mature through time and that skills
developed in the core should be a starting point for specialization in a major
and, hopefully, lifelong learning.

Perhaps the most critical issue for the successful implementation of a core
curricuiun is the need for active faculty involvement. The Brooklyn success is
directly attributadble to & small group of passionately involved faculty and
administrators who possessed a vision and through countless hours of discussions
and debates over several years inspired a consensus among the entire faculty for
a nevw curricular design. Neither a small group of faculty nor the administra-
tion could have produced a substantive change on their own. In addition,
Brooklyn developed vehicles for pobilizing faculty involvement that also helped
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channel faculty energies. The core was initially created as an outgrowth of a
college-vide faculty seminar meeting every evening for a week and open to all

800 faculty members. Summer seminars of .ifty tc seventy faculty meet several
days each summer to examine particular aspects of the core. They include

faculty from departeents that do not teach core courses as well as counsellors
and students. A visitor's program also produced a steady stream of non-Brooklyn
faculty from across the country whose comments and perspectives grestly strength-
ened Brooklya's core program.

In the end, it was also the faculty that benefited most from the core. For
those who invested their time, energy, and creativity, there were tremendous
revards in terms of improved collegiality (faculty from different departments
got to know one another and exchangsd ideas across disciplines for the first
time), a renewed interest in the art of good teaching, &nd much greater
sensitivity to the needs of the new type of student entering collegas in the
: 1980's. In the advanced courses of their specialties, faculty have also relied
< o the core and can build upon what all students have studied in common. There
) is no need to keep teaching introductory courses even at the advanced level (as
often occurs with a distributional model) because with a core student learning
is cumulative, not scattered and impressionistic.

Nor can the students be ignored. Although it is not for the students to
decide whether there should be a core and in what areas, stulant perceptions are
important, and the issues they raise must be addressed. In the beginning,
students tend to see the core as » forbidding monolith but after completing the
ten courses thay gain a great sense of accomplishment. At Brooklyn, & student
survey showed 51% of those questioned believed that students should pot have a
choice in selecting courses to satisfy general education requirements. Student
complainta about particular core courses have led to syllabus changes and summer
vworkshops. Students still have difficulty with the demazding texts and
extensive writing assignments in all ten core courses which have been partially
net by a peer-tutoring system and a new faculty-student mentor program. Never-
theless, there are still difficulties. The CUNY writing assessment required of
all students does not accurately reflect the demands of the core courses, and
there is the perennial problem of getting the weaker students (instead of the
top students) to take advantage of peer tutors and facuity mentors. As Sherman
Van Solkema said, no student should be 2llowed to remain mute for an entire
senester.
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One last major issue vas dealt vith briefly: Brooklyn found it impossible
for practical and adpinistrative reasons to design & core around an explicit
them? or to make all core courses interdisciplinary. HMost core courses are
taught solely by members of one department from the perepective of a single
discipline.*

The third and last phase of the seminar was an analysis by all eighty-five
participants of Core 9 (Studies in African, Asian, and Latin Awerican Cultures)
and Core 7-8 (Science in Modern Life) which provided the Summer Associates with
case studies of Brooklyn's core process. Individual faculty presented sample
classes in the plenary sessions after which participants were broken up into
small workshops to discuss particular issues and to retura with concrete recom-
aendations for further discussion and comment by tke entire group. These
efforts appeared to produce a consensus for important changes in Core 9. Core
7-8 remains a problem; the science faculty does not yet appear to have succeeded
in creating genuine core courses, only half-semester mini-courses in physics,
chemistry, biology, and geology.

Core 9 attempts to make students appreciate cultures other than their owm,
and its structure is unique. The course is team-taught by three faculty from
each of the area studies coverad, it is podular with the course broken up into
segments on Africa, Asia, and Latin America, and it is multi-disciplinary in
that history, literature, or art may be the foral point of a module. The
challenge of Core 9 is that liberal l2arning must be made global, and its

sThe teram "interdisciplinary” can cause confusion because of its many
aeanings. At one extreme, an interdisciplinary course is one that is teax-
taught by members of different disciplines who seek to break down the boundaries
between their specialties in order to create a synthesis. A weaker version of
the term applies to courses that are not team-taught but synthesize several
disciplines. This type of course may be taught by a faculty member froa any of
the disciplines involved. Finpally, at the other extreme, an interdisciplinary
course can be one that is taught by one faculty member from any of several
disciplir =2, but the course design does not require a synthesis of material from
pore than one of the several disciplines that teach the course. In addition, an
entire curriculum, sot just a course, may be considered interdisciplinary if it
is designed around an explicitly interdisciplinary theme or if all or most of
its courses are interdisciplinary in any of the three senses given above. The
Brooklyn curriculum is not interdisciplinary in any of these ways, although two
core courses, Core 9 (described beiow) and Core 3 (people, Pover, and Politics)
are interdisciplinary in the first and second sense respectively.
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success can be measured in a student survey which reports three-quarters of
those surveyed felt increased respect for peopie of different backgrounds. The
fallacy of Core 9, however, has been to put in the same classroom three
diiferent teachers from three different macro-regions using three different
methods of analysis and to assuxe that because the teachers are doing what they
do best, a cohesive and comprehensidle course will result. What should be
common to all three modules? How do you keep the students from being over-
vhelmed? Cors 9 illustrates the formidable obstacles to any course that seeks
to do justice to the diversity of world cultures. Still, it is clear that
stndents will henefit from at least one team-teaching experience.

Core 7-8 is too frequently dogged down in a multitude of detail wnd suffers
from too rspid coverage of too many topics. The science core needs v focus on
bagic principles, intellectual imagination, and the nature of scienc2 generally
in order for students to make connections with other liberal arts courses and
between science and their own lives. Many science core classes are not carrying
out the principles of the core curriculum as indicated by non-science faculty
visitations to science lectures. These faculty observed students talking and
eating during class, walking in and out, and generally displaying total passiv-
ity to the learning process. There were several suggestions on how to make the
science core not just mastery of a collection of facts bvt understanding the
scientific way of knowing. Presentations were made by Roger Dlumberg describ-
ing the innovative Columbia University science model and by Brian Schwarz
explaining a thematic approach to the teaching of science to non-majors which
stresses the unity of science and its great importance into the lives of

eveéryone.

In conciusion, the final question is what are the lessons of the Brooklyn
core experience for Suffolk Community College? At first glance it would ajppear
that a large, selective four year institution with a distinguished list of
faculty publications has little in common with a two year, multi-campus
community college. Indeed, Suffolk's faculty does not bave the specialists to
teach Core I on the classical world or Core 9 on the non-western world on a
college-vide scale. Still, there is much in the Brooklyn experience that can be
instructive for Suffolk. We share common pedogogical concerns, and the process
utilized by Brooklyn for dealing with these concerns has universal validity.
Both institutions face the need to maintain enrollments with underprepared
students who do not often share a commpon culture with the faculty. Both
institutions need to offer a curriculum with some coherence that students can
comprehend and find meaning in and that faculty can be compitted to. Both necd
to revitalize a faculty with a large percentage of senior professors. In both
colleges, moreover, the process of curricular formulation needs to be based in
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the faculty because only the faculty can generate a consensus on educaticnal
goals and educational philosophy and work to realize “hose gotls in the
classroom. Prograss will remain superficial catalog stetenents without large
scaie faculty involvement and without hard work on thLa actual syllabi and
bibliographies necessary to build consensus and comaitment throughout the
institution. 2Xn this area, Brooklyn Colley> is clearly different from Suffolk
but vorthy of emulation. Widespread faculty participation in curricular refora
will likely create a better design and promota faculty development as well. A
dynanic process of on-going curricular development is needed to identify and
continvally refine a common body of learning appropriate for our students. This
process must be institutionalized as a permanent part of the teaching enterprise.
The impressive collegiality and sense of reneval so evident at Brooklyn College
is in large measure due to faculty involvement in the core curricular process.

RWF/st

cc: Dean Canniff
Members of the Western Campus General Studies Comnittee
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Patricia Silver
Marymount College
Tarrytown, NY

Brooklyn College
Faculty Development Seminar
June 6-10, 1988

While my participation as a summer associate in the Fac-
ulty Development Seminar ylelded many valuable practical sug-
gestions to enrich the Humanities Program at Marymount College,
my most rewarding experiences were less tangible: censing the
strength of collegliality among faculty, both Core and non-Core,
peer tutors, and visitors: the openness to discussion and sub-
sequent change: the college-wide enthusiasm and concern for
the Core.

I admired the frequently reiterated view of all partici-
pants that the Core is a work in progress that calls for con-
tinuing experimentation. Also enlightening was the distinction
made between purpose and content of Core courses and those of
a discipline's introductory courses. And, of course, those key
terms empowerment, connections, and commoneality pointed to
shared goals of the highest quality.

What follows are reflections on specific activities and

assertions.

1. The comments of the poised and articulate peer
tutors were especially valuable as indicators of student.
response to the Core. The generally favorable findirngs
of Raskin and Owens on stucdent attitudes were emphatically
ccafirmed by the peer tutors, both in their thoughtful
assessments of the courses with which they work and in
their explanation of reacticens of fellow students and
those they tutor. Their advocacy of diagnostic testing,
curprise quizzes. and essay exams showed a mature apprcach
to their Core courses.
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2. 1 was pleased to learn of the seriousness with
which the College takss writing across the Core. However,
at the workshep in which I participated, on writing Iin
the sciences, a .guestionable assumption was especially
apparent: scientists do not write, or at least not in the
seme sense as do humanists. Bilology Professor No.man
Levin argued strongly against this psrception, 8s did
Professor Jerome Megna and this writer. Since Roger Blum-
berg's model relies heavily on the use of sciontific pa-
pers to teach non-scientists, and Brian Schwartz proposes
team teaching by a scientist and a humanist, there is some
irony in the expressed belief of workshop participants
that a gualitative difference exists between writing done
by scientists and by non-scientists. I found Professor
Levin's insistence that observations written in lab reports
amount to much more than filling in the blanks convincing,
and was impressed by his refusal to give multiple-choice
exams.

In a related matter, David Seidemann's assertion that
a scientist in one discipline can handle a Core course
that provides instruction and insight into other sclence
disciplines was a useful reminder of the Core's purpose:
to provide, as someone remarked. the abllity to read with
pleasure half of the articles in the Tuesday science pages
of the New York Times. Most important, scientists énd
humanists discussed these questinns openly and without
rancor, further evidence of colieglality.

3, Although the problems of Core 9 are fanilliar to
anyone concerned with a course aiming to introduce students
to other cultures (See Stanley N. Kurtz's letter to the
New York Times 6/23/88), the model for the course is sound,
exposing students as it does to a multi-disciplinary ap-
proach. The problems discussed were in the execution,
particularly in staffing. It can never be easy to find
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three fuoculty members available for a team-taught course;
because the coordinator must work within the requirements
of several departments, this problem will persiét. Never-
theless, the suggestions made in my workshop held promise
that would repay attempting them: thematic or values-
centered approaches, experimental one-teacher sections,
concentraticn on language as & shaper of culture.

4. Sampler presentations demonstrated more than
pedagogical strategies. They pointed the way for students
to integrate knowledge gained in specific Core courses
with the rest of the Core and with the rest of their bac-
calaursate experience, leading them to make the all-im-
portant connections that sre a key goal of the Core. It
may be significant that the most informative of the samples,
those of Professors Buncombe, Michael, aund Wolfe, were
presented with little audio-visual assistance. Because
of my own weakness in math, I was disappointed that tech-
nical problems made it difficult to apprecliate Professor
Gerson Levin's fascinating demonstration.

5. The question of how successfully Core courses
led to further electives in liberal arts narrowed, in my
¢ workshop, to counting how many students took further
courses in a specified discipline. This might more profit-
ably have addressed the task described in the program as
"the Core as a starting point for life-long learning."

As I look over these notes, I find that I, whose disclipline
is English literature, have dealt at some length with science.
This is probably because I am distressed, at my own institution
and elsewhere, to see humanities and sciences so often divided
into opposing camps. It was refreshing to experience during
©  this seminar at least a partial toppling of the barrier between
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the two.
For this, end for all of the above reasons, especially

{ts dedication to faculty development, I left the seminar with
a genuine appreciation of the Brookiyn Ccllege Core Curriculum
and the continuing efforts by everyone involved to make it
more effective. I am grateful for having had the chsence to
participate and inspired by all 1 learned as & participant.




1.

COMMENTS ON THE SUMMER ASSOCIATES PROGRAM
BROOKLYN COLLEGE CORE CURRICULUM PROJECT

Bettie M. Smolansky
Moravian College

Participation as a Summer Associate in *he 1988 Brooklyn Coliege Core

Curriculum Project Faculty Development Seuinar was for me & rewarding
experience, both personally and profussiorally. Indeed, it was an intensive
set of 2axperiences, so diverse that I have found it impossible to develop a
nice, coherent framework for my evaluative comments.

Therefore, I have decided simply to list a series of numbered

comments/suggestions on a range of topics:

The initial sessions with your summer associates would probably be more
productive if each of them were asked to submit a brief description of
his/her home institution and its general education program several
weeks prior to the beginning of the workshop. (A statement of each's
expectations and "needs" might also be useful to those planning the
workshop.) These could be duplicated and sent to all participants so
they could familiarize themselves with this background information in
advance.

The Core Booklet which was shared with all workshop participants is due
for an update. (Again, an advance copy of sach a document would be
helpful o Summer Associates.) The process of producing this revised
version may well prove to be a salutary one for the Core Committee, for
it will require them to think anew about the core's goals and
objectives, as well as its way and means. A practical suggestion
vis-a-vis such a bLooklet also comes readily to mind; i.e., since
detailed, syllabus-style course outlines almost always suffer from
rapid obsolescense they should be included only in a readily
replaceable appendix

Two features of the current workshop stand out in my mind as deserving
of comment:

a. The Core Samplers -- while I enjoyed most of the samplers
offered at this workshop very much ss intellectual experiences, I
am not persuaded that they are the most time-effectiva mechanism
for stimulating serious thinkir; about the pedagogy or appropriate
content of the core. Both the small group workshops and the
pedagogically-focused presentations (such as those or teaching
science) seemed to me to be superior for this purpose. I would
especially urge the provision uof slightly more time for small
group sessions. The groups of which I was a part always seemed to
have difficulty concluding the task(s) assigned in the time
allowed.

b. By all means do continue to include your peer tutors as both
presenters and full-scal~ participants in your workshops. They
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never failed to inject a laudable note of practical reality inte
our discussions, a tone which academics assembled are want to lose

if left to their own devices,

I understand the frustratiois that have led your science faculty to
reorganize the Science half courses so that they will run for 14 rather
than 7 weeks. However, based on experience at my own institution
(where full courses are four-credit courses) with what we had l:belled
half courses, I would caution that strict oversight be exercised lest
they become full courses. Though the classroom time will be only half
that of "full" science courses, professors have a way of incrementally
augmenting the amount of out-of-class work that they expect of students
in such circumstances. (If they are being candid, most faculty will
admit that the coverage quantity and/or demand level of 5 or 6 week
summer covrses is probably not completely the equal of the same course
offered during a regular semester; the object lesson for the reverse

situation is clear enough.)

A key concern at this joint in its history (especially now that the
long-awaited Raskin and Owen Report has been published) is on-going
evaluation and assessment. Since some of my own scholarly preparation
is in this field, I will hazard some relevant comments and suggestions.

First, it is well to keep in mind that evaluation studies generally are
of one of two types: summative or formative. The former attempts to
«ssess the adecuacy of a program with some relative or absolute
standards (at least implicit) against which outcomes are measured. The
latter focuses instead upcn process, and its ultimate objective is mot
to "grade" but to help improve a program. Unfortunately, most of the
standard approaches which serve the one of these purposes well are poor
for the other.

Therefore, I would recommend a kind of hybrid approach which combines
the attention to sampling proceduras that characterizes the typical
summative survey and the focus on process which typifies formative
studies. In practical terms, you should choose a demographically
diverse (in terms of age, sex, race, ethnicity, and measured ability
level), small sample of recent graduates who have completed the core
and compare them with a comparable sample from student cohorts that
graduated just befc the core was introduced. Both groups should be
subjected to what a  «nowr as focused interviews revolving partially

around such percept..l questions s the following:

a) What was your best educational experience at Brooklyn College?
Your worst? (& why?)

b) What should the college have done more of for you? (Less?)
¢) What should we have required you to do more of for yourself?

These should then be augmented by a follow-up emphasis on more
behaviorally focused questions such as these:
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In what ways do you spend your leisure? (with follow-up probes for
frequency and duration of such activities)

b) What kind of {and how much) reading do you do beyond that which is
specifically required by your job/occupation?

Then conclude with some summative self-evaluation questions such as
these:

a) How well (or poorly) hes your college education prepared you for
your career?

b) In what way has your college education impacted on your life apart
from your career?

These are only sample, suggested questions, aad people with specific
expertise in interviewing from your own faculty/staff should be asked
to give the matter careful thought. The cost per respondent of this
kind oi approach will be higher than the kind of standardized
questionnaire approach apparently used in the Raskin and Owen study,
but you should be able to generate more useful (in the formative sense)
information from & much smallar sample. Moreover, training and using
a group of graduate students in the social/behavioral sciences as your
interviewers could also help cut costs and at the same time would
provide those students with both some financial support and a valuable
professional experience.

A final, general comment: As a visitor, I especially appreciated

both the collegiality and the candor of the participating Brooklyn

Col: 2ge faculty, staff, and students. We were treated to a "warts and
all" view of Brooklyn's Core. Since the 1988 Faculty Development
Seminar was focused primarily upon what are seen as major problem areas
in the Core, this was perhaps inevitable. Even so, however, this
observer (a faculty member for almost .5 years) was especially
impressed by the openness with which problems were discussed and the
pervasive positive spirit which most participants brought to the
process. Even strongly-held, candidly-expressed conflicting views did
not destroy the general spirit of collegiality.

And that brings me to my last point: Whatever its effect on your
students has been and will continue to be, in my view, the most
important direct effect of the Brooklyn Core Program has been on the
College's faculty. In creating a Core Program you have provided for
the creation of a cadre of faculty for whom the liberal education of
your students is a key concern. In the process, you have reinvigorated
rot only Brooklyn College's institutional image, both internally and
externally, but you have liberated some of your best teachers from the
sometimes intellectually stifling disciplinary concerns which typically
dominate our professional lives within collegiate departments. When
Provost Wolfe suggested '"Dead wood makes the best kindling," I

believe it was this aspect of the process to which she was implicitly
referring.
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When I first visited Brooklyn Collegs in the fall of 1986 I was both
excited sbout and aved by the success of the Core Cursiculum. 1In the fall of
1986 I thought it slmost mirsculous that Brooklyn College had s faculty so
willing to adopt s core curriculum and to follow through on their obligation
to make the core coherent. I thought the faculty must de 4
extrsordinary; unlike faculty st my or any other institution, they seemed
amazingly ready to give up turf, to abundon traditional and disciplinary .
spproaches, and to embrace the core concept.

When 1 returned during the week of June 6, 1988 1 was even more excited
and sved. This tiwe, however, 1 realized that the Brooklyn College faculty :
sre, indeed, like faculty st my institution and elsevhere. 1In fact, as I sat :
through the sessions, the positions fervently held, indeed, even the words :
us2zd to express those positions were strikingly, slmost frighteningly, similar
to those I heve heard at my present institution and other institutions where I
have vorked. This revelation of the vorm in the garden is & source of
hope. Brooklyn College is the resl world; it has resl life faculty members.
But it implemented and is sustaining a core curriculum--other imstitutions
have some hope of reform. 1 realize, too, that the reform was not & miracle
but the result of the dedication and vork of one or two key people--an
spparently unbectsble team of Ethyle Wolfe and fherman Van Solkema. I remaia
convinced that no such sweeping reform could have taken place without the
intense commitment of an administrator wiao had the clout to support the -
program financially and a faculty member who was sttuned both to the :
administrative and faculty issues in evoking reform. PFaculty members have now
assumed more responsibility for leadership and the programs will thus continue.

Perceptions of raialty Seainars

In one of the workshops the discussion focused on what distinguishes core
= courses from other introductory courses. In addition to citing the
characteristics o5 the core courses listed on page 6 of THE CORE CURRICULUM,
faculty pointed out that core courses may be interdisciplinary, disciplinary,
or team tsught. Above all, they said coherence is the key concept and the
major contributing factor in the success of the core. They also readily
sgreed that dedication to the principle of "covering the territory" is a major
contridbuting factor to the failure of core courses, Obviously, both the
organizers of and the participants in the faculty seminar were well sware that
the lack of success of the cores in world cultures, sciences, and art/music
stemmed at least partially from a lack of coherence. Thus, the focus of the
seminar was precise and the orgsnization right on target.
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Core 9

At the risk of stating the obvious, I offer the following observations:
A key issue in this core seems to be that of departments' lack of commitment
to the core and to the organization of the course. Given the assumption that
faculty are free o choose arcas they ave fatevested in aad thus have & tes
incentive to participate in Core 9, logistics seem to be a major issue and
that is a department chair problem. Someone, whether it is the chair of the
departmest or of the Faculty Council Committee, must take responsibility for
choosing faculty (perhaps even having a contingency plan in the case of
resignations, etc.) and for establishing an organizational meeting of the
faculty participants—~prefersbly before the academic term begina. This
5 appears to be an extremely simple remedy--but in the workshop I attended,
faculty perticipants said it had not happened, with the result, of course,
that in some instances texts had not been chosen or agreed upon before the
opening session, Fasculty must meet together before the academic year begins
to map out the course-~to establiah some common themes, to sgree upon texts,
to set up exam dates and concepts to de covered, and to provide some
transitions between s2gments of the course. :
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: At two different institutions, I have experimented with

£ interdisciplinsry, tesm-taught courses as well s modular courres. In both
instances, the modular spproach was more successful. Pirst the team-taught
L course is an expensive route, calling for an administrative commirment yesr
after year. Second, in their evaluations students frequently stated that

¥ faculty seemed to be more intent on talking to and for each other than to

:- students, The modular approach is not as expensive, can be well organized

Y (simply because on the surface it is so spparent that it must be), and
studencs (particularly students of the 80"s) respond well to overt structure.

Perhaps three faculty members could be responsible for three sections of
: the core course, participate in all three on a rotation basis but receive
£ credit for one course. That iz, they would teach a total of fifteen weeks but
in three different sections for five weeks each, This approach would mean the ?
faculty member csponsible for the first five weeks would schedule meeting :
vith the faculty meaber reaponsbile for the second five weeks, etc. The :
difficulty in the current spproach seems to be that students are overvhelmed
by adjusting to three different personalities sddressing three different
cultures from, in some instances, three different disciplines, A structure
that demands that faculty meet together periodically outside of class will
help continuity, As suggested in the seminar, a thematic approach will also
help. Perhaps faculty could focus on those sspects of human life that are
commonly shared, choosing 8 theme of work, femily, end religion.

Core 7

The difficulties in the science core sppear more complex than the
problems in the other cores. First, the question of the rclationship of the
pumber and kind of details or facts (which must be memorized) to broad
concepts secems more pressing than in the other core courses. This question is
compounded by two factors: ) the vast numbc~ of details/facts and b) »
majority of the science faculty at the seminar reemed to think that meny of
those details or facts are essentisl to understinding broad concepts. The
science faculty objected to 8 cource that focuses only on current issues or ;
crises in science and society Lecause it masy not prepare students to think ~
about the next crisis in scieance snd life. Secondly, Shc labs compound the E
probler in the course because they raise a whole series of questions and, in
‘effect, are taught by s second, psrsllel, faculty--the lab assistants.
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In response to the first set of issues, only the members of the science
faculty st Brocklyn College can ultimately determine what students must know.
Hy impression is that many @members of the science faculty have not soafrcnted
the question of what they want students to know, given the parasmeters of the
core concept, Obviously, they need to snswer the question and tnen proceed to
organize a course. One positive suggestion made in our workshop was for
Chezistry/Biology and Physics/Geology to be taught together, 1f science
faculty think that will work, chances are it will, if for no other reason than
the fact thst they suggested it and thus must be aomevhat comnitted to it.
With the exception of the geology snd physics faculty members, it does not
sppesr that many science faculty members are committed to the current
approach.

With regard to the issue of the ladbs, the core obviously has s prodlem if
. students make ststexeats such 8s "I do not have one good thing to say about
the lebs" or "I didn't know wvhy we were plsying with the tinker toys." Two
{ssues must be addressed, First, vhat is the function of the ladbs (why do
science faculty members want students in a lab~-to lesrn sbout the wonders of
discovery? to learn new concepts? to study in depth or at first hand the 4
concepts learned in the lectures? to learn sbout the scientific method? to
leatn about the subjective nature of scientific research?)? Secondly,-in =
those instances (such as geology) where the faculty had s clear idea sbout the :
reason for the labs and even hed.- s clear set of projects for students to focus
on, the purpose was lost in translation (so *o speak). As I suggested in the
plenary, the science faculty might wish to make 8 week of trasining msndetory
for 1ab assistants. During that week, the lab sssistants would not oniy have :
s copy of the course outline and discuss the concepts to be covered durin2 the E
term but slso would have some basic instruction in pedagogy. I would add that :
the labs could provide an excellent opportunity for some experiments in
writing across the curriculum. Scientific writing, with its demzud for
clarity, precisioa, and thoroughness is s "natursl” for talking about writing
and its comnecticn to critical thinking and clarity of expression—it also
provides s natural forum for discussion of style and such matters as the use
of the passive voice and even of the question of why much contemporary
scientifi. writing relies so heavily on simple and comprund sentences.

Core 2

The vorkshop I sttended focused on the core course in music. If the
music core is not as successful ss some of the other cores, it may be because
the course sttempts to cover too much territory (a list of eight
gouls/objectives/concepts appears on the course outline). In addition, the
course sppears to share the science core's problem of having sssignments whose
objective or raison d'etre have been lost. For example, the student in our
workshop said the listening snd writing sssignments were not taken seriously
by students snd vere seen 8s "hoops they had to jump through." The ficat
problem can be addressed by having music faculty determine, bottom line, vhat
s important to students, given the parameters of time, etc. The second
problem can be addressed by having music faculty meet with members of the
vriting center (or English Department) to discuss wethods of improving the
writing assignments. Music feculty might be reminded, for example, that every
piece of writing does mot need a grade, Students might be asked to keep o

2

D

2




ATTACHMENT F

The Center for Core Studies at Brookiyn College
1987-38 FIPSE PROJECT

PROVOST'S SEMINAR
FOR
THE RENEWAL OF LIBERAL LEARNING
Spring Semester 1988
I.  INTELLECTUAL FC INDATIONS

1. Definition(s) of the Term "Liberal Learning"

A) Relationship to the term "General Bducation"

B) Relationiship to the term "Core Curriculum"

C) Relationship of "Basic Skills" competency and courses to the
definition(s)

D) Development of a consensus on the definition of "Liberal
Learning" for purposes of the seminar

(Cf. The Harvard 1946 Redbook, General . Education in a Free-
Society) and Kimball's 1986 Ness-award book, History of Liberal
. Arts Education)

2. Case for Renewal of Liberal Learning in the Baccalaureate Curriculum

R A G A N D P R L T O T
B o o

A) Current state of 1liberal 1learning in ' American undergraduate
B colleges p
v B) ldentification of nature of the need (if any) for renewal of
liberal learning in the curriculum of participants' institutions

(ct. Boyer s 1987 College: The Undergraduate Experience in America
and Bloom's 1987 The Closing of the American Mind)

I1I. CURRICULUM DESIGN AND CONTENT e

1. Design of Liberal Studies Curriculum

A) Common-experience core and the questions it raises

a) Is it true to say that the knowledge explosion has put American
higher education beyond the point at which common :lntellectual
- " experience is possible or even desirable? - — e oo -
b) What can be said about .the relation of a common-experience
core to the renewal of liberal learning? o . e eme e
c) How do common-experience models differ,- when they do. from ... °
40's-and 50's-style college-wide requirements? -
d) What are the benefits and limitations of a common-
experience curriculum?

B) Curricular diversity through distribution requiremenis =

a) What is the relationship of distribution requirements to the
reneval of liberal learning?




b) What are the benefits and limitations of distribution
requiraments?

C) Whzt is the relation of institutional mission and tradition
to the choice of curriculum design?

2. Content of a Liberal Studies Curriculum

A) For a common experience core
B) For distribution requirsments
C) For alternative models

D) General criteria for selection

a) How can an intellectual and pedagogic order in the selection of
content areas and texts be established?

b} What content can best improve basic skills?

c) What content can best integrate the habits of inquiry and
liberal learning?

d) What general selection criteria are feasible? Applicable to the .
Humanities? the Sciences? The Social Sciences?. The .Arts? - —.—

e) Are there alternative criteria along non-traditional and non- - --
divisional lines? : '

(Cf. National Endowment for the Humanities 1984 To Reclaim a
Legacy and Association of American Colleges 1985 Integrity in the
College Curriculum)

3. Coherence as a Desideratum in Baccalaureate Education

A) Is a struc-wred curriculum ipso facto a coherent program?

B) How does design affect focus on central coherence questionsg?

C) What impact should a common-experience core have on the structure
and content of undergraduste disciplinary majors? On programs for
improving basic skills? On electives for non-majors?

D) Is a coherent general education an a priori virtue?

(Cf. Brooklyn College's Core Curriculum booklet)

ITI. PROCESS FOR RENEWAL OF LIBERAL LEARNING

1. Process for Creating a Curriculum

A) Developing faculty interest in change—- - - S -

a) How can faculty leadership and willingness to engage in
institutional discussion of -general .education .issues be-
generated? N

b) What process for developing consensus is most effective?

c) What role ir there for academic-administrators' participation in
discussion of program design and in assessment of budgetary and
staffing implications?
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B) Insuring faculty commitment

a) How can faculty involvement in the creation process be enlarged
and sustained?

b) What governance and support mechanisms can contribute to
commitment to overcome obstacles and see the task through?

2. Process For Implementation and Ongoing Review and Revision Of a

IO 4w e

B)

R AT I Y CE e

C)

e

Curriculum (based on experience of seminar associates)

A) Faculty developmen: activities-issues of pedagogy and research

a) How can active learning be generated?

b) How can students be transformed into collaborative inquirers and
critical thinkers?

¢) What are the best means of promoting the continuing vitality of
core studies offerings in the classroom? Of encouraging on-
going refinement of individual courses? Of promoting cross-
interdisciplinary discourse among core faculty? Of promoting
coherence of the program through integration of the courses?

d) Will the experience of developing common-~-experience liberal arts
curricula lead specialists to invent new modes of inquiry that

have implications for rethinking courses in their disciplines
and for their research?

Assegsment of impact

a) On students

b) On faculty

c) On the design and curriculum of the major

d) On electives

e) On learning beyond the classroom and the baccalaureate years
What institutional support programs geared to the curriculum's
content can be developed to extend its intellectual impact
beyond the classroom? In a communter institution? 1In a
residential college? In a large metropolitan area?

Process for evaluation and reconsideration of a program

a) What adaptations of existing methodoloaies are especially
relevant for studying the effectiveness of core curricula in
liberal arts colleges?

b) What mechanisms for introducing revision and change are there

for insuring the vitality of the program, both for students and
faculty?

(C£. The Association of American Colleges 1988 Task- Group Report--
A New Vitality In General Education) e

IV. REPRISE: SEMINAR DEFINITION OF THE TERM "LIBERAL LEARNING"
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ATTACHMENT G

Report on the Associates-in-Residence Program
and the Summer Associates Program

Introduction

Brooklyn College describes its Core Program thus:
Its goal is to provide equal exposure for all students to a common
intellectual experience and a uniform foundation on which to build
their preparation both for careers and for fuller lives. All students
are now required to complete a program of ten new interrelated core
courses, structured into progressive tiers and combining the best of
traditional learning with the newest knowledge and methodologies ...
The task, after adoption, was and still is to translate plans and
commitment into teaching effectiveness and ten courses into a coherent
and progressive whole which would so interrelate the courses that the
unity and purpose of the core would be perceptible and meaningful to
all students.
Faculty and administrators around the nation {(and even outside the 0.S.)
have continued to ask: How did they do it? Can we do 1t? Did they have
unlimited financial resources? How aid they get the faculty in a suffici-
ently good mode? How do they keep the faculty interested in the core? As
an initial response to questions such as these, Brooklyn College developed

its highly successful Vvisitcis Program,

This program has enabled over two hundred colleagues to participate in
pine two-day programs which provided Visito;'s with & brief overview of the
content of the Core Program itself; the history Sf its creation, gradual
implementaticn, and ongoing culti.vation; the initiatives in place to sup-
port the Core Program: €.8. Faculty Development Seminars, the Standing
Committee on the Core, the Core Course Coordinators, the writing-across-
the-Core program, the Core Faculty Writing Workshops, the College Writing
Center, Fundamental Texts piscussions, the Core Sampler, Collegewide Facul-

ty Semipars on the Core, and Individual Core Course Seminars.
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These latter initiatives are referred to as the "core process,” But
in a way, even these are a part of the anatomy of the Core program. The
real "life" of the program, the real "proceas" is the earnest (and some-
times heated) sharing of viewpoints and concerns by members of the Brooklyn
College community. This is perhaps the most important component of the
Core Program. This is what Visitors cau take home with them. It can ba
done; it actually is possible for faculty members to deliberate and even
agree on "what knowledge is most worth having." But what is .mportant is
not so much yhat faculty and administration. of other institutions eventual-
1y agree on; rather it is that they engage in the préeess of serious

corporate thinking about the curriculum. This is absolutely critical to

curricular change.

Clearly, a key component of the core process at Brooklyn College has
come to be the cross-fertilization among Brooklyn Colleg2 and outside
faculty made possible by the Visitors Program. Brooklyn College faculty,
in all their diversity of disciplines and pedagogical viewpoints, show

visitors that "it can be done." visitors tell Brooklyn College faculty

that Brooklyn College has indeed accomplished a great deal and has nuch to

be proud of, despite disappointments about this or that aspect of the Core.
Moreover, Visitors from a wide variety of home institutions are able to
find common ground for discussion among themselves. Such initiatives are
clearly beneficial boph to Brooklyn College faculty and to visiting col-

leagues from other institutions. As the Provost of Brooklyn College has

remarked:

The payoff has been that we have reaped the unexpected benefit of new
perspectives from disinterested observers as we have shared with them

foy
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our outstanding problems &nd sought to help them find solutions to
conceived obstacles in the way of introducing or implementing core
prograns on their campuses ... There is no doubt in my mind that
interinstitutional dialogue is a valuable and revitalizing antidote to
frustration, inbreeding, burnout, and of priceless mutual benefit to
those of us in higher education.

However, Brooklyn College doqs not expect or hope that Visitors will
attempt to import wholesale the content of its Core Program to the Visi-
tor's home institution. Brooklyn College is the first to admit that this
could well be a big mistake., What is essential is for faculty and adminis-
tration at.each institution to deliberate long and hard on its own aspira-
tions, its own culture, its own possibilities, and its own understanding of
liberal learning. Even an institution for which the particular content of
the Brooklyn College Core Program might happen to be perfectly suited would
be ill served if campuswide discussion and deliberation were to have been
short-circuited. Institutional introspection and self-understanding are
absolutely critical; eaca institution must d> it for itself, and that takes
time. What is essential to see and experience at Brooklyn College is the
process: the attentive listening, the concerned and principled discussion--~
over a prolonged period of time. Thus Brooklyn College holds that it is
not the result but the procegs that is duplicable elsewhere. The two-tier
system, the set of ten core courses, etc., work for Brooklyn College; but

each school must think for itself, reflecting on its own culture, aspira-

tions, possibilities and constraints.

At Broc“lyn College, faculty were not mput in a good mood" first; nor
were there unlimited resources (in fact, at the time of the creation of the
Core Program, Brooklyn College faculty members had every reason not to be

in a good mood, and precisely because of the precariousness of the funding
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picture). This is an extremely valuable lesson for Visitors to take from
Brooklyn College. one need not wait until conditions are ideal (happy,
energetic faculty; lots of money) before doing anything--such moments never
occur anyway. This is one of the most important things the core process at
Brooklyn College can teach other institutions. Again, it is essential to
keep in mind the distinction between the core process and the core product.
Each school must go through the steps of producing a curriculum suitable to

it. Curricular reform is nothing if not a faculty development initiative.

The time never will be perfect for establishing a core program. Brook-
lyn College offers no magic show, novr is it the holder of alchemical
secrets for turning faculty alienation and resistance into enthusiasm and
commitment. The only magic at Brooklyn College is the magic of solid
faculty commitment and strongly supportive administrative leadership. This
is a program that began to work because people wanted it to work; it keeps

working because people continue wanting it to work.

A great many of the "alumni® of the Visitors Program seem to have
caught on-to the idea o. the core process but realized that one does not
fully grasp such a phenomenon in merely two days. Not surprisingly, these
nalumni" expressed a desire to see Brooklyn College develop a Center for
Core Studies which, among its several initiatives, would sponsor an Asso-
ciates-in-Residence Program and a Summer Associates Program. The former
would permit Visitors to be on campus for an entire semester; the latter
would permit Visitors to be on campus for the week in the summer during
which Brooklyn College conducts its summer Faculty Development Seminar.

Both programs would have the virtue of providing Visitors with an extended
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opportunity to observe the core process at close range. Success of these
one-year piiot initiatives wouid in large part determine the feasibility of

proposing the formation of a nfull-service" Center for Core Studies,

Obviously, it is essential in this report not to conflate a description
and evaluation of the gontent of the Core Program itself with a description
and evaluation of the two FIPSE-sponsored programs specifically to be
covered by this report. It is, of course, tempting to dwell on the Core
Program itself; however, that is outside the scope of the present evalua-
tive report. On the other hand, it is impossible separate the core process

from the activities to be evaluated in this report.
LASSOCIATES-IN-RESIDENCE PROGRAM

Composition

Associates-in~Residence Program participants were selected from among a
group of applicants ("alumni® of the Visitors Progrém) who submitted their
applications in Fall 1987, Although this was (of necessity) somewhat short
notice, the number and guality of applicents was highly gratifying. Five
faculty members were provided an opportunity for full participation in Pall
aspects of curricular and institutional renewal.,” The fcllowing persons
were invited to serve as Associates~in-Residence: Richard Fox (Suffolk Com-
munity College), Betsy Gitter (John Jay College), Thomas Juliusburger

(University of Bridgeport), Joanne Reitano (LaGuardia Community College),

and Sandra Vaughn (LeMoyne-Owen College).
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n-Residence were expected to: attend and participate in the

Associates-i

Provost's Seminar for the Renewal of Liberal Learning, interact on a rou-

KT

Qyren

tine basis with Brooklyn College Core faculty, and, in most cases, teach
{ one section of a core course-=-Tobserving in this way the entire core
coordination network, core courae gsepinars, faculty writing workshops, and

otner elements of the core process as it works itself out at the levei of

N P S T

LH the individual course."
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x The Provost's Seminar for the Renewal of Liberal Learning met weekly

during the Spring 1988 semester. Seminar participants; consisting of

Iy o . '
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Associates-in-Residence and selected Brooklyn College faculty were provided

an extensive though flexible outline in advance of the seminar. Since few

of the Associates resided near campus, this Seminar proved to be the prin-

cipal occasion for routine interaction among Associates. .

” part I of the Semimar dealt with the "intellectual foundations®" of the

Core Program, Participantsgwere invited to formulate definitions of the
term "liberal learning" and to deliberate on the contemporary case to be
made for the renewal of liberal learning in the college curriculum, Read-

ings for this part of the Seminar included: Geperal Education in a Free
Society and History of Liberal Arts Education.

e e sl e
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part II dealt with curriculum design and content. It specifically

R e e P L

raised some of the objections and difficulties that thoughtful people have

sometimes raised regarding a common core of studies, It dealt with the
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benefits and limitations of the distribution areca approach to liberal
learning. Next it focused specifically on questions about the content of 2
1iberal studies curriculum. Finally, it addressed the role of curriocular
coherence in liberal studies, Readings for this part of the Seminar in-

cluded: To Beclaim a Lemacy, Intesrity in the College Cupriculum, and

Brooklyn College’s Core Curriculum booklet.

All of the participants interviewed judged these first two sectioms to
be highly valuable, although some were at first apprehensive about taking
part in what they considered a highly theoretical discussion. However,
par* ¢ the Core Process is getting people to think about, care about, and
talk about the wyhy's of curriculum., This in itself turned out to be a
powerful faculty development opportunity for those who did not believe

themselves endowed with a nspeculative” turn of mind.

Part III dealt with the process of renewing liberal learning. This is
perhaps the most important part of the Seminar., Getting people to think in
terms of principles and to formulate academic policy on the basis of a
clear articulation of what they take to be the objectives of a college
education is what the core process, the life of the Core Program t;t Brook-
lyn College is all about. This part consisted of three sections: the
process of creating a liberal studies curriculum; the process of implemen-

ting, reviewing, and revising a curriculum; and the process evaluating and

reconsidering a program.

The first section of Part III dealt with questions such as: How can

faculty leadership be energized to initiate an academic discussion of the




curriculum? What role can and must academic administrators play in the

process? what works pest in bringing about a critical mass of support for
a new curriculum? How can faculty involvement in the “creation process" be
enlarged and sustained? What "governance and 8 pport mechanisms" are most

effective in overcoming obstacles and opening up new opportunities?

The second section of Part III dealt specifically with governance and
faculty development in the area of research on teaching and learning: How
can active learning be generated? How can students learn to be collabora-
tive inquirers and critical thinkers? What teachings strategies work? How
can the continuing vitality of the core be ensured? How can individual
core courses best be monitored and improved? How can the overall coherence

of the core program be enhanced?

The final section of Part III dealt with assessment: strategies for the
assessment of the impact of the program on students, on faculty, on the
major, on electives, and on life-long learning. It considered the resour-
ces and methodologies currently available for studying the effectiveness of

a core program. Readings for this section included: A New Vitalitv in

General Education.

Throughout the Seminar all participants, Brooklyn College faculty as
well as Associates-in-Residence, were regularly encouraged to provide spe-
cific cases from their own experience which might help illuminate and
direct the discussion. Associates-in-Residence were asked to provide
detailed background information about their respective home institutions.
This included an account of the aspirations and mission as well as the

academic culture and politics of their home institutions. The lively and
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continuous give-and-take among the Associates and between the Associates

and the Brooklyn College faculty was highly prized. Brooklyn College

faculty expressed themselves freely to the Associates about the strengths

and weaknesses of the Core Program. In fact, the presence and contribu-

tions of Brooklyn College faculty proved for some Associates to have been

the most significant part of the Seminar.

Considerable support for the Seminar was expressed by both Brooklyn

College faculty as well as the Associates. Some Associates indicated that

the Seminar could be strengthened in the future by asking Associates to

prepare in advance a written account of the "basic factsrt of their respec-

tive institutions, instead of taking up valuable Seminar time with poten-

tially tedious oral presentations. There was also significant interest

expressed by some Associates in using a case study approach to deliberating

about curricular change; however, it was noted that greater profit might be

derived from adopting a more formal approach to these case studies, with
the case studies prepared and distributed in advance, and with, Associates

and Brooklyn College faculty forming small teams for the purpose of devel-

oping responses to these case studies.

Associates & the Core Courses

For a variety of reasons, not all of the Associates taught a core

course. Those who did found it to be very challenging and very rewarding.

This teaching opportunity was particularly gratifying to those whose home

institution happened to be & community college; they reported that the

discussion was stimulating and highly gratifying. Those teaching core
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courses believed they received considerable help and support from the
relevant department, especially from ine department chair. They reported
that they received old syllabi, booklists, study guides, and common exami-~
pations. Considerable informal discussion took place prior to the course.
They also reported that they found the continuing informal interaction with

departmental faculty to be invaluable in understanding the objectives of

their particular core course.

It is essential to bear in mind Brookiyn College's core courses are not
warmed over ™01" courses. They were designed after the e.ore structure was
put into place, and reflect considerable corporate effort on the part of
Brooklyn College faculty at producing courses that reflect the basic prin-
ciples and objeet':ives of th- Coru Program. Moreover, Brooklyn College
faculty have come to ack: wledge that students need to see that a particu-
lar core course can be interrelated with other core courses, with required
skill courses, with courses in the mrjor, and even with electives, Thanks
to very specific advance coaching, Associates teaching a section of a
first-tier core course were able to kmow in advance what te presume in the

way of student preparation. Thus, substantive consultation between Asso-

ciates and their home departments proved very ecritical.

Evaluation

All of those selected to be Assoeiates—in—Residene.e Program foi Spring
1988 participated in the Provost's Seminar for the Renewal of Liberal
Learning and found it to be especially rewarding and stimulating. Partici-
pating Brooklyn College faculty also expressed great praise for the Semi~

nar. The organization of the Seminar was outstanding; the order of Seminar
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topics could easily and with great profit be exported for use at another
institution. In additiun to serving the obvious social purposz of simply
bringing the Associates together on a regular basis, the Provost!'s Seminar
challenged them, along with Brooklyﬁ’College faculty, to consider in a
systematic way both the theoretical and practical aspects of curriocular
change. Exposure to the sheer variety of home institutions represented by
the Associates-in-Residence ensured continuous learning and reflection.

For example, thanks to the Seminar, faculty at four-year institutions (both
Brooklyn College and the others represented by the Associates) learned a
great deal about the mission and challenges of the community colleges--a

subject about which they found they had surprisingly known so little be~

forehand.

co #1: The "theoretical®™ component of the Provost's Semi-
nar should not be decreased or deleted.

Recommendation #2: Written material describing the "objective facts"
about an Associate's home institution should be made available,

in lieu of an oral presentation.

Recommendation #£3: The case study approach to curricular change is an
extraordinarily powerful tool. Its use in the Seminar should be

refired and formalized.

Teaching a section of a core course also proved to be an extraordi-
narily rewarding experience for the Associates-in-Residence as well as for

Brooklyn College faculty. This component of the program should definitely

be continued.

ses that an Associate may have ever taught in the past, it might
be appropriate for future Asscciates, well prior to their semes-
ter at Brooklyn College, to meet with appropriate faculty and
administrators to get a feel for the nature and purpose of the
course, for how the course might be integrated with other courses

#1: Since core cours _.re very probably unlike cour-

c




12

in the core, and for the various academic support services that
are available,

#2: To maximize their classroom effectiveness, future
Associates should be encouraged to make a regular practice of
attending core courses other than their own when possible and
meet regularly with faculty teaching other core courses as well
as those teaching sections of their own. As a matter of regular
routine, the relevant academic units should provide appropriate
guidance and support for Associates throughout the semester, but
= particularly before and at the beginning of the semester.
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op #3: Faculty development workshops for Departments
about to house an Associate-in-Residence should be considered.
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in describing the success of the Core Pro-
hted the primal importance of the College's
gqua non for successful

& Brookiyn College faculty,
gram, have always highlig
Summer Faculty Development Seminar as the gine

curriculum implementation.
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The purpose of the Summer Associates Program is to afford Visitors an

= opportunity to observe and participate in the Summer Faculty Development

Seminar. In addition to attending the three-day Brooklyn College Faculty
; Development Seminar on the Core Program, Summer Associates met on the days ?‘
jmmediately preceding and following this Seminar, thus making the Summer ‘

' Associates Program a five-day program. Twelve Summer Associates were

selected from among the more than two hiindred "alumni® of the ilisitors

: Program. They vere: Rev. Thomas E. Chambers, C.S.C. (Our Lady of Holy

Cross College), Anthony Colaienne (Virginia Tech), Donald A. Cress (Nor~-

thern Illinois University), Richard Fox (Suffolk Commun’ty College), Robert

J. Frankle (Memphis State University), Patricia Hennessey {Merrimack Col-

Howard Horowitz (Ramapo College), Patricia Silber (Marymount Col-

lege),
lege), Manuel Schonhorn (Southern Illinois University), Bettie M. Smolansky

Y




§ (Moravian College), Bruce R, Stam (Chemeketa Community Colliege), and Jo

Taylor (Wayne State College).

The 1988 Summer Associates First Day

The Provost's openine remarks to the Summer Associates were very frank
E and to the point. She touched upon what is good about the Core Program,
what is in need of attention, and what has yet to be done. These opsning
remarks were followed by short presentations by three former chairpersons

and the current chairperson of the Faculty Council Committee on the Core

R U VT

tal Curriculum. Thes: presentations helped the Summer Associates place the

Core Program in clear hlstorical perspective, with a variety of faculty

R IR

s viewpoints being represented. 3

;o The Summer Associates and the Brooklyn College personnel in attendance

then broke up into three groups of six in order to discuss what needed to

be done at the Summer Associates' home institutions in order to create.

implement, and maiatain a core program. Each discussion group prepared a

: written‘ygport which was later shared with the larger group.

The final session of the day featured a presentation by members of the

Faculty Development Seminar Planning Committee. The speakers sketched the

" general principles and instructional objectives of a typical core course.

[ollowing the presentation there was lively discussion of issues and al-

ternatives.,
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The Facultv Development Seminar

1988 would mark the seventh Faculty Developmert Seminmar at Brooklyn
College. Although the number of participants had previously been set at
sixty, there would be eighty-five participants at the 1988 Seminar, owing
to the fact that, in addition to the sixty-three Brooklyn College fatulty
members in attendance, there were ten Brooklyn College students {also
participants in the Peer Tutor Program) and twelve Summer Associates. Some
initial apprehension was expressed that perhaps the nature and aynamics of
the Seminar would be changed, given the large size of the Seminar and the
presence of students and outsiders. However, this apprenension was largely
dispelled after a very short time. The mix turned out to be quite stimuia-
ting, and the strategy of z‘ot:.ating people through small discussion groups
throughout the Seminar proved to be a highly effective means of getting

people to mingle and to get to know one another.

Participants in the Faculty Development Seminar received a detailed
program outlining the activities of the Seminar and containing several
lists of participants and acknowledging those involved in the preparation

of the Seminar.

The Provost, who served simultaneously as a menber of the core faculty
and as project director for the grant that funded the Faculty Development
Seminars, opened the Faculty Development Seminar with a welcoming address
entitled "Core Curriculum Crossroads: 1988-89." This address proved to be
quite extraordinary in that it did so many things so well all at once. In
effect, the Provost invited Brooklyn College faculty to "celebrate" the

Core: to recall the times which were anything but perfect during which vhe
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Core came into being and how faculty and administration alike had suffered

through those painful times; to recall how the Brooklyn College community
brought the Core Program into being; to recall what had been achieved and
why it was done the way it was; to recall why it worked and continues to

work (enough form to hold together, enough flexibility to bend); to recall

recent initiatives such as student peer mentoring and faculty mentoring; to
review the major points of the recently completed internal study on the
Core Program (known as the Raskin-Owen Report). There followed an & .Know=-
ledgement by name of those who performed critical tasks that might other-
wise have gone unnoticed. Throughout the address the focus was on the
acknowledgement, the celebration of change, revitalization and renewal--
past, present and future. The Provost's address was followed by a brief

morientation to tasks and events® by the Chair of the Seminar Planning

Committee. -

Eight students delivered presentations based on their experience as
peer tutors in the Core Program. This provided fresh insight into the Core

and opened up new areas for what proved to be very lively discussion.

The afternoon of the first day of the Faculty Development Seminar was
devoted to a long, hard look at Core Course 9 (Studies in African, Asian,
and Latin American Cultures). Although previous Faculty Development Semi-
nars had also addressed Core 9, additional impetus was given to revisiting
Core 9 by the Raskin-Owen Report, which stated that, while Core 9 had
helped students to increase their understanding of and respect for people
with backgrounds different from their own, the course nevertheless seemed

to suffer from a certain lack the coherence and clearness of purpose.
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Two faculty members provided "samplers"” besed on their own handling of
Core 9. This was followed by a presentation {always accompanied by much
intera?tion with the audience) by four faculty members who focused clearly
and directly on what each perceived to be the chief problems with Core 9.

Participants then formed small groups to discuss the problem of bringing

et e

greater coherence to Core 9. Workshop reports were presented to the
plenary group. B

The second day of the Faculty Development Seminar dealt with Core 7
(Science in Modern Life: Chemistry/Physics) and Core 8 (Science in Modern 3
Life: Biology/Geology). Unlike Core 9, Core 7 and Core 8 did not seem to ‘ %
have  problem with coherence or purpose. The focus rather was on develop- :
ing effective teaching models, The participants divided into smaller X
groups to identify the strengths and weaknesses of alternative teaching
models and to suggest and justify changes in the structure of the science .

courses. Again the small groups reported their findings to the plenary
group.

The morning of the third day focused on nyriting as one way to under-
standing, with two "samplers" from Core 10 (Knowledge, Existence, and
Values) and Core 5 (Introduction to Mathematical Reasoning and Computer
Programming). Participants then broke into smaller groups in order to
discuss a pre-assigned specific Core course, the role of writing in that
course, and other means of achieving the goals of the course. Specifical-
ly, each group was charged with defining and identifying the skills that

are considered appropriate for the course. Again the small groups reported
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their findings to the plenary group.

The afternoon session of the third day began with a Core i {Classical
Origins of Western Culture) "sampler.” There followed a discussion of

whether in practice the Core is in danger of becoming an end point of

obstacle to be overcome, rather than a starting point for better prepara-
tior in the major, lifelong learning, and solid career preparation. Smull :

groups were asked to determine if there are significart barriers that limit

ORI B 0T e
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the Core as a gtarting point for lifelong learning, and to list three }

im et
i

changes that would enhance the Core's ability to meet its goal of serving

T

as a starting point for lifelong learning. Again the smail groups reported

their findings to the plerary group. Following a discussion period the

0 RIS A T, i 20
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Faculty Development Seminar was concluded.
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The morning of the final day of the Summer Associates Seminar focused

Tua T ETERE 5

on assessment. Associates heard a tape of a talk on assessment delivered

R

Ry

by Robert L. Hess, President of Brooklyn College, at the 1988 Annual Meet-
}j ing of the Association of American Colleges. Following discussion of
President Hess' talk was a presentation on the "assessment movement® by one
of the Summer Associates, which was followed by considerable discussion.

Shortly thereafter the Summer Associates Seminar was concluded.

TR T

Evaluation

o

The Summer Associates Program is a highly effective means of providing
Visitors with a sustained look at the human dimension of the core process.
It was an exciptional opportunity for Visitors to see faculty development

in action. The presence of the student peer tutors provided a unique and
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valuable perspective on the Core that simply could not have been achieved
without them. It can only be hoped that Brooklyn College faculty found

this opportunity to be as useful to them as it was to the Summer Asso-

ciates.

. The Summer Associates Program should definitely be
replicated for future Summer Associates, It is an outstanding
opportunity for both faculty and administrators of other institu-
tions.

General Comments

Anxiety about the curricular process sometimes proves unproductive and
leads tc time not well spent. We have all heard pretty presentations at
higheﬁ education meetings in which everything is presented as moving along
swimmingly at the speaker's home institution--where faculty dissent is non-
existent, where costs are known and manageable. We often leave these
sessions feeling guilty that we at our own institutions have not made so

much progress, but also simultaneously perplexed by our inability to quite

believe what we had just heard. Later we feel tempted to call a few

department chairs at the speakerts home institution to get the "real

story.®

Some of us have acted as if we thought that by going to enough meetings
on general education and/or assessment, or by reading enough of the rele-
vant literature on these matters, somehow the gods will look kindly on such
displays of sincerivy bY telling us "the secret" of curricular change.

Deep down we should all reziize that it really does not work this way.

There is no ancient secret, no trick, no easy formula for energizing the

unenergized or leading those who do not want to be led.
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Brooklyn College does not hide anything behind a facade of sweet.ness
and light for the benefit of the Visitors; it is anything but a controiled
or orchestrated environment, Nor, for that matter, is it hiding any magic

formulas for success, What you see is what there is. Faculty members

straightforwardly show their enthusiasm and their apprehension about the

Core. They speak to particular areas of pride and concern. People who are

highly critical of the Core are not hidden away; they'aré given a forum and

allowed full opportunity to state their views; they are brought fully into

the process, The Core process is not over at Brookiyn College; with luck,

it never will be. Were the Core process to end at Brooklyn College, so too

would the Core. Perhaps the most important part of the Core, at least for

the faculty, is the Core process, Brooklyn College faced severe financial

difficulties during the late 70's and early 80's. Yet it did and could go

forward with the core, It brought faculty together to discuss & singularly

important and significant matter, which for most faculty members is the

reason they took up the academic life in the first place.

visitors can master the basic stracture and content of the ten courses

comprising the Core Program in a comparatively short period; two days

seemed quite approprizte for that, However, Brooklyn-College reported that

participants in the vieitors Program had suggested that a longer term, more
intensive immersion in the "life" of the Core Program be a possibility for

interested parties, What this suggests is that the process is indeed the

heart of the Core Program; but observing the details of that process takes

considerably more than two days, It there is a ngecret," it is learned in

inistrative

closely observing the day-to~day process of discussion, adm
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leadership and support, discussion, emotional investment, and still more

discussion., For this reason, the Associates-in-Residence Program and the

summer Associates Program should by all means be continued,

The Center for Core Studies

Recent surveys have shown that the vast majority of colleges and uni-
versities are reexamining their general education programs, with an eye
both to quality and to coherence. It is also clear that there needs to be
a centralized location for information, advice and support to give direc-
tion and encouragement to these curricular initiatives, It is therefore

appropriate that serious consideration be given to the establishuant of a

national Center for Core Studies.

Brooklyn College has achieved a national reputation as a model for
general education/core studies. NEW's To Reclaim a Legacy (198%), Ernést
Boyer's Collece: The Undergraduate Experience in America (1986), and Edwin
Delattre's Education and the Public Trust (1988), to name just a few re-

sources, are articulate witnesses to the continuing reputation for excel-
lence that Brooklyn Collegs enjoys. Brooklyn College, in virtue of its
status as a faculty development success story ana as a leading proponent of
the Core, is ideally suited to house such a Center., Its Associates-in-

Residence and Summer Associates Programs have proved to be highly success-

ful. They permitted colleagues from other institutions to see what many

ralumni® of the Visitors Program wished they too could have seen: the core

process, up close and over a protracted period. I strongly eadorse the

formation of (and support for) a Center for Core Studie= at Brooklyn Col-

legs.
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