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August 9, 2022 
 
 

To:  Elizabeth Watkins, Provost and Executive Vice Chancellor 

 Ken Baerenklau, Associate Provost  

Kim Wilcox, Chancellor 

 
From:  Jason Stajich, Division Chair 
 
RE: General Education Ad Hoc Committee Report: “R’Horizons: Proposal for a New 

UCR General Education Curriculum” 
 
Dear Colleagues, 
 
I write to share the Academic Senate consultative feedback on the General Education Ad Hoc 
Report: “R’Horizons: Proposal for a New UCR General Education Curriculum.”  You may recall 
this process started in 2018 with a committee charged by Division Chair Dylan Rodríguez in 
collaboration with Provost Cindy Larive with the goals of developing a “framework and plan 
(including recommendations) for re-examining, revising, and/or transforming UCR’s general 
education requirements”.  
 
The Ad Hoc committee completed its work and was discharged of its duty in Spring 2021 upon 
receipt of the R’Horizons report and recommendations. This was an important, timely, and 
substantial effort. I want to start by thanking and acknowledging the work the committee 
undertook over the course of three years which were some of the most difficult our campus, 
nation, and global community have experienced. The expertise, labor, and thoughtfulness put 
into this effort by our UC Riverside faculty colleagues cannot be overstated. To take on a review 
of general education is - to say the least - challenging and it took deliberate time and intentional 
energy  to accomplish. In this same spirit and under similar operational and health and safety 
conditions, Senate committees and councils, spent several meetings discussing the R’Horizons 
report and recommendations. 
 
As UC Riverside looks ahead to necessary and continued transformations that soon will be 
pushed forward by campus strategic planning efforts, it is important to share the attached 
comments on R’Horizons while our campus community’s mind is on charting a new path 
forward to build out UCR’s vision to serve as a hub for research, innovation, and educational 
excellence.  

Academic Senate 
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It is the hope of Senate leadership that the thoughts and ideas contained in the Ad Hoc’s report, 
combined with the response memos, are considered and addressed in campus strategic planning 
and development of strategies that will shape and lead our campus into the future of Inland 
Southern California and the world. The feedback suggests areas where additional approaches to 
General Education reform could be achieved. While also taking into account the fiscal impacts 
and changes it might cause, the statewide educational guidance around general education, and 
career preparation skills that best serve our students. 
 
Please share this letter, the R’Horizons document, and review comments (all are attached) with 
Deans of Colleges and Schools, Department Chairs, and Faculty generally to ensure the 
information is available to all our campus members. The same document will be posted on the 
Academic Senate website issues page. 
 
As always, and on behalf of the Executive Council, I welcome continued and fruitful 
conversations and collaboration around campus planning in partnership between the Academic 
Senate and the Provost and Executive Vice Chancellor. 
 
 
CC: Academic Senate General Education Ad Hoc Committee 

Executive Council 
Sang-Hee Lee, Division Chair-elect 

 
Attachments: 

General Education Ad Hoc Report: “R’Horizons: Proposal for a New UCR General 
Education Curriculum” 
 
Consultative Feedback Memorandums from Committees 
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R’Horizons: 

 

 Proposal for a New UCR General Education Curriculum 

 

I. Introduction 

The current breadth requirements represent an approach to general education that 

reflects long-held values of undergraduate instruction at UCR. Their strengths 

include great flexibility for students to choose courses in which they are interested; 

the opportunity to learn about fields in which they may wish to major should their 

current majors prove unsatisfying; and sufficient breadth to meet the traditional 

objective of general education to enrich students’ college experience by broadening 

their understanding of the cultural, social, and natural worlds. In addition, many of 

the courses offered through general education are designed to situate the particular 

subject matter within a broader framework. For example, some courses in earth 

science connect the scientific issues surrounding topics like climate and ocean life 

with the associated ethical, societal, and political implications. Moreover, the 

current system allows for faculty engagement in updating and innovating general 

education courses. 

 

Why then do we propose a significant revision of the general education curriculum?   
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One reason is that any curriculum that has remained virtually unchanged, and not 

subject to critical review, for four decades should be considered in need of 

examination. Every undergraduate and graduate program on campus is expected to 

be reviewed on a seven-year cycle. General education has been the exception. Given 

the technological, sociopolitical, and economic changes over the past 40 years, a 

curriculum designed without the current UCR students and faculty in mind at 

minimum requires critical evaluation. We conducted this evaluation and found that 

improvement is both possible and desirable. Taken as a whole, the evidence we 

collected also points in directions that improvement can take.   

 

The new curriculum has a much stronger emphasis on interdisciplinary courses and 

courses attuned both to perennially important topics and the momentous issues of 

our time. It creates opportunities for students to learn about topics in five major 

categories of knowledge and experience: creativity, history, society, nature, and 

technology, and it also includes courses in foundational skills. It provides 

opportunities for groups of faculty to offer thematically-linked courses and for 

colleges to add additional requirements as they see fit. This subject matter is 

intertwined with a structure of skill development in core competency areas, building 

from introductory to innovative work. The new curriculum will be overseen by a 

Senate standing committee whose members will approve course proposals and 

monitor course effectiveness. Many existing general education courses will qualify 

with minor modifications for inclusion in the R’Horizons curriculum.  
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The new curriculum is intended to broaden students’ horizons and deepen their 

knowledge. This distribution fosters multi-disciplinary engagement across fields 

and interdisciplinarity within subjects. After all, scientists need to communicate 

effectively be it through presentations or grant proposals. They must use creativity 

to design, for instance, technology that accounts for economic inequalities, just as 

artists need to comprehend histories of aesthetics and politics in order to shape 

creative works that express ideas and inspire audiences’ critical thinking on 

subjects like environmental racism. By incorporating learning goals and skills such 

as clear communication; sound reasoning; applied research methods; and 

information, media, and mathematical literacy, general education courses enable 

students to identify problems, understand context, propose solutions, and 

ultimately contribute to the City of Riverside, inland Southern California, and 

beyond. 

 

We begin by reporting on the evidence we have collected on the need for 

improvement. We then discuss the philosophy that guided our work on the proposed 

curriculum. Next we offer a new curriculum that creates synergies between breadth 

and depth of learning and the development of essential skills. The proposal then 

concludes with a discussion of logistics, including a proposed course approval 

process, incentives for participation, and a timeline for implementation. 
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II. The Need for Improvement 

The General Education Review Committee collected data from (1) a committee- 

designed survey of UCR undergraduate students, (2) focus groups with advisors, (3) 

panel discussions with alumni, (4) analysis of the Student Experience in the 

Research University/University of California Undergraduate Experience Survey 

(SERU/UCUES) surveys, and (5) analysis of a national survey of employers 

conducted by the American Association of Colleges & Universities (AAC&U).  We do 

not discuss the SERU/UCUES surveys because they proved to be of limited value.  

But we do include them, together with a more detailed analysis of the other sources, 

in an accompanying supplemental report (see Supplemental Report No. 1). 

 

Evidence from the Student Survey 

The most valuable evidence we collected comes from UCR undergraduates’ report of 

their experiences of general education. Nearly 2,300 UCR undergraduates, 

approximately 10 percent of the student body, filled out a survey, which was fielded 

in October and November 2020. The survey included questions that asked students 

to compare their learning experiences in general education courses relative to 

courses in their majors. It also included questions that focused on specific general 

education requirements. 
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As compared to courses in their majors, students assessed their general education 

courses as ineffective in preparing them for their future careers, addressing the 

critical issues that they will be facing, or offering project-based learning to 

stimulate their interest and improve their skills. The comparatively weak 

performance of general education courses in conveying projected needs and issues of 

the future is particularly problematic insofar as one of our goals for general 

education courses is to address precisely these kinds of issues. Similarly, one of the 

long-standing goals of general education is to approach topics from multiple 

disciplinary perspectives, and here, too, general education courses were evaluated 

as significantly less successful than courses in students’ majors. In addition, 

students’ assessments of the design and teaching of general education courses 

typically fell below the level of courses in the major. Students’ open-ended 

comments about required language courses were frequently negative. Students and 

alumni identified the need for more attention to oral communication skills. Most 

concerning is the very low level of satisfaction students indicated when asked 

whether general education has been one of the most important features of their 

UCR education. 

 

Evidence from the Advisor and Alumni Panels 

The Committee met in focus groups with 19 college advisors across all 

undergraduate colleges and schools. According to the advisors, only a few courses 

stand out in students’ minds as outstanding, and these courses are popular mainly 
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because of the excellence of instructors rather than because of the course content.  

According to the advisors, many students complain about the language courses, 

wondering whether they are necessary. Students also express concerns about 

whether they should be required to pay fees associated with testing out of these 

classes. Many students would like to see more general education courses that 

connect with their majors. Advisors worried that students had too few experiences 

in general education to aid their analytical and critical thinking abilities and their 

oral communication skills. Most advisors also felt that a life skills course 

emphasizing topics like financial literacy, stress management, and professional 

conduct would be valuable for students. 

 

The Committee also met with panels consisting of 20 alumni. The alumni cited 

public speaking as the single most important skill that they found missing in their 

own general education experiences. Several others mentioned that courses did not 

provide enough challenge in terms of analytical and critical thinking. Some alumni 

mentioned the need to learn “soft skills” to complement academic skills. For the 

alumni, these soft skills included teamwork, negotiating differences between 

colleagues, working with people from different cultural and political backgrounds, 

and professional norms of interaction. This theme came through as well in the 

frequent mention by alumni panelists of the desirability of a life skills course to 

complement academic skill building courses.  
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Evidence from National Employers Surveys 

Our final piece of evidence supports the notion that general education can better 

prepare students for social mobility opportunities. It comes from the two most 

recent surveys of employers conducted by American Association of Colleges & 

Universities, the first in 2013 and the most recent in 2018. Among the college 

learning outcomes examined in 2018, both executives and hiring managers placed 

the highest importance on oral communication skills. In addition, both executives 

and hiring managers rated critical thinking, ethical judgment, working effectively 

in teams, working independently, self-motivation, written communication, and real-

world application of skills and knowledge as important for workplace success. Based 

on the other evidence we collected, the current UCR general education curriculum 

appears to be deficient in several of these areas, particularly oral communication, 

critical thinking, ethical judgment, and real-world applications.   

 

Conclusions from a Review of the Evidence 

The conclusions we draw from this evidence are as follows: UCR would be well 

served by including more general education courses that consider topics of 

importance to the past, present, and future taught from a multidisciplinary 

perspective. The new curriculum should emphasize multidisciplinary approaches to 

a greater degree so that students can see how the subject matter of their majors is 

viewed in the context of other disciplinary concerns and approaches. These courses 
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should include more project-based learning experiences. The campus needs to find 

ways to encourage our best teachers to engage with general education courses. The 

new general education curriculum also needs to incorporate ways to help students 

improve their oral communication as well as their analytical and critical thinking 

skills. Moreover, the new curriculum should provide avenues for students to develop 

skills that will improve their success at work and in life, including instruction in 

financial literacy,methods to aid in time and stress management, and norms of 

professional interaction. 

 

III.  Guiding Philosophy 

General education should reflect UC’s and UCR’s mission statements and the vision 

and values of UCR as they relate to the undergraduate educational experience. 

These statements are provided in Appendix A. They indicate that the long-term 

objective of general education is to aid students in becoming rational thinkers and 

effective contributors to society. We also think general education should address 

students’ interests in attaining career success and leading rewarding lives. General 

education fulfills these objectives by providing students with an understanding of 

the world beyond what is provided by their majors. Its purpose is many-fold and 

includes: 

● Broadening students’ horizons by preparing them to participate effectively in 

a complex and changing society 
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● Equipping students with skills that make that effective participation possible 

● Presenting students with the methods used by different disciplines to 

advance knowledge 

● Illustrating to students the context in, and means by which, knowledge is 

evaluated, accepted or rejected, and applied 

By achieving these objectives, students will be able to think and communicate 

clearly and effectively. 

 

General education courses must therefore provide students with many 

opportunities to develop their writing, speaking, and reasoning skills, as well as 

introduce them to the contributions of important scholars, artists, and public 

figures. Skill development in these domains will include instruction in the elements 

of rhetoric, style, and logic. It will also include understanding audience 

expectations, how words and sentiments can mean different things to different 

people, and a reflexive outlook that allows a critical awareness of one’s own biases 

and limited experiences. 

 

UCR’s vision statement includes a commitment to “transform the lives of the 

diverse people of California, the nation, and the world through the discovery, 

communication, translation, application, and preservation of knowledge.” General 

education at UCR is intended to foster the career success, intellectual development, 
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and community engagement of undergraduate students, building on the campus’s 

history. The campus began as a citrus experiment station and grew into a land-

grant university, co-founded by Riverside civic leaders and Indigenous historians. 

Growing beyond its early years as a high-quality liberal arts-oriented university, 

today UCR stands proudly as a renowned research university known for the 

diversity and achievements of its student body, and the excellence of its faculty’s 

research. The University is recognized as an Asian American, Native American, 

Pacific Islander, and Hispanic Serving Institution. Our general education program 

reflects UCR’s strengths and encourages students to fulfill their intellectual 

curiosity through interdisciplinary breadth in conversation and in tandem with the 

requirements of their major. It draws strength and inspiration from the 

backgrounds of its students and prepares them to take their place as thoughtful 

contributors to their communities, their workplaces, and beyond. Accordingly, 

general education should provide high-quality teaching and should be enhanced by 

the campus’s commitment to social justice and responsibility to UCR’s communities, 

while preparing students for successful and productive careers. 

 

This overall guiding philosophy for general education is supported by four goals 

that achieve the objective of providing a relevant and impactful experience for all 

UCR undergraduates.  
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Goal #1. To broaden and deepen students’ educational experience by 

exposing them to subject matter, topics, and skills that complement their 

major  

A purpose of a general education is to provide breadth beyond a student’s major and 

thereby contribute to students’ overall development. A successful general education 

curriculum fosters students’ engagement with subject matter, skills, and 

experiences that expands their understanding of the world in which they live. 

General education courses should reflect topics that are of perennial interest as well 

as issues that are influencing society today and in the future. Courses in the former 

category would include the meaning of life, what it means to be human, the nature 

of creativity, racial conflict and injustice, how social institutions work, and love and 

loss. Courses in the latter category would include advances in artificial intelligence, 

climate change, human population growth, emerging diseases, the impact and 

regulation of social media, and human migrations. Teaching these courses in an 

interdisciplinary way will illuminate how different disciplines provide valuable 

perspectives on these topics. Given these goals, general education must 

continuously evolve so that important new topics continuously appear in the 

curriculum. 

 

Goal #2. To prepare students to critically, creatively, ethically, and 

effectively contribute to the changing needs of society. 
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To complement students’ coursework in their major, the general education plan 

promotes engagement with various geographic and intellectual contexts in order to 

illuminate how we feel, apprehend, and understand; how we solve problems; and 

how knowledge is produced, applied, transformed, and circulated. Our general 

education program addresses two interrelated goals. One is to prepare students to 

respond thoughtfully, ethically, and creatively to society's challenges. The other is 

to promote innovation and the creation of knowledge in order to facilitate and 

realize new possibilities. 

 

Goal #3. To enhance students’ ability to reason, think critically, and solve 

problems. 

Regardless of the path students take, their future endeavors will benefit from the 

thinking skills they develop during their college years. Accordingly, students will 

acquire skills in both quantitative and qualitative reasoning. For example, they will 

have the ability to make inferences from data and understand how to assess the 

uncertainty in such inferences. They will have the ability to critically examine the 

assumptions in their reasoning so as to avoid faulty conclusions. Students will also 

develop sophisticated skills to engage with and analyze literature, art, and media. 

 

Goal #4. To hone students’ ability to effectively express themselves and 

communicate with people from a variety of backgrounds. 
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Our general education program affords students the sustained opportunity to 

communicate with cohorts in majors and from backgrounds other than their own, to 

expand their appreciation of different disciplines, and to bring new understandings 

of topics to bear on studies within their major. By doing so, the program creates 

intentional opportunities for students to develop their ability to communicate 

effectively with each other in university settings through classroom dialogue, 

research, artistic expression, and academic writing, while also honing their 

communication skills in interaction with diverse publics outside the university. 

 

IV. Structure of the R’ Horizons Curriculum 

The proposed structure builds on the existing strengths of UCR’s curriculum and 

faculty expertise, supports innovation, cultivates interdisciplinarity, teaches 

academic skills in a stepwise fashion, and advances this proposal’s guiding 

pedagogical philosophy. The new general education program will require students 

to take eight courses across the five categories of which at least one must be an 

upper-division course. In addition, students will take designated courses in written 

composition, quantitative reasoning, ethnic studies, and perspectives for living. To 

fill these requirements, students may choose to take several courses focused on a 

unifying theme through a thematic tracks option, as discussed below. 
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General Education Course Categories 

The five designated categories are: A) Creativity, B) History, C) Society, D) Nature, 

and E) Technology: 

 

Creativity - Creativity exists wherever insight meets expressive form. Creativity 

has produced beautiful product designs as much as thrilling experiences in the 

performing arts and innovative solutions to complex problems. Although creativity 

is often associated with the visual and performing arts, courses in this category 

teach students to apprehend, interpret, and communicate aesthetic experience and 

other creative endeavors wherever they are found. In this way, creativity includes 

experiences running from the embodied knowledge of dance and sculpture to the 

insight of an elegantly crafted software code. Crossing fields from arts, 

mathematics, and sciences, existing courses like Introduction to World Music (MUS 

6/ANTH 6) and Introduction to 3-D Digital Modeling (ART 66), and more foster 

students’ innovation and comprehension of cultural productions. 

 

History - History refers to the study of the past, including ideas, events, people, 

places, cultures, and the natural world. Courses provide a wide lens through which 

students may view how the past remains in conversation with the present, and help 

students to identify continuities and contradictions across time and place. Courses 

like World History (HIST 10/15/20) provide contexts for understanding arts and 

religions as well as the rise of nation-states, the effects of different economic 
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systems, and the changing ways humans interact with their environments.  Courses 

like the history of astronomy, for example, cover the earliest efforts of humans to 

map and understand the stars through modern discoveries of an almost limitless 

number of galaxies.  Such a course opens students to questions like humans' place 

in the universe, the possibility of intelligent life elsewhere in the cosmos, and even 

the meaning of life on Earth. These courses provide essential background for 

understanding  philosophical, political, and scientific thought. They also encourage 

critical thinking about archives and how the historical record has been created, 

including how social system dynamics influence the ways history has been told and 

by whom. 

 

Society - The goals of Society courses are to understand social relations and social 

institutions, to comprehend the dimensions of societal problems, and to encourage 

thinking about solutions for a better world. From Evil (PHIL 5) to Is There a Path 

to Joy? (RLST 3), these courses theorize ethical and economic behaviors; study 

governmental structures and social institutions; and analyze identities, 

relationships, and social categories. Courses such as government policy for 

technological innovation and people’s interactions with their environments will 

provide an improved understanding of the interactions and institutions behind 

scientific discoveries and their impacts. Students learn about textual and data 

interpretation and how to apply social science research methodologies to 

understand the social world. 
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Nature - These courses consider and model life forms from the molecular to the 

ecological scale and the properties of the inanimate world from the subatomic to the 

cosmic level. These courses place these domains into broader contexts that draw 

connections to history, society, religion, the arts, industry and innovation, and more. 

Courses such as Human Reproduction and Sexual Behavior (BIOL 30) or Space-

Time, Relativity, and Cosmology (PHYS 7), for example, integrate scientific 

concepts, methods, and logic with relevant philosophical ideas, historical settings, 

and contemporary social issues. Other nature courses explore science-related issues 

of our time -- for example, the opportunities and concerns raised by climate change 

and the transition to renewable energy sources.  

 

Technology - These courses highlight the tools that have expanded the powers of 

human beings through the application of scientific, mathematical, and engineering 

principles. Technology has helped shape history and society from the development 

of irrigation to the landing of spacecraft on Mars. It has also generated new areas of 

scientific research, new applications of traditional ecological knowledge, and new 

forms of art. These courses are intended to explore the workings and the impact of 

specific technologies. For example, a new course on artificial intelligence (based in 

part on the content of CS 9A) will show how machine learning occurs. It will 

describe the tasks at which machines outperform people, where they still have 

limits, and the far-reaching implications of artificial intelligence. While the majority 

of these courses will reside in the science and engineering colleges, not all will. For 
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example, a current general education course, Introduction to Photographic 

Processes (ART 3), explores historical and contemporary technologies used in image 

capture and the purposes to which they have been applied. Such courses ask 

students to understand not only how technological tools work and contribute to 

human progress but also the historical and cultural conditions that made 

technological advances possible and the problems that these advances have 

sometimes created. 

 

Rather than accept separations between departments, the categories bring together 

different points of related knowledge and invite students to reflect on multi- 

dimensional ways of knowing, their own positions, and the relationships between 

them.  Cross-disciplinary and cross-college topics should be welcomed. General 

education courses in humanities, arts, and social sciences could, for example, 

encompass topics such as  human evolution, the neuroscience of personality, and the 

statistics of polling.  Similarly, general education courses in science and engineering 

could include,  for example, the science of science fiction, the history of pandemics, 

and the social and economic consequences of  climate change.  

 

All general education courses must include content that fits into at least one of the 

five designated categories. However, the entire course need not be devoted to a 

particular category.  For example, many current single discipline- and skill-based 

courses such as Introduction to Computer Programming (CS5) and  Introduction to 
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Psychology (PSYC 1) will fit a category, just as existing interdisciplinary courses 

like Earthquake Country (GEO 8) and Gender and Sustainability (GSST 21) may fit 

into more than one category.  

 

At the same time, faculty are encouraged to design new courses or revise current 

courses to encompass a multi-faceted understanding of both perennial topics of 

interest and the new issues of our time. Imagine compelling new general education 

courses beyond singular disciplines like The Political Economy of Health, The 

History of Climate Change, and The Poetry of Protest. A new course called The 

Racial Politics of Performance: Blackface to #OscarsSoWhite would traverse 

Creativity, History, Society, and Technology by teaching how the history of media 

technology, cultural production, and critical reception have shaped racial 

representation. For another example, see Sustainable Product Design (ME 176), 

which examines the environmental impacts of technology and the design of 

innovative products to mitigate these impacts. Courses like these will provide 

exciting opportunities for faculty to invent the courses they passionately want to 

teach on important topics with cutting-edge thinking and that students actually 

want to take, leading to a more generative learning environment.   

 

Requirements in the Five Categories 

To ensure breadth of knowledge, students are required to take four courses among 

the A, B, and C categories, and three courses among the D and E categories, plus 
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one additional upper-division course from any of the five categories. Students must, 

during their career at UCR, cover all five categories. Although one course may 

pertain to several categories, students can use a single course to fulfill only one 

category. General education courses with sufficient disciplinary content, such as 

Introduction to Computer Programming and Introduction to Psychology, can count 

for credit in students’ majors. 

 

To complete the category requirements, students will take one upper-division course 

in Creativity, History, Society, Nature, or Technology. Distinguishing UCR’s 

curriculum and potentially making UCR’s pedagogical approach a model, these 

upper-division general education courses are new to the curriculum, and they 

should spark faculty members’ creativity and students’ interests. This upper- 

division course necessarily rests upon foundational knowledge and introductory 

skills from earlier courses, and then makes connections between the methods and 

emphases of more than one discipline. Because it relies on interdisciplinary 

approaches and teaching at the intermediate or innovative skill level, this course is 

distinct from a regular elective. Moreover, it guarantees that transfer students 

obtain some experience with UCR’s unique, boundary-crossing general education 

curriculum. Such courses emphasize project-based learning or community 

engagement specific to Riverside, such as investigating the science, history, and 

business of citrus or local museums like the Cheech Marin Center for Chicano Art, 

Culture, and Industry.  
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Some departments may already have courses that can fulfill this general education 

requirement, whereas other departments will need to develop new courses. Some 

upper-division courses will have prerequisites, while others will not. With faculty 

guidance, the scaffolded skills tracking system will help to ascertain if students are 

prepared to take certain courses. This requirement should not conflict with majors; 

majors may allow some coursework to count for both major and general education 

requirements, as they do now.  

 

Other Required Courses 

The campus-wide required courses include: (A) three written communication 

courses, which could include designated courses in the student’s major, (B) one 

quantitative reasoning course, (C) one ethnic studies course, and (D) one 

perspectives for living course. These courses also align with the goals of the 

curriculum’s guiding philosophy. They are closely connected, in particular, with 

Goal #3 (enhancing students’ ability to reason, think critically, and solve problems) 

and Goal #4 (honing students’ abilities to effectively express themselves and 

communicate with people from a variety of backgrounds). The perspectives for living 

requirement will also contribute to Goal #2 (helping students to become effective 

contributors to the changing needs of society). 
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Successful and effective written communication courses will be taught in small 

seminars, as in the current University Writing Program; and we recommend 

substantive review and revision of the existing English writing courses to ensure 

they correspond with the updated goals of general education. In particular, courses 

in written communication should engage deeply with the development of students’ 

information literacy and oral communication skills, as well as their skills in written 

communication. We propose to retain the current campus-wide ethnic studies 

requirement. Skills in quantitative reasoning are essential for understanding the 

issues of the day, which are often reported in statistics, graphs, and tables. The new 

two-unit perspectives for living requirement will teach students strategies that 

promote academic success, psychological and physical health, professional 

development, and financial literacy.    

 

College-Specific Courses 

Colleges may decide to add other general education requirements beyond those 

designated here. The college-specific courses will be determined by the executive 

committees of each of the six undergraduate colleges.  

 

Summary of the Proposed Structure 

In sum, the general education curriculum consists of 8 General Education Courses 

in five subject matter categories and 6 other required courses. We assume that the 
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average UCR undergraduate takes 45 courses during their four years on campus 

(three or four courses per term over 12 terms). The remaining 31 courses will be 

divided between major courses, elective courses, and any college-specific general 

education requirements.   

 

Within this structure, we realize that no single approach to general education is 

likely to appeal to all students. For this reason, a wide range of courses will be 

available to students for purposes of fulfilling general education requirements.1   

 

Figures 1 and 2 provide a comparison of the new curriculum to the existing general 

education curriculum in UCR’s two largest colleges, CNAS and CHASS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 An alternative structure, which a few members of the committee found preferable, is provided in 

Supplemental Report No. 2.  Supplemental Report No. 2 is an archive of documents relevant to the 

Committee’s process.  It also includes a timeline of the Committee’s work and copies of the three 

initial proposals proposed by subgroups of Committee members.  The initial proposals were 

circulated to campus constituencies.  The Committee developed the R’Horizons proposal based on the 

feedback received on these three initial proposals, as well as continuing discussion by the Committee 

as a whole and the work of subgroups responsible for composing each section of the proposal. 
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Figure 1: A comparison of the existing general education curriculum in 

CNAS to the proposed curriculum. 
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Figure 2: A comparison of the existing general education curriculum in 

CHASS (BA) to the proposed curriculum. 

 

 

Thematic Tracks Option 

The new structure provides an option for faculty members to put together thematic 

tracks that explore a specific topic in greater depth than would be possible in any 

single course. For example, a group of faculty members might propose a three-

course track in Technology and Society. In this example, courses could satisfy 

general education requirements in the Society, Nature, and Technology categories. 
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Other track options could explore the construction of knowledge in a particular 

discipline, including the frameworks that permitted the topic to become canonical, 

which theory it superseded, whether in different contexts/cultures alternative 

theories were developed, how the new theory fit within the broader cultural 

landscape of a time and place, and whether proponents of the dominant paradigm 

accepted or rejected the new theory. One could imagine, for example, a two- or 

three-course sequence on the intellectual history of genetics from Mendel through 

CRISPR, incorporating the science and technology involved in genetics as well as 

the field’s sociological ramifications.  

 

The thematic tracks options can include as few as three and as many as six 

courses. Through a framework such as this, departments might create a series of 

lower and upper division courses, the latter of which might require the former as 

prerequisites. Faculty members proposing tracks must designate the general 

education categories each course will satisfy. Students can opt in and out of tracks 

at any time. Those students who complete a track will be able to include the track 

completed on their transcript. 
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V. Transfer Students 

With the increasing ratio of transfer to first-year student populations as called for 

by the UC Master Plan, it is important to consider the impact of the proposed 

R’Horizons curriculum for transfer students at UCR. The Intersegmental General 

Education Transfer Curriculum (IGETC), a series of courses covering lower-division 

general education requirements that California community college students can 

complete before transferring into the UC system, provides a convenient framework 

for this purpose. 

 

The typical course load at UCR 

required for transfer students to 

fulfill our current breadth 

requirements is a useful precedent 

for what might be expected under 

the proposed general education 

curriculum. Current IGETC 

requirements are shown in Figure 3, 

and students can transfer in with a 

full IGETC, a partial IGETC 

(missing no more than 2 courses 

from the list in Figure 1), or no 

IGETC (for transfers from a 4-year college or university).   

 

Figure 3: current IGETC subject and unit requirements.2 
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Students with a full IGETC will be given credit as having completed all their lower-

division breadth requirements, even in the absence of perfect articulation between 

their community college coursework with the breadth requirements of their UCR 

college. The only remaining requirements would be to take the required upper-

division general education course and a perspectives for living course. For transfer 

students who arrive at UCR with partial IGETC, colleges would add to the student’s 

requirements much the same way they do now to fill courses that are missing. The 

Committee proposes that students in this category be required to take, in addition, 

the required upper-division course and a perspectives for living course.  The 

transcripts for students with no IGETC must be examined carefully in order to 

identify the courses that articulate with the breadth requirements of their UCR 

college. 

 

VI. Skill Development 

Students come to UCR with a number of skills and abilities developed through their 

K-12 education; their economic, cultural, familial, and employment environments; 

and their peer interactions. UCR’s general education should engage students in 

continued development of these existing skills and should introduce and support the 

development of new skills. The R’Horizons curriculum includes the incorporation of 

skill development activities in core competencies that all UCR undergraduates will 
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develop through an intentional coordination between the general education 

curriculum and the student’s major curriculum.  

  

The skill development features of the curriculum are drawn from the Western 

Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) core competencies and include written 

and non-written communication, quantitative literacy, information literacy, and 

critical thinking. UCR students should also develop relevant technical and 

computational proficiencies, which have the added benefit of providing students 

with employable skills. Upon graduation, all UCR students should be equipped to 

utilize their developed capacities in core areas to be compassionate and engaged 

members of their local and global communities, who are qualified and effective 

employees or graduate students, with a desire for life-long learning and a drive for 

innovating solutions to critical global and local problems. 

 

Stepwise Skill Development 

The development of competencies should be integrated throughout the curriculum, 

meaning through general education courses, major-specific courses, and other 

educational experiences (e.g., mentored research, capstone or thesis project, service 

learning, and internships). The development of each competency should 

intentionally build in a stepwise fashion from basic introduction to skills to 

expertise in those skills that involve students as collaborators in the creation of 

novel scholarly and/or artistic output.  
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For effective stepwise skill development, each student should have three levels of 

direct instruction with each skill. Instruction will slowly remove direct support from 

students so that they can utilize these skills and competencies outside of the 

classroom. These experiences can operate in tandem (e.g., students gain critical 

reasoning skills and information literacy as they learn to write or present) and can 

be coordinated across campus units and departments (e.g., an introductory writing 

course provided by the campus), followed by an intermediate writing exposure in a 

general education course, and an opportunity for students to contribute novel 

scholarly or artistic work in an upper-division course in their major or through an 

independent thesis project.  

 

Every course a student takes would be expected to support the development of at 

least one skill at one level. In introductory level work, students develop basic, 

foundational skills, knowledge, and vocabulary necessary for becoming innovators 

of knowledge and art. In intermediate level work, students utilize core competencies 

to critically evaluate and synthesize existing knowledge, art, and scholarly methods. 

In innovation level work, students collaborate in mentored scholarly activities in 

the creation and sharing of new knowledge or artistic expression. For step-wise skill 

development to be effective, educational experiences operating as an opportunity for 

the development of a specific skill and level should have some degree of consistency 

in assignments/activities so that instructors of later courses can safely assume 
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students have achieved the previous level of expected proficiency in the earlier 

courses.  

  

Embedding Stepwise Skill Development in Campus Infrastructure 

A recommended approach to stepwise skill development is to code every course in 

the campus course management system for the core skills (and levels of those skills) 

it addresses. Almost every course on campus already includes activities and 

assignments targeted at helping students to develop these skills. As such, this 

model does not require the development of entirely new courses or course sequences. 

However, the course registration and degree tracking systems on campus will need 

to be updated in order to ensure all students have the opportunity to develop skills 

at each level for each of the five core competencies. Students will not be required to 

take courses at all three skill levels for each of the core competencies in order to 

graduate.  The expectation is that all students will be encouraged to do so.  No 

student should have trouble doing so within the existing unit requirements at UCR, 

as long as the courses themselves intentionally support the development of those 

skills. In other words, initial change will occur with the addition of one or several 

skills-based activities/assignments in courses as instructors purposefully update 

any given course to support students’ skill development.  
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Regular Assessments of Impact 

UCR will need to regularly assess the impact of course innovations and student 

tracking on faculty and staff, as well as if skill development is happening in courses 

and if students are achieving the expected level of each skill as they progress 

through their education at UCR.  

 

1) Consistency in coding courses. To ensure that any given course incorporates 

the skill development for which it is coded, when instructors submit their 

skills code to department and campus administrators, they will be required to 

indicate what specific activity or assignment in their course supports which 

skill at which level. The Academic Senate’s General Education Committee will 

facilitate and review the initial coding of courses. The workload will be heavier 

in the first few years of implementation. Additionally, as programs undergo 

review (through the Committee on Educational Policy), one requirement may 

be the submission (and review) of course syllabi to ensure the courses still 

meet the initial skills goals/codes.  

 

2) Adoption of shared rubrics. To ensure a degree of consistency in skills learning 

goals (not content or activities, which are at the discretion of the instructor), 

the campus may choose to adopt shared skills rubrics that will be utilized in 

courses. In Supplemental Report No. 3., we provide recommendations for 

shared rubrics for each of the five core competencies. One potential use of 
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these rubrics is in the scoring of some subset of student work. In other words, 

in addition to the grading of written work that is typically used in a course, 

each written product could also be scored according to the campus rubric. 

These rubric scores could be housed centrally (e.g., in the Teaching and 

Learning Center and/or in the Office of Evaluation and Assessment), and 

accessible for departmental and campus learning outcomes assessments, as 

well as for tracking of student skill development. 

 

3) Identifying and intervening. Step-wise skill development works best if 

students move through each level in the intended order. However, it is 

possible that students (a) will never move past an introductory level for any 

given skill, or (b) have skills experiences out of sequence (e.g., take an 

innovation-level course before they have taken a course at the intermediate 

level). One benefit of a centralized repository for the individual rubrics for 

each student would be the potential for each student to have a dashboard that 

tracks their skill development. Offices on campus (e.g., the Academic Resource 

Center) may opt to hire additional staff to identify students who may benefit 

from targeted intervention (e.g., an upper-division student who is still writing 

at the introductory level may benefit from extra support). Additionally, this 

kind of tracking will help the campus make future decisions about fully- 

implemented stepwise design (e.g., a student must have an intermediate- level 
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exposure before or as a prerequisite for registering for an innovation- level 

exposure).  

 

4) Training. We anticipate much of the skills-based training will occur through 

the smaller discussion sections and labs attached to larger courses. The 

success of any concerted effort will require investment in support for faculty to 

make course changes and innovations and in the training of graduate student 

TAs and instructors in best-practices for scaffolding students (e.g., through 

discussion and in responding to written work). 

 

Stepwise Rubrics for Skill Domains 

In order to develop a clearly-articulated set of goals for students at each level within 

each competency, we began with a review of the American Association of Colleges & 

Universities VALUE rubrics. We then solicited feedback and perspectives from 

relevant on-campus experts for specific competencies. We created a tiered set of 

competency goals within each domain for each of the five skill areas. The full 

committee reviewed and discussed these competencies. We then revised the rubrics 

based on feedback from the committee. We anticipate that the rubrics will continue 

to evolve under the guidance of the Academic Senate standing committee on general 

education. 
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VII. Scheduling and Availability of Courses 

One of the most frequent concerns raised by students we surveyed had to do with 

the scheduling and availability of general education courses. Advisors also 

expressed similar concerns. Students indicated that not enough general education 

courses were offered every term and this was particularly true for popular general 

education courses.  It is essential that both the number and type of general 

education courses be closely coordinated across the campus in the future. 

 

This is not a new problem that will be created by the adoption of the new general 

education curriculum. It is an existing problem that needs to be addressed within 

the context of a changing mix of general education courses. Because we anticipate 

that many existing courses will be approved and integrated into the new general 

education curriculum and entirely new courses will be phased in over a five-year 

period (see Section IX below), scheduling and availability issues will focus primarily 

on existing general education courses during the first years of the phase-in period. 

 

The committee has made the following calculations based on an estimate of 12,000 

students taking 4.5 general education courses per year. These estimates assume 

that upper-division students will have largely finished their general education 

curriculum and that lower-division students will be taking, on average, one course 

in their majors and one elective course per term on average. We assume that the 
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remaining 1.5 courses will be in the Written and Oral Communication (WOC) 

sequence.   

 

The current English Composition courses are capped at 25 students and 

enrollments will consequently need to be calculated separately. We assume that 

these guidelines will continue under the new WOC courses. Assuming that some 

students continue to test out of the WOC courses, we can calculate that 10,000 

lower-division students will take 1.5 WOC courses/year, for a requirement of 

approximately 600 WOC courses/year, or 200/term.  

 

The remaining general education classes will be distributed among the five 

designated general education categories and the three other required courses. One 

approach to distribution would require an equal number in each of the eight 

categories. This calculation leads to an estimate of the total number of courses in 

each category per year and per term as indicated in Table 1. 

 

Table 1: Scheduling Estimates for General Education Courses 

      Total Classes/Year Total Classes/Term 

Average Class Size  Required in Each  Required in Each 

per Course   of 8 GE Categories of 8 GE Categories 

 

75 students    90   30 

100 students    68   23 

125 students    54   18 

150 students    45   15 

200 students    34   11 
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Clearly the class scheduling requirements are formidable if courses average only 75 

students per term and they become more realistic as the average number of 

students increases. 

 

An alternative approach would be to expect that the courses on ethnic studies, 

quantitative reasoning, and perspectives on living enroll a larger number of 

students, while the courses in the five designated categories vary in class size. We 

do not attempt to give estimates under this alternative scenario. 

 

We anticipate that the Registrar, the academic advisors, and the members of the 

General Education Committee will be in regular contact to ensure that a sufficient 

number of classes are offered each term in every one of the course categories and 

that popular courses are offered more frequently. This will be an important feature 

of the work of the new General Education Committee, together with reviewing new 

course proposals and monitoring the effectiveness of approved courses. 

 

VIII. Course Approval and Faculty Incentives 

All courses seeking designation as fulfilling general education requirements will be 

expected to complete the course proposal form. Many existing general education 

courses will be eligible for inclusion in the new curriculum with minimal or no 

modification. We provide a draft of the course proposal form in Appendix B, and a 

draft of a rubric for evaluating course proposals in Appendix C. 
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The campus recognizes that the development of new courses is time consuming. 

This is especially true for courses that must meet a variety of goals, including 

specification of learning outcomes, skill development activities and their 

assessment, and, in many cases, the incorporation of interdisciplinary perspectives.  

For some instructors, it could mean a completely different way of looking at their 

own discipline. At the same time, it is important to emphasize that no course will be 

expected to meet every objective of the new curriculum. The minimal threshold is to 

present a course of wide interest to undergraduates and one that includes skill 

development activities at designated levels.   

 

We anticipate the appointment of a new Academic Senate standing committee to 

review, approve, and monitor the success of general education courses. The campus 

should recognize that service on the proposed general education review committee 

will be time consuming during the first several years of program administration. 

Because of the time commitments entailed, the campus should be prepared to 

provide incentives for faculty participation, at the discretion of department chairs, 

and appropriate to faculty teaching loads, as follows: 

 

1) Course creation. Depending on how much time it will take to design or modify 

a course, faculty who develop general education courses could negotiate for 



38 
 

course reduction, service reduction, or research stipend equivalent. Credit for 

course creation will vary by department, and will depend on discretionary 

funds available. Consideration could be given to allow a faculty member to 

teach a particular course (or set of courses) for several years consecutively. 

Care should be taken to offer incentives in proportion to the time that will be 

needed. 

 

Within some departments, there may be faculty who may be especially suited 

to, and excited by the prospect of, bringing highly successful general 

education courses to fruition. We recommend that incentives provided by 

departments be those that would appeal to such faculty.  Ideally, co-teaching 

would be an option for faculty to complement and collaborate with one 

another, providing a potentially richer education for their students.  

 

2) Course instruction and departmental teaching loads. It is not anticipated that 

offering general education courses should increase departmental teaching 

loads, but perhaps only redistribute them. Teaching in the summer session 

may be a useful option due to additional salary and the ability to phase in a 

course to a smaller class. 
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3) Membership on the general education review committee. As we propose this 

committee become a standing committee of the Academic Senate, 

membership on the committee would count towards the service component of 

a faculty member’s file. 

 

A major determinant of faculty participation is whether the department or program 

chair and faculty view the general education mission as an important one. We 

encourage programs to find ways of blending general education goals into their 

program-level learning outcomes and goals, so that the general education mission is 

integrated into degrees, as opposed to being a separate requirement. 

 

IX. Implementation Timeline 

A phasing in of a revised general education curriculum will necessarily take place 

over multiple years. It is important that departments develop short- and long-term 

goals with a multi-year plan to phase in the new general education curriculum and 

requirements.  

 

The implementation timeline should be spread over at least 5 years. This will allow 

a reasonable time frame to build out the new general education curriculum through 

revision of existing courses and approval of new courses. It will reduce the burden 

on the registrar and the information technology staff to create infrastructure and 
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course coding. It will also reduce the burden on faculty and staff to track the impact 

of the scaffolding framework on student outcomes and time to degree. During this 

period, one early step will be to develop the information technology infrastructure 

for course coding prior to the terms in which the courses are offered. We anticipate 

that this coding could begin with courses offered in Spring 2022. 
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Appendix A: UC and UCR Values 

The University of California’s Mission Statement 

"The distinctive mission of the University is to serve society as a center of higher 

learning, providing long-term societal benefits through transmitting advanced 

knowledge, discovering new knowledge, and functioning as an active working 

repository of organized knowledge. That obligation, more specifically, includes 

undergraduate education, graduate and professional education, research, and other 

kinds of public service, which are shaped and bounded by the central pervasive 

mission of discovering and advancing knowledge." 

— Mission statement from the University of California Academic Plan, 1974-1978 

UC Riverside’s Mission Statement 

The University of California, Riverside will transform the lives of the diverse people 

of California, the nation, and the world through the discovery, communication, 

translation, application, and preservation of knowledge – thereby enriching the 

state’s economic, social, cultural, and environmental future. 

UC Riverside’s Undergraduate Education: Vision, Mission, and Values 

Vision Statement 

To empower undergraduate students to become leaders, engaged global citizens, 

and lifelong learners. 
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Mission 

Undergraduate Education cultivates student success by providing academic 

support, experiential learning, and research opportunities. Through collaboration 

with our students, campus, and community, we remain at the forefront of 

innovation and creativity to enable students to reach their highest potential. 

Values 

As team members in Undergraduate Education, we value student success by 

practicing: 

● Diversity through our inclusion of individuals and ideas; 

● Innovation through our programs, uses of technology, and methodologies; 

● Respect for students, colleagues, and community partners; 

● Ethical conduct and accountability; 

● Collaboration with internal and external stakeholders; and 

● Transparency of our intent, conduct, and communication. 
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Appendix B: Proposal Template for General Education Courses    

1. Instructor(s): _____________________________________________________  

2. Department(s): _______________________________________________  

3. Title of Course: 

____________________________________________________  

4. Is this an existing or new course? ___________   

5. Core areas covered by course (check all that apply):  

a. Creativity _____  

b. History ______  

c. Society ______  

d. Nature ______  

e. Technology _____  

6. How does your course prepare undergraduates to contribute to the 

changing needs of contemporary society? (< 300 words)  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  
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7. Discuss the ways in which your course will broaden and deepen 

students’ educational experience beyond their major (< 300 words): 

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

8. Discuss how your course will enhance students’ ability to reason, think 

critically, and solve problems (< 300 words)   

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

9. How will your course hone students’ ability to express themselves and 

communicate, preparing them to participate effectively in a complex and 

changing society? (< 300  words) 

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  
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______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

10. List the major learning outcomes of your course, how you will organize 

material to meet them, and how you will assess the outcomes (< 300 words)  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

11. Please describe any innovative teaching and assessment methods that 

you plan to use (no more than 250 words)  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________  

12. Please attach a syllabus for your course.  
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Appendix C: Proposed General Education Course Approval Rubric 

Course Number: 

Course Title: 

Instructor(s): 

Department / College: 

Proposed Start (Term/Year): 

Existing GE Course (Yes/No):  

Course Proposal Evaluation Committee Members:  

Criteria Yes/No Comments 

1 

excites student interest by addressing topics of 

general interest and encourages student 

participation 

 

Provide comments/feedback 

here 

2 

prepares students to critically, creatively, 

thoughtfully, effectively, and ethically 

contribute to the changing needs of 

contemporary society 

 

Provide comments/feedback 

here 
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3 

broadens and deepens students' educational 

experience beyond their major and exposes 

them to subject matter, topics and skills that 

complement their major 

 

Provide comments/feedback 

here 

4 

enhances students' ability to reason, think 

critically, and solve problems 

 Provide comments/feedback 

here 

5 

hones students' ability to effectively express 

themselves and communicate with people from 

a variety of backgrounds 

 

Provide comments/feedback 

here 

6 

includes learning objectives and methods to 

achieve these learning objectives.  

 Provide comments/feedback 

here 

7 

includes development in at least three core 

competencies and addresses how students will 

be assessed in each core competency 

 

Provide comments/feedback 

here 

8 

includes methods on how instructors will assess 

students' progress in the core competencies.  

 Provide comments/feedback 

here 

9 is (will be) cross-disciplinary and/or team 

taught 

 Provide comments/feedback 

here 



48 
 

10 

syllabus shows a commitment to the Guiding 

Philosophy for General Education at UC 

Riverside; includes learning objectives, 

assessment methods, and required statements 

regarding ADA, academic integrity, etc. 

 

Provide comments/feedback 

here 

11 is (or will be) offered at least once a year   

 Recommendation:   Provide comments/feedback 

here 

 Recommend Approval of Proposed GE 

Course 

 Provide comments/feedback 

here 

 Recommend Further Clarification in the 

Following Area(s):  

 Provide comments/feedback 

here 
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Supplemental Report No. 1: Full Report on the Evidence of the 

Need to Improve General Education at UCR 

 

I. Introduction 

The current breadth requirements represent a valuable approach to general 

education. Their strengths include great flexibility for students to choose courses in 

which they are interested; the opportunity to learn about fields in which they may 

wish to major in should their current majors prove unsatisfying; and sufficient 

breadth to meet the traditional objective of general education to enrich students’ 

college education by broadening their understanding of the cultural, social, and 

natural worlds. In addition, many of the courses offered through general education 

are thoughtfully designed and include material that sets the particular subject 

matter within a broader framework.  For example, general education courses in the 

Department of Earth and Planetary Sciences consistently work to demonstrate that 

the processes that govern the Earth’s surface can be understood in a logical and 

scientific manner while drawing out the connections between the science and the 

philosophical, societal, and political implications associated with the Earth 

processes in question.  Similar statements can be made about many general 

education courses offered in other departments.   Moreover, the current system 

allows for a maximum of faculty engagement in improving general education 

courses. 

Why, then, do we propose a significant revision of the general education 

curriculum?   

One reason is that any curriculum that has remained virtually unchanged for four 

decades should be considered in need of an update.  Every undergraduate and 

graduate program on campus is expected to be reviewed on a seven-year cycle.  

General education has been the exception.  It would seem very unlikely that a 

curriculum designed so long ago would be well suited to the interests of 

undergraduate students and UCR faculty today and in the future. 

But this is not the most important reason for proposing a revision.  The most 

important reason stems from the evidence we have collected on the effectiveness of 

the current general education curriculum.  Taken as a whole, this evidence 

indicates not only that improvement is possible and desirable, but also points in 

directions that improvement can take. 
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II. Evidence on the Need to Improve General Education 

The General Education Review Committee collected data from ((1) a committee-

designed survey of UCR undergraduate students, (2) focus groups with advisors, (3) 

panel discussions with alumni, (4) analysis of the SERU/UCUES surveys, and (5) 

analysis of a national surveys of employers conducted by the American Association 

of Colleges & Universities (AAC&U).1  The last two of these data sources are of 

limited value because they do not differentiate between general education and 

courses in the major.  However, they do point to strengths and weaknesses of course 

work typically taken in general education courses, and we therefore discuss them 

briefly. 

Taken as a whole, the evidence indicates that several areas in UCR’s general 

education curriculum are in need of improvement.  Students do not see general 

education as having high value for their educations, as introducing them to big 

issues that will affect their futures, as providing multidisciplinary perspectives on 

topics of interest, or as helping them prepare for their future careers.  The foreign 

language courses come in for frequent criticism.  Many students also reported that 

general education courses failed to improve their oral communication skills, a 

prominent theme also in the alumni panels and the national surveys of employers.  

Concerns about the scheduling of courses were frequent in both the student survey 

and in our discussions with college advisors.  Only a few general education courses 

are very popular with students.  These include: Biology 20 (the Dynamic Genome), 

Biology 30 (Human Reproductive Behavior), History 20W (Writing-Intensive World 

History of the 20th Century), Philosophy 5 (Evil), Psychology 2 (Social Psychology), 

Religious Studies 12 (Religious Myths and Rituals), Statistics 40 (Elements of 

Statistics), and Theater 50 (Public Speaking), as well as many Dance classes.  These 

popular courses fill quickly, leaving many students disappointed.  Advisors also 

indicated that students have difficulties enrolling in required ethnic studies and 

foreign language classes for lack of offerings and/or space. Advisors and alumni 

frequently suggested that students be required to take a course on life skills and 

career development, with an emphasis on handling stress, time management, fiscal 

literacy, and norms of professional interaction.   

 
1 We had hoped to find evidence also from the most recent reports to our regional accreditor, the Western 
Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC).  WASC does require assessments of general education.  However, 
the campus has not provided extensive assessments in this area. A well-designed 2009 pre- and post-exposure to 
English composition courses showed moderate improvements along several dimensions associated with effective 
writing following the completion of the three-course writing sequence.  The most recent (2018) report to WASC 
included a report on students’ subjective impressions of their learning gains in several skills areas.  These data do 
not directly address general education courses or critically examine the validity of subjective learning gains scores.  
Educational researchers have found that students’ subjective assessments of their learning gains do not correlate well 
with more objective measures of learning gains. 
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The 2020 Survey of UCR Undergraduates 

The most valuable evidence we collected comes from UCR undergraduates’ 

experiences of general education.  The survey was fielded in mid-October 2020 and 

concluded at the end of November 2020.  In addition to the initial letter of 

solicitation from Senate Chair Jason Stajich, we sent students two follow-ups, also 

signed by Chair Stajich.  Altogether 2,290 UCR undergraduates filled out the 

survey (i.e. approximately 10 percent of the undergraduate student body).  The 

survey included several questions that asked students to compare their learning 

experiences in general education courses relative to courses in their majors.  It also 

included questions that were explicitly concerned only with general education 

courses. 

As Table 1 indicates, in the questions asked both about general education and major 

courses, responding students consistently evaluated their general education courses 

as less successful than the courses in their majors.  The scoring for this question ran 

from +2 (strongly agree) to -2 (strongly disagree).  The differences in scores for each 

of the 10 questions was statistically significant at p < .05.  Table 1 excludes first-

year respondents. 

Table 1: UCR Undergraduate Student Responses to Questions Comparing 

General Education and Major Courses  
 

Major Breadth 

(GE) 

Diff 

The courses help me to be successful in my future career. 1.18 0.36 0.83 

The courses take on the big issues of the future that I will be 

facing after I graduate 

0.94 0.23 0.70 

I was able to work on projects that really interested me. 0.75 0.06 0.69 

It led to a new appreciation for the research work of professors. 1.03 0.45 0.58 

The courses have helped with my personal development. 1.04 0.62 0.42 

I took courses that I found interesting. 1.13 0.76 0.37 

The courses tend to be very well designed 0.89 0.56 0.33 

The professors tend to be excellent. 0.90 0.64 0.27 

I took courses that engaged topics from multiple disciplinary 

perspectives. 

0.92 0.77 0.15 

It provides the flexibility to take courses that interest me. 0.81 0.65 0.15 

 

Students did not assess their general education courses as helping to prepare them 

for their future careers, as addressing the big issues of the future that they will be 

facing, or offering project-based learning to stimulate their interest and improve 
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their skills.  The comparatively weak performance of general education courses in 

the area of addressing big issues of the future is particularly problematic in so far 

as one of the traditional goals for general education courses is that they will address 

precisely these kinds of issues.  Similarly, one of the traditional goals of general 

education is to approach topics from multiple disciplinary perspectives, and here too 

general education courses are evaluated as significantly less successful than courses 

in students’ majors, a surprising result. In addition, students’ assessments of the 

design and teaching of general education courses typically fall below the level of 

courses in the major. 

We also asked 20 questions specifically about general education courses.  The 

responses to these questions provide evidence on qualities of general education 

courses and specific requirements that are evaluated more positively and more 

negatively by responding students.  Again the scoring ranged from +2 (strongly 

agree) to -2 (strongly disagree) and again the table excludes first-year students. 

Table 2: UCR Undergraduate Student Responses to Questions Explicitly 

about General Education Courses 

It exposes me to a wide range of academic disciplines. 
 

1.02 

It helped me to critique existing social structures and 

institutions. 

 
0.90 

It prepared me to talk about a wider range of subject areas. 
 

0.89 

I found the social science courses valuable. 
 

0.81 

I found the humanities courses valuable. 
 

0.78 

The courses have led to improvements in my understanding of valid 

and invalid information. 

0.76 

I found the natural  sciences courses valuable. 
 

0.72 

I found the mathematics/statistics/computer science courses valuable. 0.70 

I found the ethnicity requirement valuable. 
 

0.69 

The courses led to improvements in my writing abilities. 
 

0.65 

I found the English composition courses valuable. 
 

0.65 

It includes many courses on important issues of the day. 
 

0.64 

The courses led to improvements in my analytical abilities. 
 

0.64 

The courses led to improvements in my quantitative reasoning 

abilities. 

 
0.60 

The course have led to improvements in my oral 

communications abilities. 

 
0.44 

I found the arts courses valuable. 
 

0.37 

I found the foreign languages courses valuable. 
 

0.37 

I found the world history courses valuable. 
 

0.24 

General education has been one of the most important features of my 

educational experience at UCR. 

0.09 
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Through general education, I discovered the area in which I 

wanted to major. 

 
-0.15 

The social sciences, humanities, and natural sciences courses were evaluated most 

positively. Only slightly below mathematics, ethnicity, and English composition 

courses were also evaluated relatively positively as compared to world history, arts, 

and foreign language courses.2  Student open-ended comments about foreign 

language courses were frequently negative. Among the skill areas evaluated, oral 

communication skills fell at a level significant below the others, again suggesting 

substantial room for improvement.  Most concerning is the very low level of 

satisfaction students indicated on the question asking whether general education 

has been one of the most important features of their UCR education.3 

Cross-tabulations by college indicate that engineering students were most critical of 

general education, consistent with the research literature indicating that the 

demanding program requirements in engineering lead to impatience with general 

education coursework.  Business students were also critical of many facets of 

general education, though slightly less so than engineering students.  CHASS 

students were less critical overall, but more critical of the design and teaching of 

general education courses.  CNAS students too raised criticisms of the current 

general education curriculum, including their relevance to career preparation, their 

connection to major issues of the future, and their limited use of project-based 

learning. 

The open-ended comments from students provided additional evidence about 

problems with the current general education offerings.  Five hundred and eighty-

five students provided open-ended comments.  The largest plurality of these 

students pointed to the difficulties in finding general education courses they wanted 

or needed; nearly one out of four comments concerned these course offerings and 

scheduling issues. Students indicated that popular courses filled up very fast and 

were not offered in sufficient volume.  Some required courses were also difficult for 

students to schedule.  In addition, many students also advocated a reduction of the 

number of general education courses and a surprisingly large number who 

commented (nearly one-fifth) said they thought that general education courses 

added little or no value to their educations.  The foreign language requirement came 

 
2 It is important to exercise caution in interpreting these latter statistics because not all students take world history or 
arts courses, and we cannot be sure that students who did not take these courses avoided filling out these questions. 
 
3 Histograms indicated that majors showed a right skew (more positive) relative to general education courses on 
questions regarding success in taking on big issues of the future, contributing to personal development, including 
projects that really interested students, and being relevant to career preparation.  Responses on general education 
courses were more evenly distributed across the response categories. The first two of these topics are traditionally 
thought to be features of general education courses to a greater degree than courses in the major. 
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in for particular criticism in the open-ended comments.  Many students said it 

should be dropped or reduced to no more than three required courses.   

Focus Groups with College Advisors  

In early December 2020, the Committee held five focus groups with college advisors 

(two with CHASS advisors and one each with BCoE, BUS/SPP, and CNAS 

advisors), interviewing 19 advisors in all.   

The Committee asked questions about the general education courses students found 

most and least valuable, the main issues students discussed with respect to general 

education, the academic skills that students were not developing sufficiently 

through general education, and whether a life skills course would be valuable. 

As we discovered first through the student survey responses, according to advisors, 

students do not look for content as much as for courses that fit into their schedules.  

Many are worried about the effects of general education courses on their grade point 

averages and how this might affect their opportunities to attend graduate school 

(or, in the case of pre-business students, their admission to the major).  Only a few 

courses stand out in students’ minds as outstanding (see the discussion above in the 

section on student survey results), and these courses are popular mainly because of 

the excellence of instructors rather than because of the course content.  Many 

students would like to see more general education courses that articulate with their 

majors.  

Some students are dissatisfied with general education courses because of their 

difficulty or because they are hard to schedule.  Many students look for “easy” 

ourses that will not negatively affect their GPAs.  BCoE advisors said their students 

look for courses that will count double or triple for requirements. According to the 

advisors, most other student complaints have to do with scheduling.  Some required 

and popular courses are in short supply.  Among CHASS students, the most 

mpacted courses are those in Anthropology, Ethnic Studies, Philosophy, Psychology, 

Religious Studies, and Sociology.  CNAS and BCoE students sometimes also 

mention arts courses that they would like to take but cannot do to limited space 

availability, as well as the required courses in English composition, ethnicity, and 

world history.  In addition, many students, according to advisors, complain about 

the foreign language courses, wondering whether they are necessary and whether 

the exam fees associated testing out of classes should be required. 

Responses varied to some degree by College.  According to advisors, many CHASS 

majors express anxiety about mathematics courses, while CNAS and BCoE majors 

express anxiety about courses with substantial writing requirements and want to 

avoid them.  Students in CNAS sometimes consider the ethnicity courses 
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unnecessary, while students in other colleges tend to find it valuable, though not 

offered often enough.   

Traditional understandings of the value of general education courses – that they 

will expand students’ understanding of the world or help them to become better 

thinkers with broader interests – do not tend to resonate with most UCR students.  

Instead, general education is seen by students through a “check box” mentality, as 

courses that are necessary to get a degree, and not much more than that.  Advisors 

emphasized that general education instructors should explain and frame the 

philosophy of general education in every course so that more students will move 

away from the “check box” mentality.  In addition, instructors should help students 

see that higher education is not only about the immediate monetary cost and value 

of a course and instead help them to think about how engagement in course content 

can strengthen their abilities to pursue meaningful and remunerative careers and 

to make change in the world. 

Advisors worried that students had too few experiences in general education to aid 

their analytical and critical thinking abilities and their oral communication skills. 

Most advisors felt that a life skills course emphasizing topics like stress 

management, professional conduct, and financial literacy would be valuable for 

students.  However, many advisors thought these skills were being taught already 

in the Colleges and in Student Affairs through learning communities and 

workshops. 

 

Panel Discussions with Alumni 

In November and December 2020, the Committee held five panel discussions with 

UCR alumni.  Altogether, 20 alumni participated in these panel discussions.  These 

sessions included a mix between older and younger alumni, but included more 

alumni who were working in business, engineering, and related fields than those 

working in fields more closely associated with the arts, humanities, and social 

sciences.   

Perhaps because of the composition of the panels, alumni found courses in statistics 

to have been among the most valuable to their careers.  Many work with data and 

relied on concepts and techniques they learned in statistics. 

The views of the alumni otherwise largely paralleled those found on the student 

survey and in our conversations with advisors.  Foreign languages were the courses 

most often criticized as problematic.  Few felt that the remembered much from 

these courses.  Some found world history to be very important for the perspective it 

provided, while others found it overly broad, redundant with what they had learned 

in high school, and in some cases not well taught.  The ethnic studies requirement 
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yielded similarly mixed views, with most saying that it was essential for 

understanding American society and building a sense of agency in students from 

under-represented communities, while others (including some alumni from under-

represented communities) thought it was unnecessary or of limited value.   

The alumni cited oral communications as the single most important skill that they 

found missing in their own general education experiences.  Several others 

mentioned that courses did not provide enough challenge in terms of analytical and 

critical thinking.  Some alumni mentioned the need to learn “soft skills” to 

complement academic skills.  For the alumni, these “soft skills” included teamwork, 

negotiating differences between colleagues, working with people from less 

progressive political backgrounds, and professional norms of interaction.  This 

theme came through as well in the frequent mention by alumni panelists of the 

desirability of a life skills course to complement academic skill building courses. 

Among the topics most often emphasized were financial literacy and time 

management. 

We asked alumni to rate the relative importance of five aspects of general education 

courses: (1) taking on big issues of the future, (2) examining topics from a multi-

disciplinary perspective, (3) an emphasis on academic skills, (4) a basic introduction 

to academic discipline’s outside the major, and (5) incentivizing the best teachers on 

campus to teach general education courses.  Examining topics from a multi-

disciplinary perspective and taking big issues of the future received the highest 

ratings, followed by incentivizing the best teachers.  Exposure to academic 

disciplines outside the major received few highly positive mentions and indeed 

several alumni thought general education courses should be better aligned with 

majors, a theme that came through also in the student survey responses. 

Several alumni suggested that UCR students were distinctive relative to students 

at other campuses in their commitments to diversity.  Most found this to be an 

important and valuable feature of a UCR education.  Others raised questions with 

this interpretation, and two suggested that this commitment came at the expense of 

a competitive academic environment, which tended to hamper students who were 

seeking to be successful in more challenging graduate programs and workplaces. 

 

SERU/UCUES Surveys 

UCR participates in a biannual survey of college student experiences as a member 

of the SERU/UCUES Consortium.  The Committee compared the responses of UCR 

students on the 2018 survey to those of students at other UC campuses as well as to 

those of students at other participating institutions, all of which are major public 
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research universities.  We focused on questions in the academic engagement module 

of the survey. 

As noted above, the results are of limited value for the purposes of a redesign of the 

general education curriculum.  First, the surveys do not distinguish experiences in 

general education, major, and elective courses, making a clear connection to general 

education courses impossible.  Second, the UCR response rate was, by some 

measure, the lowest among the UC campuses. Indeed, response rates on several 

campuses were double those at UCR.  Previous research suggests that more 

conscientious students tend to fill out these surveys more often than less 

conscientious students.   

 

UCR respondents compared favorably to respondents from four sister campuses on 

most classroom participation items – for example, asking questions in class, 

bringing up issues discussed in other classes, and making presentations.  They 

compared less favorably relative to other UC campuses on choosing challenging 

classes and on the amount of time they reported spending on study outside of 

class.  UCR respondents compared favorably to respondents from non-UC campuses 

on the following items: doing more work than required because of interest in the 

class, revising papers to improve their quality, and taking research-oriented 

seminars.   

 

By contrast, UCR students compared unfavorably to students from non-UC 

campuses on the classroom participation questions, on choosing challenging courses, 

and in taking courses in which professors knew their names.  Like students at other 

UC campuses, they compared unfavorably also on the amount of time they reported 

spending on study outside of class and on reporting that they do a high proportion of 

the assigned reading for their classes.  

 

AAC&U Surveys of Employers 

Our final piece of evidence supports the notion that general education can better 

prepare students for social mobility opportunities.  It comes from the two most 

recent surveys of employers conducted by American Association of Colleges & 

Universities (AAC&U), the first in 2013 and the most recent in 2018.  These surveys 

examined the learning outcomes that executives and hiring managers believe are 

most important for success and how well prepared recent college graduates are in 

these areas. Although the surveys do not separate learning in majors from learning 

in general education courses, they nevertheless provide valuable information on 

where the weak points in college skill development exist, according to a sample of 

people whose assessments matter for students’ life chances. 

In each of the two survey years AAC&U surveyed approximately 500 business 

executives and 500 hiring managers at companies whose work force consists of at 
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least 25% who hold associate or baccalaureate degrees.  These employers were 

located mainly in the private sector (approximately 85%) and are evenly distributed 

across the United States.  

In 2018 higher proportions of both executives and hiring managers said that recent 

graduates have the skills to succeed in entry-level positions (approximately 60%) 

than said they had the skills needed to advance or be promoted (approximately 

30%).  The proportion of executives who said that college graduates had the skills 

needed to succeed in entry-level positions declined between the two survey years. 

Executives and hiring managers in the West were least happy with the outcomes of 

college. 

Among the college learning outcomes examined in 2018, both executives and hiring 

managers placed the highest importance on the ability (1) to communicate orally.  

In addition, both executives and hiring managers rated (2) critical thinking, (3) 

ethical judgment, (4) working effectively in teams, (5) working independently, (6) 

self-motivation, (7) written communication, and (8) real-world application of skills 

and knowledge as important skills for workplace success (each scoring on average 

above 8 on a 10-point scale).   

Both survey groups indicated large gaps between how well prepared college 

students were in the following areas as compared to their importance for workplace 

success: critical thinking/analytical reasoning (44-point gap); ability to apply 

knowledge in the real world (43-point gap); ability to communicate effectively in 

writing (43-point gap); self-motivation (42-point gap); oral communication (41-point 

gap) and ability to act independently (39-point gap). 

A comparison of the two survey years showed notable increases in the level of 

importance both executives and hiring managers placed on recent graduates’ ability 

to analyze and solve problems with people from different backgrounds (a 9-point 

increase) and their ability to locate, organize, and evaluate information from 

multiple sources (a 5-point increase). 

Both executives and hiring managers advocated an increased use of internships, 

applied and project-based learning, and e-portfolios as means to better equip 

students for success in the workplace. 

 

Conclusions 

The conclusions we draw from this evidence are as follows: UCR would be well 

served by including more general education courses that consider major issues of 

today and the future taught from a multi-disciplinary perspective.  These courses 

should include more project-based learning experiences.  The campus needs to find 



11 
 

ways to encourage our best teachers to engage with general education courses, if 

that can be done.  General education instructors can learn from the practices of 

instructors in the few breadth courses that are consistently rated highly by 

students.  The new general education curriculum also needs to incorporate ways to 

help students improve their oral communications and analytical and critical 

thinking skills.  The new curriculum should also provide avenues for students to 

develop “soft skills” that will improve their success at work and to gain “life skills” 

knowledge that will help them beyond college, including methods to aid in time and 

stress management, as well as financial literacy. 

Among the campus’s current GE requirements, the evidence suggests that foreign 

language instruction needs considerable attention; the number of courses appears to 

be too high given the perceived value of the courses and the possibility of picking up 

new languages later in life as needed.  The desirability of the world history 

requirement also needs to be established more clearly; it is likely that history 

courses more closely aligned with students’ majors would be a better option.  In 

general, closer connection between general education courses and majors would be 

desirable and can be constructed, in part, through “thematic tracks” options that 

connect to students’ majors (see the discussion in the structure section of this 

report). 

Beyond these content and skill building issues, the evidence we collected 

demonstrates that many practical matters of scheduling must be addressed for 

general education to be successful.  Popular courses should be offered more often, if 

possible, and particular attention needs to be afforded to the scheduling of foreign 

language and ethnicity courses, which have been in too short supply. 
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Supplemental Report No. 2: Archival Documents 

 

Document 1: Committee Time Line and Process 

May 2019:   Committee kick-off. 

Summer 2019: Committee breaks into research subgroups.  These include 

groups to: (1) examination of the current state of general 

education at UCR; (1) study of general education programs at 

other institutions; (3) development of methods for gathering 

feedback from campus community including a student survey; 

(4) development of methods for keeping the campus community 

informed of Committee’s work; and (5) examination of the 

scholarly literature on general education.  

 

Creation of lists of departmental liaisons. 

 

Fall 2019: Discussions about philosophies of general education and 

organization of general education at other campuses. 

 

Drafts of pedagogical statements to document the importance of 

general education at UCR. 

 

Investigation of methods to send a survey to the campus 

community for feedback. 

 

Winter 2020: Committee breaks into subcommittees to prepare proposals 

based on distinct visions of general education for UCR.  These 

subcommittees produce three proposals for campus review: (1) 

Crossing Boundaries,  

(2) Thematic Tracks, and (3) Toward an R’Search Model. 

 

First discussions of what could be included in an integrative 

proposal. 

 

Spring 2020:  Circulation of three proposals to UCR faculty for feedback.   

 

Discussion of three proposals with College executive committees 

and Senate chairs.   

 

Initial feedback from faculty on three proposals circulated to the 

Committee. 
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Summer 2020: Summary of full faculty feedback circulated to the Committee 

(June 25).   

 

Initial rough draft of integrative proposal produced for 

Committee discussion (August). Comments received from 

several committee members.  

 

Student survey drafted. 

 

Fall 2020: Committee formally votes to produce an integrative proposal 

(Sept. 9).  

 

New subcommittees formed to produce an integrative proposal 

These subcommittees are: (1) Evidence, (2) Guiding Philosophy, 

(3) Structure, (4) Skills, (5) Course Approvals/Faculty 

Incentives, and (6) Inclusive Language.  A Writing 

Subcommittee is also formed to prepare the final proposal (Sept. 

19).   

 

Student survey fielded (October-November). 

 

 Questions for alumni and advisor panels developed. 

 

Winter 2021: Student survey analyzed and results reported to the Committee.   

 

Advisor and alumni panels held. 

 

Course Approval/Faculty Incentives draft completed and 

circulated (Jan. 19). 

 

Structure section draft completed and circulated (Feb. 12). 

 

Guiding Philosophy section draft completed and circulated (Feb. 

23). 

 

Evidence section completed and circulated (Feb. 23). 

 

Skill section completed and circulated (Feb. 24). 

 

First full Gen Ed Committee discussion of the integrative 

proposal (March 2). 

 

Spring 2021: Discussions of integrative proposal and skills rubrics (March-

May). 
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   Revision of Structure section by Donatella and Amy (Apr. 14). 

 

Writing subcommittee meets to discuss and review comments on 

the integrative proposal (Apr. 30 and May 4). 

 

Language subcommittee checks proposal for inclusive language 

(mid-May). 

 

Period to review and comment on the integrative proposal (Apr. 

23-June 11). 

 

Meeting to discuss and vote on the integrative proposal (June 

11). 
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Document 2: Alternative Structure for General Education Requirements 

 

1. Possible course requirement structure for STEM and non-STEM majors:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 2. A Sample of the Course Menus 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Potential benefits of alternative structure 

a) This will ensure all GE courses will be structured/designed in a way that builds 

in appeal/interest to the non-major and students from other colleges.  

b) The simplicity of choosing courses from the two broader menus will simplify 

advising and give students more choice.   

Requirements for STEM Students 

5 GE approved courses from 
CHASS/SOBA/GSOE*  

1 GE approved course from CNAS/BCOE* 

1 Ethnic Studies course 

3 Writing Courses 

1 Quantitative Reasoning Course 

1 Life Skills Course/Seminar 

 

Requirements for non-STEM Students 

5 GE approved courses from CNAS/BCOE*  

1 GE approved course from CHASS/SOBA/GSOE* 

1 Ethnic Studies course 

3 Writing Courses 

1 Quantitative Reasoning Course 

1 Life Skills Course/Seminar 

Examples of CNAS/BCOE GE Courses 

Sustainable Energy (CHEM/PHYS/ENG) 

The Science of Climate Change 
(CHEM/GEOL/ENVS) 

Earthquake Country (GEOL) 

Artificial Intelligence (ENG/CS) 

Evolutionary Biology and Human Behavior (BIOL) 

Pandemics (BIOL) 

The Science of Myth-busting (ENG) 

Upper Division GE Courses 

Examples of CHASS/SOBA/GSOE GE Courses 

History of Science (HIST or PHIL) 

The Neuroscience of Human Behavior (PSYC) 

The Statistics of Polling (SOC) 

The Politics of Climate Change (POSC) 

Environmental Justice (ANTH/SOC) 

Creating a Biotech Startup Company (BUS) 

Cognition and Learning (PSYC/EDUC) 

Bio-ethics (PHIL) 

Science and Human Understanding (PHIL) 

Upper Division GE Courses 
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c) Giving students more choice will increase their opportunities to cluster several 

GE courses in one discipline and possibly pursue minors in the “opposite” college 

(i.e., STEM or non-STEM). 

d) Giving students more choice and creating a more open market of GE courses will 

incentivize departments to offer more engaging and interesting courses and/or 

assign the most dynamic and accomplished instructors to teach those courses. This 

would ultimately improve the learning experience for students.  

e) Not using the categories of courses will eliminate the need of the GE committee to 

assign courses to a category (eliminating likely disagreements within the 

committee).  

f) Categorizing courses based on college of origin will ensure students encounter 

ways of thinking from faculty trained in disciplines outside of their field of study 

(e.g., in the current proposal faculty in CNAS could create courses in the 

History/Creativity/Society categories and allow CNAS students to avoid taking 

those courses from CHASS faculty).  

g) Limiting the GE requirement within the college in which a student is enrolled to 

one course will eliminate overlap in GE and major courses (e.g., in the current 

proposal a CNAS student would need to take three new STEM GE courses since 

existing courses for majors will no longer count as GE requirements).   
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Document 3: Initial Proposal #1 - Crossing Boundaries 

 

I. Philosophy 

The purpose of general education is to excite a desire in students to engage with 

topics that will be important to their understanding of the world and to the quality 

of their lives.  It is to provide tools for understanding and expression.  And it is to 

showcase the means by which artists, scholars, and scientists pursue their work.  

To fulfill these ends, every student should have a deep engagement with each of 

four types of intellectual experiences, those associated with (1) the arts and 

humanities, (2) ethics and civics, (3) social institutions and history, and (4) science 

and technology.  This exposure should include an engagement with subject matter 

knowledge, and engagement with the ways of knowing that characterize these 

fields, through aesthetic experiences, through critical consideration of normative 

frameworks, through social structural and cultural analysis, and through scientific 

methods. General education provides an opportunity for students to expand their 

horizons, to learn about the broader world, and to appreciate the contributions and 

experiences of people from a wide variety of human cultures.   

General education courses should provide a model for students to integrate 

knowledge from disparate fields and sources to understand and respond to the great 

challenges and trends of the 21st century.  For this reason, courses in the general 

education curriculum should address topics of broad interest, rather than serving as 

introductions to the conceptual apparatus of academic disciplines.  These courses 

are meant to be separate from and to complement standard disciplinary courses.  

General education courses take on topics like anime, artificial intelligence, climate 

change, pandemics, the rise of China, satire, and the future of the university, most 

often through multi-disciplinary lenses.  This is why we call the new general 

education curriculum, “Crossing Boundaries.”  

General education should contribute substantially to students’ capacity to express 

themselves orally and in written work.  It should contribute to their ability to 

discern valid from unsupported information.  It should help them to develop their 

skills in analytical and critical thinking and quantitative reasoning.  We refer to 

these as “critical competencies.” 

The “Crossing Boundaries” curriculum stands in clear contrast to the current 

“menu” approach to general education.  A leading critic characterized the menu 

approach as “an admission of intellectual defeat” because it serves up a “mishmash 

of courses that are only superficially connected.” Instead, the foundation for higher 

levels of student engagement and achievement lie in topics that ignite the interest 

of students, in opportunities for students to build critical competencies, and in 

teaching that illuminates the subject matter by drawing on multiple disciplines and 

perspectives.        
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II. Structure 

The proposed new general education curriculum is intended to provide 

undergraduate students with exciting and engaging educational experiences in 

courses that are of broad general interest.  Instead of “Introduction to Geology,” the 

curriculum will provide courses with titles like “Earthquake Country.”  Instead of 

“Sociology of Education,” courses with titles like “Are American Schools Failing?”  

Instead of “Introduction to Rhetoric,” courses with titles like “Ten Great Speeches.”  

The proposed new general education curriculum will selectively employ disciplinary 

knowledge to illuminate topics that engage students’ broader interests.  Many 

course topics will draw on knowledge from several disciplines. 

The curriculum is divided into two parts: (1) designated general education courses 

and (2) courses required of all students.  The list of courses that can be used for 

either of these sections will be maintained by a standing committee that will be in 

charge of initial approval and periodic review of all courses used for either category.   

 

The designated general education courses will include six quarter-length 

courses, with at least one in each of four course categories: (A) aesthetics and 

cultures, (B) ethics and civics, (C) social institutions and history, and (D) science 

and technology.  These courses may be cross-listed in more than one category.  

However, a student can only use any given course to satisfy a single category 

requirement.  These courses should not require prerequisite courses, but can be 

proposed to require upper-division standing. 

 

The campus-wide required courses include: (A) one quantitative reasoning 

course, (B) two expository writing courses, and (C) two language courses and one 

“cultures” course.  For purposes of the required courses, the current ethnic studies 

requirement counts in the third category.  It should be noted that these courses, 

rather than simply being lower division courses, would ideally be specifically 

designed or significantly revamped for the general education curriculum.  The 

quantitative reasoning with data (QRD) course is selected from a pre-approved list.  

The expository writing courses are taught in small seminars, as in the current 

University Writing Program.  Based on the placement testing students may be 

required to take three rather than two expository writing classes. Students may 

place out of the language requirement by taking a proficiency test or on the basis of 

scores on Advanced Placement tests. 

 

In sum, the courses consist of: 

 

6 Designated General Education Courses (at least one in each of four categories) 

6 Campus-wide Requirements (1 Quantitative Reasoning with Data course, 2 

Expository Writing courses, 2 Language courses, 1 Cultures course) 
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Thus, the total number of courses in the College Curriculum is 12.  We assume that 

the average UCR undergraduate takes 45 courses during his/her four years on 

campus (three or four courses per term over 12 terms).  The remaining 33 courses 

will be divided between major and elective courses.  It will be possible for some 

courses taught by department faculty to count toward their major, with a portion of 

seats reserved as such, keeping in mind that such courses must still contribute 

toward the general education curriculum.  

 

III. Format of Designated GE Courses 

 

The designated general education courses will be conducted in lecture/seminar and 

discussion, laboratory, or field activity based formats.  A minimum enrollment of 15 

students will be required and all designated general education courses will be 

assigned teaching assistant(s).  Instructors are encouraged to provide as many 

opportunities as possible for active learning through debate, discussion, small group 

problem solving, and other mechanisms.  

IV.  Learning Objectives 

The general education curriculum requires instructors to be explicit about their 

learning objectives.  It requires that courses accepted for inclusion include skill 

development activities in at least three of five core competency areas: (1) analytical 

and critical thinking, (2) information literacy, (3) oral communication, (4) 

quantitative reasoning, and (5) written expression.  In applications for acceptance 

into the new general education curriculum, instructors are required to show how 

their courses address the competency areas they have identified, and how they will 

assess skill development in these areas.  Instructors will also be asked to describe 

other aspects of education, such as cross-cultural and inclusivity understanding, 

independent thinking, creativity, and interdisciplinary thinking, that their courses 

will be designed to promote.  Finally, instructors are asked to show how they will 

incorporate student engagement and student accountability practices in their 

classes. 

V. Examples 

We can illustrate what courses in the “Crossing Boundaries” curriculum will look 

like through a few examples that (1) contrast a typical current course with a 

comparable one that is in the spirit of the new curriculum, (2) are of a possible new 

course with no clear current comparison, and (3) illustrate how current courses, 

with slight revisions, would align with the new general education system.   

Our first example comes from the social sciences. Instead of a standard Sociology of 

Education course, we foresee a course on the more exciting and relevant theme “Are 

American Schools Succeeding or Failing?”  This course would begin by comparing 
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U.S. students’ performance on international tests with the performance of students 

in other parts of the world.  It would note the high level of performance in states 

like Massachusetts and the lower levels of performance in many Southern states.  It 

would then turn to diagnosis.  It would look at the deficiencies of teacher training 

and pay in the United States, the ways that teachers’ unions protect unqualified 

teachers, the decline in reading for pleasure among young people, the evidence on 

whether social media is affecting students’ capacities to concentrate, the effects of 

high-stakes testing on teaching and learning, anti-school peer cultures, the lessons 

from the “effective schools” movement, the organization of high-performing charter 

schools like Kipp Academies, and the contrasting chaotic reality of schooling in 

many high-poverty areas.  Students would be exposed to a wide variety of social 

science methodologies, including statistical studies, interview studies, and 

ethnographies. The course would ask students to come up with a policy analysis of 

possible solutions that can lead to better performing schools, thereby including a 

public policy component. 

Our second example lies at the intersection of pop culture and engineering, and 

would draw upon the collective passion and expertise of a number of current faculty 

members.  Superhero comic books currently enjoy significant popularity due to the 

widespread success of movies based on the decades-long repository of stories set in 

fantastical fictional universes.  A course on the “Science of Superheroes” would 

engender a great deal of interest and excitement, and would easily lend itself to 

being collaboratively taught in blocks.  For example, one block might start with a 

critical examination of black representation through the evolution of depictions of 

Luke Cage, and merge into a bioengineering-based study of the bulletproof skin the 

character is famous for.  Another block could focus on the indestructible nature of 

Captain America’s shield and the literary symbolism involved in various story arcs 

before introducing material science and engineering to think critically about the 

fictional metal the shield is largely composed from.  Students would be required to 

think critically about fictional concepts, and in doing so, gain a cross-boundary 

appreciation for the inherent ties between what might otherwise appear to be 

disparate disciplines. 

We note that an array of current courses could, with varying levels of modification, 

be revised to be suitable for the new General Education curriculum.  (A sample of 

these courses is listed in Appendix A.)  BIOL 30 (Human Reproduction and Sexual 

Behavior) provides a good model for a course that deals with contemporary topics of 

interest and importance to students, and that integrates concepts and perspectives 

from multiple disciplines.  The course is based in the science of human reproduction 

and sexuality.  It presents the subject matter in the context of history, cultural 

diversity, politics, perception, religion, and more. For example, the first class 

sessions include a historic perspective of sexuality in the western world, touching on 

Judaic and Christian traditions, and discussing major changes in views of sexuality 

as well as scientific and technological advances such as oral contraceptives, Viagra 
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and the internet.  The course also covers the cultural legacies of sex for procreation 

and rigid gender roles, and the concept of sexual intelligence.  The current 

instructor uses lecture, video, activities, guest speakers, and more to bring diverse 

perspectives to topics and to give students an opportunity to participate and to 

explore the subject area and themselves.  

VI. Costs and Benefits 

A. Costs  

A major cost of the new curriculum will be in faculty time in developing new 

designated general education courses and in revising current courses to meet 

requirements for the new general education curriculum.  To minimize this cost, the 

committee has provided a standard application form (see below in section VI) and 

incentives to encourage the development of new and revised courses (see below in 

section VII). 

The new curriculum will require service from a committee whose task will be to 

review and approve applications and to monitor the success of designated general 

education courses.  This will also include periodic review of all general education 

courses to ensure that courses maintain their initial quality and are not reverting to 

departmental courses with elevated enrollments.  This work will be time 

consuming.  To assure conscientious commitment of committee members, we 

recommend that those appointed to the committee be provided with a one-course 

teaching reduction for every two years of service.  We expect committee members to 

serve two year terms. If the chair of the committee determines that a member is not 

contributing sufficiently to the work of the committee, they can request the removal 

of the committee member. 

To avoid overly niche courses, designated general education courses will require a 

minimum enrollment of 15 students.  We further recommend that most 

departments drop their upper-division course requirements to no more than 45 

units, with exceptions allowed with sufficient justification.  This will streamline the 

curriculum and create opportunities for instructors to offer designated general 

education courses. 

Some departments that currently depend on general education enrollments may be 

negatively impacted by the new curriculum.  For example, world history is a 

requirement in the current general education curriculum but will not be a 

requirement in the new curriculum.  The new curriculum addresses this issue by 

providing opportunities for impacted departments to be strongly represented among 

the designated general education courses as well as in the divisional requirements 

and the “cultures” requirement.  World History, for example, can be included as a 

choice in the divisional requirements as well as a choice in the “cultures” 

requirement.  Topics in world history courses can be built out and taught as 
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designated general education courses.  For example, courses on “The Rise and Fall 

of the Roman Empire” or on “The Chinese Century?” would be welcome additions to 

the general education curriculum. 

B. Benefits 

The courses are expected to excite student interest by focusing on topics about 

which students are curious.  Many general education courses will focus on topics 

that represent challenges and trends that will continue to be important after 

graduation – topics such as pandemics, artificial intelligence, climate change, the 

rise of China, the consequences of rising inequality, great works of science fiction, 

and perhaps even a course on the path-breaking musical Hamilton.  

A major difficulty with the “menu approach” that currently exists in the UCR 

general education curriculum is that it fails to guarantee an enriched educational 

experience with topics that can engage the interest and imagination of 

undergraduates.  Instead, departments propose courses that will satisfy 

distributional requirements and students choose, rather blindly, among these 

options.  Little, if any, quality control exists because many of the current courses 

are introductions to disciplines and responsibilities for teaching the courses 

circulate among instructors who may have widely different capacities for engaging 

introductory students.   

The new curriculum will bring benefits to students through required specification of 

learning objectives and skill development activities, through heightened 

understanding of the ways of knowing, or epistemologies, practiced by the academic 

disciplines, and especially through the intellectual excitement produced by high-

quality courses better tailored to student interests. Most importantly, the new 

curriculum will bring coherence to a general education program that has long 

lacked coherence because of its reliance on the “menu approach” to general 

education. 

Instructors will also be expected to show students how the studies they present 

establish their truth-claims and/or create aesthetic experiences.  This working 

through of artists’, scholars’, and scientists’ ways of knowing will benefit lower-

division students as they approach upper-division work.  They will equip students 

to analyze and critique truth-claims and to assess the insights that can be gained 

through different methodologies and why these methodologies are appropriate for 

particular sets of problems and not others.  In addition, general education courses 

will add value by contributing to students’ academic skill development. Instructors 

proposing new and revised courses for the designated general education curriculum 

will be required to specify their learning objectives for the course, and how they will 

assess whether their learning objectives have been met.  They will also be asked to 

discuss the skill development activities in their courses and how they will be 

assessed.   
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VII. Faculty Incentives to Participate 

The campus recognizes that the development of new courses is time consuming.  

This is especially true for courses that must meet a variety of goals, including 

specification of learning outcomes, skill development activities and their 

assessment, introduction to methods of knowing, and interdisciplinary perspectives.  

The campus also recognizes that service on the proposed committee to review, 

approve, and monitor the success of general education courses will be time 

consuming during the first several years of program administration. 

Because of the time commitments entailed, the campus is prepared to provide 

incentives for faculty participation, as follows. 

(1) Instructors who develop two new general education courses will be eligible for 

one course reduction following approval of both courses.  Instructors who 

request teaching reductions are expected to teach the courses they develop 

during the first or second year of the new curriculum.  Team taught courses 

are encouraged but course relief will be available for only one instructor in 

team taught courses. 

(2) Members of the General Education Review Committee will be appointed 

jointly by the Committee on Committees (CoC) and the EVC/Provost.  

Members of the committee will be eligible for one course reduction if they 

commit to two years of review committee service. 

VIII. Process and Forms for Course Approval 

The quality of courses offered in general education is of pre-eminent importance.  If 

the courses are not of high quality, the purposes of general education cannot be 

achieved.  For this reason, we propose a rigorous process of course development and 

review.  Courses accepted into the general education curriculum must first be 

accepted by a review committee charged with maintaining the high standards 

expected of general education courses with special emphasis on the capacity of the 

topic to excite student interest, the thoughtfulness with which skill development 

activities are incorporated, and the capacity of the course to showcase the methods 

of research, scholarship, and creation.    

New courses must be approved by both the General Education Review Committee 

and the Senate Committee on Courses.  Revised courses that are responsive to 

requirements for general education courses must be approved by the General 

Education Review Committee. 

Instructors who wish to have classes included in the new general education 

curriculum will be asked to fill out an application form available at 

www.gened.ucr.edu.  Proposals will be reviewed by the General Education 

Committee, with approvals and requests for revision going out in May 2021. 

http://www.gened.ucr.edu/
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A draft course proposal template is included below. 

Draft Proposal Template: New General Education Courses 

1. Name(s): _______________________________________________  

2. Department(s): ____________________________________________ 

3. Title of Course: ____________________________________________________ 

4. Core areas covered by course 

a. Aesthetics and cultures _____ 

b. Civics and ethics ______ 

c. Social institutions, histories, and individuals ______ 

d. Science and technology ______ 

5. The new general education courses are expected to excite the interest of 

undergraduates by addressing broad topics of general interest.  Discuss why 

and the ways in which this course addresses issues that are or can be of great 

interest to undergraduates: 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

6. In the new general education curriculum, courses are not intended to be 

introductions to disciplines, though concepts and principles from the 

disciplines can and should be woven into the courses.  Discuss the ways in 

which your course draws on disciplinary knowledge. Please include a 

discussion of how students will become acquainted with the methods for 

making truth claims in your discipline or, if you are proposing an arts course, 

the methods you will be discussing for creating aesthetic experiences: 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

7. Please identify at least five learning objectives of this course and how you 

will organize material to meet these learning objectives: 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

8. The new general education curriculum requires courses to contribute to the 

development of student skills in at least three of five core competencies 

(analytical and critical thinking, information literacy, oral communication, 

quantitative reasoning, and written expression).  Discuss the ways that this 

course contributes to the development of at least two of these core 

competencies: 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

9. Discuss how you will assess whether students have made progress in the core 

competency areas you have chosen: 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

10. Please describe your teaching style including the methods you use to 

encourage student participation and student accountability for reading and 

homework: 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

11.  Please attach a draft syllabus for your proposed course. 
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Document 4: Initial Proposal #2 – Thematic Tracks 

 

I. Philosophy  

The goal of general education at UC Riverside is to produce students who have the 

knowledge and skills to contribute to society. General education will focus on three 

primary intellectual domains: 

Communication Skills: UCR students will have strong oral and written 

communication skills and will have the ability to communicate both 

information and ideas effectively.  

Information Literacy Skills: UCR students will be able to find, interpret, 

evaluate, and use information in all its various forms to make decisions, solve 

problems, and create knowledge. They will be able to judge the veracity of 

information and distinguish reliable information from misinformation. These 

abilities will be rooted in strong critical and quantitative reasoning skills.   

Contextualized Knowledge: To support intellectual inquiry, UCR students 

will gain knowledge of a variety of topics from multiple perspectives. They 

will have knowledge about the history and operation of social, political, 

economic, and governmental institutions. They will have knowledge of 

science, technology, and mathematics and how knowledge is created in 

various disciplines including art, social sciences, humanities, and the natural 

sciences.  

The thematic track model for general education will provide students with the 

opportunity to gain these skills and knowledge in the context of a significant 

problem of current importance to society. General education will be organized into 

“tracks,” with each focused on a specific problem. In pursuing a track, each student 

will gain both general knowledge and skills, and specialized knowledge and skills 

related to a topic of interest to them. In this way, all students will be prepared to 

face new challenges, and collectively, cohorts of students will have a broad range of 

knowledge about specific challenges. It is not possible for everyone to be an expert 

in all areas. The track model ensures that UCR produces students that collectively 

have the knowledge needed to contribute to understanding and solving the world’s 

most pressing issues.  

A strength of the thematic track model is that students will gain the ability to 

reason about problems from multiple perspectives, which is essential for solving 

complex problems. For example, the City of Berkeley, CA recently passed an 

ordinance banning the use of natural gas in new homes. While this may at first 
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appear to be a good solution to climate change, examining the problem from the 

perspective of physics suggests the problem is much more complicated. Producing 

heat from electricity rather than natural gas can actually increase greenhouse 

emissions. For example, if the electricity is produced by a natural-gas-fired power 

plant, emissions would more than double.  Similarly, California recently signed into 

law a bill requiring that high school classes begin no earlier than 8:30am. This law 

is rooted in a wealth of psychological and physiological research about the sleep 

needs of teenagers. However, understanding the costs and benefits of this law 

requires consideration of many perspectives. For example, later start times could 

produce child-care and transportation problems that may disproportionately impact 

low-income families and single parents. In short, to contribute to solving complex 

problems, students must be able to examine them from multiple perspectives. The 

thematic track model will provide students with just this kind of experience. 

Another strength of this model is that it will provide colleges and schools with 

flexibility in designing and managing the course requirements for their programs. 

Currently, UCR’s colleges/schools require between 11 and 18 general education 

courses, excluding English composition. A thematic track will comprise five or six 

courses focused on a topic. Thus programs will be able to develop their own 

requirements for between six and 13 general education courses. In this way, the 

thematic track model will be an improvement to, rather than a wholesale 

replacement of, UCR’s current model of general education.  

II. Structure 

The overarching goal of the thematic track model is to produce students that can 

reason about problems from multiple perspectives. This depends critically on a 

student’s ability to understand the language used in various fields and the ability to 

communicate with experts in those fields. The disciplinary courses selected for a 

track will be chosen to foster these abilities.  

In this model, the general education tracks will consist of five or six courses.  

Colleges and schools can select additional general education courses to satisfy other 

requirements such as University requirements and requirements imposed by 

accrediting bodies such as WASC and ABET.  Limiting the tracks to five or six 

courses will have a number of advantages, all of which ensure that every UCR 

undergraduate student, irrespective of college, school, or time of entry, will complete 

a general education track by the time of graduation.  These advantages include: 

1. For students that enter as freshman, the general education courses within a 

track can be spread out over four years, which gives students and majors 

(especially those that are highly structured) flexibility in course scheduling.   
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2. Transfer students who plan on graduating in two years would take, on 

average, one general education course per quarter, which should be 

manageable. 

3. General education courses in this scheme could be a mixture of lower division 

and upper division courses, with the possibility that existing courses, 

including large lower division courses, could still be offered as possible 

gateways for multiple tracks.  In this way, concerns about course capacity 

issues are alleviated. 

4. This model alleviates the pressure of identifying 15 - 18 general education 

courses within a theme. 

One model would be to require all tracks to require a number of general disciplines 

focused around a theme.  For example, a distribution that could include both lower 

and upper division courses would minimally include the following: 

1. One writing course that satisfies the English 1C requirement (this could be 

satisfied with general topics 2 - 5 below and may not be a standalone course) 

2. One course in social sciences 

3. One course in humanities or the arts 

4. One course in quantitative reasoning 

5. One course in natural science or engineering 

6. A capstone course related to the major 

 

III. Learning Objectives 

As described under Philosophy, the Thematic Track model of general education will 

impart communication skills, information literacy skills, and contextualized 

knowledge. The curriculum will be designed to impart several core competencies 

including: 

 

● Communication Skills 

○ Students will be able to understand and identify the difference 

between opinion and fact and be able to distinguish between logical 

fallacies and sound logical arguments. 

○ Students will be able to use critical thinking skills in oral and written 

communication. 

○ Students will be able to understand the language used in various 

disciplinary fields and be able to communicate with experts in those 

fields. 

 

● Information Literacy 
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○ Students will be able to find, interpret, evaluate, and use information 

in all its various forms to make decisions, solve problems, and create 

knowledge.  

○ Students will be able to judge the veracity of information and 

distinguish reliable information from misinformation.  

○ Students will be able to articulate the strengths and weaknesses of 

empirical claims. 

 

● Critical Reasoning 

○ Students will be able to formulate, analyze, and interpret ideas and 

concepts.  

○ Students will be able to use principles of mathematical and scientific 

reasoning to analyze and solve problems.  

○ Students will be able to examine problems from multiple perspectives.  

 

IV. Costs and Benefits 

The current “menu-driven” model of general education suffers from a number of 

issues.  Perhaps the most important issue is that the list of courses that satisfy the 

requirements are simply that: a list of unrelated courses. With a thematic track, 

students can choose a theme that is attractive to them.  This should engage 

students, hopefully awakening their curiosity, giving a clear purpose to their 

general education, and making the general education requirement a center-piece of 

their experience at UCR. 

 

Students will explore their chosen theme from a number of different perspectives, 

for example, sociological, political, economic, historical, technological, and scientific.  

Students will see, more or less automatically, that important issues must be viewed 

from different perspectives, and that one that might look good from one point of 

view might have serious consequences in other domains. One such example might 

be the use of electric vehicles, which can significantly reduce the pollution where 

they are used, but can have serious consequences where the necessary batteries are 

produced.  It is also critical to see how issues can be interrelated, such as the 

unequal effects of pandemics on people with differing income levels. 
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We anticipate some startup costs for developing thematic tracks. For example, it 

may be necessary to provide incentives for faculty to develop tracks. Also, a Senate 

standing committee will be needed to oversee the tracks. Finally, there may be a 

redistribution of student FTE resulting from the development of new general 

education courses.   We discuss the course approval and monitoring process below in 

Section VI, as well as incentives to faculty for developing tracks. 

 

V. Examples of Thematic Tracks 

To illustrate what thematic tracks will look like and what they can accomplish, we 

include two examples that draw, either wholly or in part, on existing UCR courses. 

A. Technology & Society  

This track focuses on the ways scientific, technological, and social factors interact to 

shape modern life. Students in this track will be well-prepared to participate in 

addressing various societal issues such as sustainable energy production, 

technology and inequality, pollution, and healthcare policy. Students in this track 

will complete coursework that includes topics in science, mathematics, humanities, 

and social science. Coursework in science and mathematics will enable students to 

understand and communicate scientific concepts, and will also provide students 

with knowledge of fundamental scientific principles needed to understand 

technological issues. Coursework in humanities and social science will provide 

students with skills and knowledge needed to understand both the social 

consequences of scientific and technological developments and the ways in which 

these processes are themselves shaped by society (taken from UCB’s program). 

Course Requirements: 

1) 4 units of introductory science  

2) 4 units of mathematics   

3) 4 units related to sustainability   

4) 8 units related to the impacts of technology on society    

 

 

Existing UCR Courses: 

 

The following existing courses at UCR are aligned with the goals of this cluster. 

However, these courses would need to be adjusted to be useful as general education 

courses. For example, many of these courses are unsuitable in their present form 

because they require perquisites and because they are upper division courses.  

PBPL 129 Understanding Sustainability. Survey of the concepts, principles and 

tools from diverse fields that contribute to understanding and responding to 
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problems such as climate change, environmental degradation, and unequal 

distribution of limited resources. Leads to an appreciation of the social, gendered, 

political, economic, natural and social scientific principles and theories underlying 

sustainability. 

PBPL 170 Technology, Policy, and Ethics. Provides contemporary perspectives on 

interplays between technology, public policy, and ethics. Covers social, legal, and 

ethical issues such as liability, as well as environmental, patent, and copyright law. 

Cross-listed with ENGR 170. 

PBPL 171 Globalization. Covers technological drivers of globalization. Includes 

social, economic, and political consequences. Explores the cultural aspects of 

globalization, including barriers and drivers for economic and cultural 

interdependence and integration, as well as virtual global organizations. Cross-

listed with ENGR 171. 

HIST 104 The Scientific Revolution. History of the scientific revolution of the 

sixteenth and seventeenth centuries from Copernicus through Newton, stressing 

the cultural interaction of science, philosophy, and religion, with secondary 

attention to the historical sociology of science. or consent of instructor. History of 

science in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, stressing the rise of the 

Darwinian world view, the genetic revolution and its social consequences, and the 

romantic rejection of science. 

HIST 106 Science in Triumph and Crisis. Prerequisite(s): upper-division standing or 

consent of instructor. History of science in the twentieth century with attention to 

the revolutions in physics and biology, the role of scientists in the world wars, the 

social responsibility debate, and the rise of the United States as a scientific power. 

HIST 108 Technology in Premodern Civilizations. Examines relations between 

society, machine, and state in ancient China, Greece, Rome, and medieval Europe. 

Focuses on key mechanical and civil technologies and the role of the state in 

differentiating their development between the four historic civilizations. Cross-

listed with ENGR 108. 

HIST 109 Technology in Modern Europe and America, 1700-Present. Examines the 

emergence of modern Europe through the first and second industrial revolutions in 

Europe and America. Explores the development of device commodities as the typical 

form of consumer technology in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, as well as 

addresses philosophical issues in understanding technology. Cross-listed with 

ENGR 109. 

HIST 110 History of Ancient Astronomy. Explores the origins and history of ancient 

astronomy from Mesopotamia to the Greco-Roman world. Topics include the 

problems of the calendar and planetary motion, and the relation between astronomy 
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and astrology in the ancient world. Focuses on readings from primary texts. Cross-

listed with CPAC 134. 

ENGR 096 Environment and Society. Presents major environmental issues facing 

society from an interdisciplinary perspective. Topics may include water, energy, 

climate change, and urbanization. Cross-listed with NASC 096, and HASS 096. 

ENGR 108 Technology in Premodern Civilizations. Examines relations between 

society, machine, and state in ancient China, Greece, Rome, and medieval Europe. 

Focuses on key mechanical and civil technologies and the role of the state in 

differentiating their development between the four historic civilizations. Cross-

listed with HIST 108. 

ENGR 109 Technology in Modern Europe and America, 1700-Present. Examines the 

emergence of modern Europe through the first and second industrial revolutions in 

Europe and America. Explores the development of device commodities as the typical 

form of consumer technology in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, as well as 

addresses philosophical issues in understanding technology. Cross-listed with HIST 

109. 

ENGR 170 Technology, Policy, and Ethics. Provides contemporary perspectives on 

interplays between technology, public policy, and ethics. Covers social, legal, and 

ethical issues such as liability, as well as environmental, patent, and copyright law. 

Cross-listed with PBPL 170. The goal of the program is to set up a forum to explore 

the relationship between what scientists and engineers do and the constraints, 

needs, and responses of society. 

ENGR 171 Globalization. Covers technological drivers of globalization. Includes 

social, economic, and political consequences. Explores the cultural aspects of 

globalization, including barriers and drivers for economic and cultural 

interdependence and integration, as well as virtual global organizations. Cross-

listed with PBPL 171.  

Several universities have programs in Technology and Society, including MIT, 

Stanford, the University of California, Berkeley and the University of Pennsylvania. 

Information about these programs is available on request. 

 B. Sustainable Energy 

The broad goal of the second example track is to provide an experience for students 

in which they grapple with the problem of building a sustainable energy 

infrastructure from an interdisciplinary approach. This will provide a more 

engaging context for students when taking breadth courses outside of their 

college/school, and will provide a more well-rounded learning experience by 

requiring students to address an important real-world problem from multiple ways 
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of thinking. This thematic track will also aim to incorporate some of the WASC core 

competencies into the specific learning outcomes (e.g., quantitative reasoning, 

critical thinking, and oral/written communication). 

Course Requirements: 

1) 4 units of introductory science 

2) 4 units of social science 

3) 8 units of introductory economics  

4) 8 units of environmental ethics 

5) 4-unit capstone course 

Existing and Proposed Courses: 

In addition to the University requirements (one course in Ethnic Studies, one class 

in World History, the English 001 writing series), students would be expected to 

complete the following courses:  

Introductory Chemistry. This will be a new course proposed and created by the 

chemistry department. This course will require students to learn basic elements of 

chemical reactions, how mass and energy changes are tracked in chemical reactions, 

and general principles of physical and chemical changes. These foundational 

principles will be taught within the context of sustainable energy technologies, 

including, but not limited to solar energy (photovoltaic cells), fuel cells, batteries, 

nuclear energy, and “artificial leaves” (converting CO2 into liquid fuels in a carbon 

neutral manner). This course will include elements of quantitative reasoning and 

critical thinking, and can be used to fulfill natural science/physical science breadth 

requirements. 

 Introductory Economic. This might entail creating a section of ECON 002 

(Macroeconomics) that focuses on the macroeconomic issues of creating a 

sustainable energy infrastructure, or might necessitate the creation of a new 

breadth course. It is expected this course will include elements of quantitative 

reasoning and critical thinking, and can be used to fulfill social science/economics 

breadth requirements. 

 Anthropology/Sociology. This will likely entail creating a new course that focuses 

on addressing social justice issues within the context of current energy 

infrastructures and how sustainable energy infrastructures can impact social 

justice outcomes (e.g., how sustainable energy infrastructures would impact less 

economically-developed regions/cultures). This course will include elements of 
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critical thinking and oral/written communication, and can be used to fulfill social 

science breadth requirements. 

Philosophy 003 (Ethics and Meaning of Life) or Philosophy 117 (Environmental 

Ethics). These existing courses could potentially be taught in a way to focus on the 

ethical dilemmas that arise from our current energy production infrastructures, and 

how sustainable energy infrastructures address (or do not address) these ethical 

dilemmas. This course will include elements of critical thinking and oral/written 

communication, and can be used to fulfill humanities breadth requirements. 

Philosophy 117 (Ethics and the Environment): “A philosophic consideration of 

ethical problems that arise from the use and exploitation of the environment.” 

Engineering 060 (Engineering Economics). This course could potentially be taught 

in a way to focus on the engineering requirements of moving to a completely 

sustainable energy infrastructure, including the economic ramifications of making 

the required engineering changes. This course will include elements of quantitative 

reasoning, critical thinking, and oral/written communication, and can be used to 

fulfill potential engineering breadth requirements (currently no other college/school 

requires an engineering course). 

Capstone Course. How this will be offered (i.e., what course will fulfill this 

requirement) is to be determined. This might include a re-purposed version of ENG 

001B/001C, a department/major upper division independent research course (e.g., 

197 or 199 courses), or a newly created general education capstone course. Students 

will be required to incorporate how the problem of sustainable energy is evaluated 

by different disciplines, and must incorporate the ways of thinking that were 

uncovered in each of their track courses. This course will include elements of 

quantitative reasoning, critical thinking, and oral/written communication.  

VI. Process and Forms of Approval of Courses  

a) Creation of Thematic Clusters 

We propose generation of a standing Academic Senate General Education 

Committee which will be tasked with overseeing the creation and 

implementation of the Thematic Track model. Details on the structure and 

workflow of the committee are provided below. The committee will solicit 

proposals from the faculty-at-large. This will include an open call for Track 

proposals, to be incentivized with mini-grant awards. Additionally, committee 

members may seek out faculty from specific departments if that expertise is 

required for a given Track. For example, if the committee seeks to create a 

Track in which a course from Economics is needed, faculty from that 

department will be contacted directly by the committee. In the call for 
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proposals, faculty will be invited to join an existing Track created by the 

General Education Committee, or submit their own proposal for a new 

Thematic Track. Thematic Tracks will be reviewed and approved by the 

committee as described below. If a Thematic Track course will be team-

taught, any stipends/mini-grant awards would be divided accordingly and 

departments would be expected to support these types of teaching 

assignments.  

 

b) Incentives for Faculty 

Obtaining buy-in from faculty to participate in a Thematic Track will require 

a one-time course release to enable the creation of a new course, or 

adaptation of an existing course. Once the Track is running, the 

representative departments will be required to support the faculty member 

by allowing the general education Track course to count toward the annual 

teaching load. All faculty members engaged in developing a new Thematic 

Track will also be given a stipend through the mini-grant award program. 

This stipend can be used to provide partial summer salary support, allowing 

the Track faculty to devote time to course creation/adaptation, and/or for the 

purchase of necessary course materials (this stipend would only apply for the 

creation of new tracks, not teaching existing tracks).  

 

c) Requirements for Thematic Track Faculty 

Because the faculty in the Thematic Track will be given a one-time course 

release in the first year of the Track implementation, they will be expected to 

meet periodically throughout the year to coordinate how the Track topic is 

being integrated in each course. The Thematic Track faculty will also be 

expected to coordinate their classroom activities and to highlight how their 

course is connected to the other courses in the Thematic Track. The Thematic 

Track faculty will be expected to submit a brief report to the Academic Senate 

General Education Committee at the end of year-one implementation. This 

report will summarize how the Theme was integrated into each course and 

which of the core competencies were integrated into those courses. Thematic 

Track teams will be required to submit annual reports to the General 

Education Committee, providing updates regarding any changes that were 

made and/or which competencies were included in the courses.      

d) Ongoing Oversight of Thematic Tracks 

The proposed standing Academic Senate General Education Committee 

general committee will ideally have cross-membership with Committee on 

Education Policy and the Committee on Courses. The committee could 
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comprise two members from each of CHASS, CNAS, and BCOE one member 

from each of the Schools of Public Policy, Education, and Business. Subsets of 

the committee would then oversee individual tracks based on the colleges 

hosting the courses. 

 

Oversight at the level of all tracks, by the Senate committee, would involve 

confirming that: 

● the tracks themselves are still relevant for modern general education 

● emerging or new areas are considered for new track development 

● tracks are distinct enough; some tracks might be merged 

● tracks are viable (Tracks may be terminated if enrollments do not meet 

a minimum threshold) 

 

Oversight at the level of individual tracks, by subcommittees for each track, 

would involve confirming: 

● the number of offerings match demand 

● courses exist to cover the learning outcomes of the track 

● faculty teaching the courses communicate at some level 

 

e) Course Creation and Approval 

When new courses are prepared, the proposers could indicate if the courses 

are likely to be part of a track. There should be parallel efforts between the 

General Education Committee and the regular approval process. This would 

help to ensure that once a course is approved by the regular process, it is 

ready for use in a track.  

 

New courses. Proposals for new courses would need to go through the 

subcommittee prior to the usual course creation/approval steps: 

 

Department --> College Executive Committee --> Committee on Courses 

Adapting Existing Courses. In lieu of creating new courses, existing courses 

could be adapted by modifying their syllabi and activities to fit the learning 

outcomes of a Thematic Track. Regular evaluation of course content and 

synergy among courses would be the best way to keep tracks consistent with 

learning outcomes and to minimize redundancy. 

It will be very helpful for a subcommittee overseeing a track to look within 

the UCR Catalog for existing courses that can be adapted. 
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Regardless of whether new courses are made or existing courses are adapted, 

some courses might be cross-department and cross-campus and would require 

significant time input from the faculty. (See the discussion of incentives for 

faculty above.) 
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Document 5: Initial Proposal 3 – Toward an R’Search Model 

Preamble: 

 

The members of this working group share the belief that a General Education 

reform should be the product of the collective wisdom of the UCR campus and 

surrounding communities, and thoughtfully drawn from the needs, strengths, and 

experiences of those communities. As a necessary first step, we propose the 

following locally informed pedagogical and epistemological foundation as our 

contribution to a forthcoming consensus document. Because the new model for 

general education with which the General Education Review Committee has been 

charged must reflect the insights and scrutiny from all members of the General 

Education Review Committee and other UCR stakeholders, this proposal is 

intended to receive and include all voices. We see the concurrent proposals under 

discussion as complementary, and offer to those proposals a framework that builds 

upon the scholarly aspirations of UCR. We further emphasize that the 

collaborative development and implementation of a new model can provide general 

benefits to the university that go far beyond undergraduate education. For example, 

this approach can draw attention to broader issues in academia, such as how and 

why certain cultures of knowledge production and their associated groups are 

elevated over others. 

 

R’Search Philosophy and Vision: 

 

The R’Search general education model intends to prepare students to critically, 

thoughtfully, and ethically contribute to the challenges and possibilities of society. 

Rather than conceptualizing general education as an add-on to a major, the 

R’Search model fosters the idea that education is dynamic, agentive, ongoing, and 

multifaceted. The R’Search model structures a student’s major(s), general education 

coursework, and electives to support an understanding that all knowledge can and 

should be “re-searched” through multiple lenses, including creative arts, scientific 

methods, social analysis, and ethical, community-based relationships. “Re-search” is 

also an attitude of awareness of the multiple linear, transnational, disciplinary, and 

creative contexts through which knowledge and ethics are produced, solidified, 

transformed, and disseminated. 

 

The R’Search model aligns with UCR’s mission to “transform the lives of the diverse 

people of California, the nation, and the world through the discovery, 

communication, translation, application, and preservation of knowledge.” R’Search 

does not take knowledge for granted. By teaching the histories, cross-disciplines, 

and uneven power dynamics that shape the very construction of knowledge, 

R’Search reflects and furthers the university’s responsibilities as a land-grant 

school and as a Hispanic-serving institution co-founded by Indigenous historians 
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with many first-generation students of color. Moreover, R’Search fosters student 

engagement with both the local community and wider world, putting UCR on the 

map. 

 

Grounded in this model is an intent to be transformative, particularly with respect 

to understanding the sociopolitical and technological contexts through which 

knowledge is produced and shared. Its goal is for students to gain a complex 

understanding of the formations and critiques of academic disciplines over the 

course of human and non-human history through artistic, political, cultural, 

linguistic, scientific, and literary movements. From this approach, the design and 

delivery of courses is just as important as their content. The R’Search model 

captures how social conditions and various practices and beliefs underlie what gets 

taught, as well as how ideas are framed, circulated, and debated. As detailed below, 

courses designed through this model would critically examine the construction of 

knowledge throughout, and include an interrogation of the costs of knowledge and 

by whom and from which perspectives the benefits of knowledge are considered. 

Courses might also explore how different research methods (e.g., collaboration, 

community-based, lab work, creative activity) produce, reproduce, and/or transform 

knowledge construction.  

 

The philosophy outlined above is captured in the name “R’Search,” which can be 

read as UCRfocused search; our search (reflecting the concept of learning together); 

research; and re-search (i.e., searching multiple times, from diverse frameworks, 

ways of knowing, and lived experiences), which the courses we envision for this 

model will emphasize. As a Research 1 (R1) institution, UCR should have not only 

research-oriented faculty but also research-oriented students. The model includes 

the “traditional” r’s of education (“Reading, wRiting, ’Rithmetic”), incorporates 

existing areas of focus at UCR such as (the aRts and the study of racism), and also 

extends into respect, responsibility, reciprocity, reflexivity (an awareness of one’s 

predispositions/biases), and relationality (seeing all things in contested, complex, 

and generative relationship to each other). It places community at the center, as 

depicted in the following figure: 
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The name “R’Search” also aligns with other R-naming at UCR (R’Kids, R’Pantry, 

R’Garden, and R’Movement, among others), and thus lends itself to branding, to 

building pride among UCR students, to emphasizing a special (though not 

exclusive) focus on the communities around the Inland Empire, and to drawing from 

the community knowledges that are held within the UCR community. 

 

R’Search Structural Framework and Learning Outcomes: 

 

The R’Search model is intended to bridge lower-division, breadth GenEd courses 

(e.g., Calculus or Introductory Anthropology) with upper-division capstone-type 

courses whose purpose is to “embed breadth into competence” through integration of 

multiple areas of content and ways of knowing. In recognition of UCR’s many 

transfer students, we envision that the lower-division breadth requirements will 

continue to be aligned with California’s community colleges, thus allowing some of 

the General Education requirements to be completed elsewhere (see Appendix 1 

regarding the Intersegmental General Education Transfer Curriculum). We also 

envision a further streamlining of the breadth requirements across UCR’s Schools 

and Colleges more than what currently exists so that students will not need to 

complete distinct GenEd requirements if they change majors across colleges (see 

Appendix 2 for some current breadth requirements by college). 

 

Core to the R’Search model are upper-division integrative courses, ideally in 

seminar formats. Each student will take a total of three upper-division courses that 
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weave together diverse perspectives around a common theme or issue. This will 

facilitate students’ explorations and skills development, and also brings transfer 

students into the R’Search Community. Part of the goal of these upper-division 

courses is to enable in-depth examination of a given issue or theme from multiple 

disciplinary points of view. From this approach, the delivery of a GenEd course 

content matters just as much as the content itself. An R’Search course should not 

only be characterized by the type of content, but also by the multiple frameworks in 

which the content is contextualized. For instance, a “standard” physics course is 

geared towards giving students fluency in an official or de facto canon, with limited 

enquiry on how, when, and why a certain theory became part of the canon. A course 

created through the R’Search model will emphasize the framework that permitted 

the topic to become canonical, which theory it superseded, whether in different 

contexts/cultures alternative theories were developed, how the new theory fit within 

the broader cultural landscape of a time and place, and how the dominant paradigm 

accepted/ rejected the new theory. Similarly, an R’Search course might also explore 

why certain types of freedoms are deemed more important than others – for 

example, the centrality of individualist pursuit of profit rather than communal 

access to health, and how genealogies of concepts of freedom are related to 

preeminence of particular political-economic ideologies as emanating from certain 

privileged cultural geographies and their attendant military-industrial 

arsenals. Another R’Search course might examine how basic research in nuclear 

physics leads both to bomb production and to new medical interventions. We 

present some sample upper-division R’Search integrative courses in Appendix 3. 

 

Key is that these courses should build students’ capacity for engaging with complex 

issues. These could be discrete integrative seminars or could also be organized as 

sets of courses in integrative thematic tracks. For example, the following sample 

tracks, one of which is drawn from the Thematic Tracks Working Group 

(“Technology, Culture, and Society”), illustrate how we imagine coursework within 

tracks as being inclusive of multiple colleges and schools as indicated by the figure 

below: 
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The R’Search model envisions teaching and learning across lower- and upper-

division GenEd courses as part of a collaborative community building experience. 

This recognition acknowledges that each person contributes in multiple ways to 

building R’Search Community by bringing their lived experiences, cultural 

knowledges, and skills to the teaching learning process. This also means learning 

outcomes are not just aligned course by course, but also considered across larger 

tracks/paths, including in community engagement/service learning opportunities. 

Although the final version of learning outcomes associated with a new GenEd model 

would need to be further developed, we suggest as a starting point the following 

learning outcomes/objectives, many of which are reflected in the 15 VALUE rubrics 

operationalized by the Association of American Colleges and Universities 

(https://www.aacu.org/value): 

 

● develop critical awareness of knowledge production, transformation, perpetuation, 

and dissemination 

● appreciate different ways of knowing 

● understand the ethics and politics of diverse research perspectives 

● understand one’s relationship to certain ways of knowing and knowledge systems 

● make connections across fields of knowledge 

● historicize theories and cultures 

● solve urgent contemporary problems 

● foster creativity and collaboration 

● critically read media’s representation of race, ethnicity, gender, and class 

https://www.aacu.org/value
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● express ideas clearly and persuasively 

● apply lessons toward social justice action 

● attend to Riverside-specific issues 

● foster an ability to discerningly identify and criticize the biases of the course itself 

 

Whatever the final learning outcomes of a GenEd model become, we emphasize the 

need to revisit and identify how and where these learning outcomes/objectives are 

evident in the courses and overall GenEd program. 

 

Resources and Structure for Implementation: 

 

We envision that GenEd courses should go through an additional approval process 

beyond the university’s general course approval system. A new R’Search Committee 

on Courses would be responsible for overseeing the process of R’Search course 

development, as well as approving proposed courses for inclusion in the GenEd 

curriculum. The committee should be transdisciplinary and its members should be 

provided opportunities for additional training in curriculum design. This R’Search 

Committee on Courses would ensure that the spirit of the R’Search model is fully 

captured by specifying a set of potential learning objectives/outcomes and 

determining the specific standards by which courses would be approved. The 

committee would be empowered to offer feedback for curricular proposals, akin to 

what occurs in the peer review for most academic publications. However, this 

review process should emphasize the instructor’s academic freedom, allowing 

instructors to tailor their assignments (and how students express and disseminate 

their knowledge) to make the best of their own and/or students’ strengths. 

 

While some pre-existing UCR courses will fit into the R’Search framework with 

little or no modification, we emphasize that a transformation of UCR’s existing 

breadth model will require the creation of new courses, and the UCR administration 

will need to be on board with funding this process along with the associated 

training/professional development. Some of the incentives for faculty that could 

make developing new R’Search courses appealing include the opportunity 

to promote collaborative pedagogies across colleges, centers, and departments in 

ways not currently possible. We also propose a one-quarter residency for groups of 

faculty campus-wide to engage with this model, especially to support the 

development of these collaborative courses and R’Search methodologies. In 

particular, because current academic training often calls for a sharp disciplinary 

focus, faculty developing R’Search courses may need support in the integrative 

framework this model calls for. With the appropriate resources, the development 

and teaching of R’Search courses can integrate faculty from multiple disciplinary 

backgrounds. The associated reduction of disciplinary silos would be a broader 

benefit to UCR and aligns with the spirit of community building at the center of the 

R’Search model. 

  



Supplemental Report Number 3: 
Skill Development Rubrics for Core Academic Competencies 

 
Critical Thinking Rubric 
This rubric was developed by Rebekah Richert, Tara Yosso, Amy Litt, Robert Clare, and Mariam Salloum 
with reference to the AAC&U Analytical and Critical Thinking Framework.  It represents step-wise goals 
for students’ to develop the skills and abilities to be innovative critical thinkers, with the intention that 
activities of any given educational experience for students have the guided development of these skills 
and abilities as a goal.   
  

Introductory Intermediate Innovative 

Explanation of 
Issues 

Students state the 
issue/problem to be 
considered. 

Students state, describe 
and clarify the 
issue/problem to be 
considered, offering 
context and defining the 
terms and scope of the 
issue/problem. 

Students state and 
comprehensively describe 
the issue/problem to be 
considered, [offering 
context and defining the 
terms and scope of the 
issue/problem, and] 
delivering all relevant 
information necessary for 
full understanding. 

Evidence 
(Selecting and 
using 
information to 
investigate a 
point of view 
or conclusion) 

Students present 
information with an 
acknowledgement of the 
methods used to 
development that 
information.  
 
Students acknowledge 
that the assertions of 
experts should be 
considered in relation to 
the evidence they 
present, the context of 
their statement, and the 
processes by which the 
experts reached their 
conclusion. 

Students reference and 
describe the implications, 
interpretations, and 
evaluations of methods 
used to develop 
information.  
 
Students critique the 
assertions of experts 
considering the evidence 
they present, the context of 
their statement, and the 
processes by which the 
experts reached their 
conclusion. 

Students present 
information in the context 
of the methods used to 
develop that information. 
Students also will 
synthesize the 
implications, 
interpretations, and 
evaluations of prior 
methods into their critical 
argument.  
 
Students critically 
evaluate the viewpoints of 
experts, describe how 
evidence and processes of 
critical thinking have led 
an expert to their 
conclusion, and articulate 
why and on what basis 
the expert's viewpoint 
should or should not be 
accepted as support for 
the critical argument. 
Students will critique the 
assertions of experts 



considering the evidence 
they present, the context 
of their statement, and 
the processes by which 
the experts reached their 
conclusion, and based on 
that evaluation, 
determine whether that 
expert's assertion is 
supported by evidence. 

Influence of 
context and 
assumptions 

Students identify 
relevant contexts when 
presenting a position 
and demonstrate 
awareness of own and 
others' assumptions 
represented in the 
stated position.  

Students identify their own 
and others' assumptions 
and several relevant 
contexts when presenting a 
position. 

Students thoroughly 
(systematically and 
methodically) analyze 
their own and others' 
assumptions and carefully 
evaluate the relevance of 
contexts when presenting 
a position. 

Student’s 
position 
(perspective, 
thesis/ 
Hypothesis) 

Students articulate a 
specific position 
(perspective, 
thesis/hypothesis) and 
recognize some ways 
their own position 
guides information 
seeking and evaluation 
of evidence, methods, 
and arguments. 

Students will articulate a 
specific position 
(perspective, 
thesis/hypothesis) that 
takes into account the 
complexities of an issue.  
 
Students acknowledge 
others' points of view 
within the position 
(perspective, 
thesis/hypothesis). 

Students will articulate a 
specific position 
(perspective, 
thesis/hypothesis) that is 
imaginative and creative 
and takes into account the 
complexities of an issue.  
 
Students articulate the 
limits of the specific 
position (perspective, 
thesis/hypothesis), 
including an assessment 
of how their own goals 
and assumptions 
influenced the evidentiary 
methods and information 
sources chosen in the 
development of the 
critical argument.  
 
Students synthesize 
others' points of view 
within their position 
(perspective, 
thesis/hypothesis). 

Conclusions 
and related 
outcomes 

Students articulate their 
conclusions [and make a 
logical, information-

Students articulate their 
conclusions and make a 
logical, information-based 

Students articulate their 
conclusions (and related 
outcomes) and make a 



(implications 
and 
consequences) 

based argument for 
their position]. Students 
also identify some 
related outcomes, 
consequences, and 
implications of their 
argument. 

argument for their position 
that acknowledges 
opposing viewpoints and 
conclusions reached by 
others. Students clearly 
identify related outcomes, 
consequences, and 
implications of their 
argument. 

logical, information-based 
argument for their 
position in ways that 
reflect the student's 
informed understanding 
and evaluation of the 
strength of the evidence, 
the influence of bias and 
assumptions, and how 
their own position 
influences their 
conclusions, as well as by 
addressing counterpoints 
to their argument and 
conclusions.  

 



 

Information Literacy Rubric 

 

This rubric was developed by Rebekah Richert, Tara Yosso, Amy Litt, Robert Clare, and Mariam 

Salloum with reference to the Framework for Information Literacy for Higher Education by the 

Association of College & Research Libraries (2016). This rubric represents step-wise goals in 

students' development of the skills and abilities to be proficient in information literacy.  

 

 Introductory Intermediate Innovative  

Credibility Is 
Constructed 

and 
Contextual 

Acknowledge that there 
are different types of 
authority granted to 
individuals, such as 
subject expertise (e.g., 
scholarship), societal 
position (e.g., public 
office or title), or special 
experience (e.g., 
participating in a historic 
event) and that an 
individual's authority 
does not guarantee 
credibility. 
 
Recognize disciplinary 
practices of establishing 
credibility of 
information, including 
naming authorities, 
setting "standards" for 
establishing credibility, 
validity, and other 
practices of verifying 
information accuracy. 
Recognize scholarly 
practices of 
accountability for 
information, such as 
process of peer review.  
 
Acknowledge that 
information may be 
perceived differently 
based on the context in 
which it is presented and 
the format in which it is 
packaged, including the 
implications of formats 
that contain static or 
dynamic information. 

Identify strengths and 
limitations of the various 
disciplinary practices of 
establishing credibility of 
information ways in and 
across disciplines. 
 
Articulate criteria included 
in scholarly practices of 
accountability for 
information, such as 
process of peer review.  
 
Critically evaluate the 
credibility of information 
based on the context in 
which it is presented and 
the format in which it is 
packaged, including the 
implications of formats 
that contain static or 
dynamic information. 
 
Demonstrate awareness of 
the dynamics of audience, 
context, and purpose as 
they shape how 
information is presented 
and received. 

Utilize knowledge of the 
strengths and limitations of 
disciplinary practices of 
establishing credibility in 
and across disciplines when 
presenting information.  
 
Hold peers accountable 
using scholarly practices of 
accountability for 
information, such as the 
process of peer review.  
 
Demonstrate flexibility in 
presenting/sharing 
information to account for 
dynamics of audience, 
context, and purpose.  
 
Demonstrate the 
development of their own 
authoritative voice and 
embody the responsibilities 
this entails, including 
seeking accuracy and 
reliability, respecting 
intellectual property, and 
participating in information 
sharing and discourse. 



 

 
 Acknowledge that their 
perspective and voice 
can add to the body of 
information on a 
particular topic. 
 

The Ways in 
Which 

Information 
is Valued is 

Socially 
Constructed 

Recognizes intellectual 
property as a legal and 
social construct and 
articulates the purpose 
and distinguishing 
characteristics of 
copyright, fair use, open 
access, and the public 
domain. Credit the 
original ideas of others 
through proper 
attribution and citation 
and identifies how 
individuals bring 
predispositions and 
biases to interpreting 
and placing value on 
information. 
 
Acknowledge issues of 
access or lack of access 
to information sources. 
 
Identifies ethical 
practices associated with 
intellectual property.  
 
Acknowledges that some 
individuals and groups 
of individuals may be 
underrepresented or 
systematically 
marginalized within the 
systems that produce 
and disseminate 
information. 
 
Acknowledges that 
information possesses 
several dimensions of 
value, including as a 
commodity, as a means 
of education, as a means 

Demonstrates an 
understanding of the 
cultural contradictions of 
knowledge being a 
collaboration and being 
claimed as property.  
 
Defines and describes 
ways in which individuals 
bring predispositions and 
biases to interpreting and 
placing value on 
information.  
 
Identifies how 
predispositions and biases 
relate to ethics involved in 
creating, contributing to, 
and preserving 
information systems. 
 
Describe how and why 
some individuals and 
groups of individuals may 
be underrepresented or 
systematically 
marginalized within the 
systems that produce and 
disseminate information. 
 
Identifies the ethical 
complications and 
personal implications of 
issues related to privacy 
and commodification of 
personal information. 

Demonstrates reflexivity: an 
awareness of how they bring 
predispositions/biases to 
interpreting and placing 
value on information.  
 
Demonstrates ethical 
responsibility in creating, 
contributing to, and 
preserving 
information/knowledge 
systems.  
 
Actively seeks and utilizes 
information from individuals 
and groups of individuals 
that have been 
underrepresented or 
systematically marginalized 
within the systems that 
produce and disseminate 
information. 
 
Decides where and how their 
information is published and 
make informed decisions 
regarding their online 
actions in full awareness of 
issues related to privacy and 
the commodification of 
personal information. 



 

to influence, and as a 
means of negotiation and 
understanding the 
world. 
 

Searching as 
Strategic 

Exploration 

Acknowledge that the 
goal of an information 
search will determine 
the type and scope of 
information needed  
 
Identify who are 
producers of knowledge 
about a given topic and 
then determine how to 
access that information. 
Describe how 
information systems (i.e., 
collections of recorded 
information) are 
organized in order to 
access relevant 
information and match 
information needs and 
search strategies to 
appropriate search tools. 
 

Articulate the type and 
scope of information 
needed for a variety of 
information search goals 
and across multiple 
disciplines. 
 
Utilizes divergent (e.g., 
brainstorming) and 
convergent (e.g., selecting 
the best source) strategies 
when searching. Designs 
and refines needs and 
search strategies as 
necessary, based on search 
results. 

Utilize information search 
strategies that are non-linear 
and iterative and reflect the 
understanding of scholarly 
inquiry as a process of 
discovery building on 
previous exploration.  
 
Employs skills necessary to 
engage in this often non-
linear process, such as 
organizing an array of 
sources, and being flexible to 
follow alternate sources and 
analytical approaches as new 
understandings emerge. 

Research as 
Inquiry 

Articulates that research 
is iterative and depends 
upon asking increasingly 
complex or new 
questions whose 
answers develop 
additional questions or 
lines of inquiry in any 
field. 
 
Acknowledges that 
existing information on a 
topic will have gaps and 
weaknesses 
 
Separates a complex 
problem into simpler, 
constituent questions 
that limit the scope of 
investigation by naming 
the problem to be 
addressed/issue to be 
explored; identifying 

Defines ways in which 
research is iterative and 
outlines processes for 
asking increasingly 
complex or new questions 
whose answers develop 
additional questions or 
lines of inquiry in multiple 
disciplines. 
 
Identifies areas where new 
information on a problem 
is needed by naming the 
problem to be 
addressed/issue to be 
explored; identifying 
sources relevant to 
exploring the 
problem/issue; organizing 
information in meaningful 
ways; drawing preliminary 
conclusions about the 
problem/issue based on 

Understands that research is 
iterative and depends upon 
asking increasingly complex 
or new questions whose 
answers develop additional 
questions or lines of inquiry 
in any field. 
 
Produces new 
information/knowledge on a 
problem by naming the 
problem to be 
addressed/issue to be 
explored; identifying sources 
relevant to exploring the 
problem/issue; organizing 
information in meaningful 
ways; drawing preliminary 
conclusions about the 
problem/issue based on 
those sources; identifying 
gaps and weaknesses in 
existing information; 



 

sources relevant to 
exploring the 
problem/issue; 
synthesizing information 
gathered from multiple 
sources; and drawing 
preliminary conclusions 
about the problem/issue 
based on those sources. 
 
 

those sources; identifying 
gaps and weaknesses in 
existing information; and 
determining steps to 
further investigate the 
problem/issue. 

determining steps to further 
investigate the 
problem/issue; engaging in 
further novel investigation; 
and reflecting on the entire 
process of naming and 
exploring sources, steps 
taken to determine new lines 
of inquiry, and process of 
developing new 
information/knowledge. 
 

Scholarship 
as 

Collaboration 

Cite the contributing 
work of others in their 
own information 
production and identify 
the contribution that 
particular articles, 
books, and other 
scholarly pieces make to 
disciplinary knowledge. 
Acknowledge that a 
given scholarly work 
may not represent the 
only or even the majority 
perspective on the issue 
 
Identify barriers to 
entering scholarly 
conversation via various 
venues. 

Articulates that there is 
sustained discourse within 
a community of scholars, 
researchers, or 
professionals, with new 
insights and discoveries 
occurring over time as a 
result of competing 
perspectives and 
interpretations. 
 
 
Articulate evaluative 
critiques of others' 
contributions when 
engaged in collaborative, 
scholarly interactions. 

Summarize how the changes 
in a scholarly perspective 
have developed iteratively, 
as scholarship builds on the 
ideas of previous 
scholarship. Identify some of 
the continuities, 
contradictions, and changes 
across time of scholarly lines 
of inquiry. 
 
Engages in scholarly 
discourse in a way that 
positions their scholarly 
inquiry in conversation with 
other scholars, noting where 
their research aims to 
contribute new knowledge, 
and where they have 
identified new lines of 
inquiry open to further 
exploration. 
 

 



Oral Communications Rubric 
 
This rubric was developed by Amy Litt, Donatella Galella, and Greg Richey based on AAC&U oral 
communications framework, with numerous modifications and in consultation with Annika Speer.  This 
rubric represents step-wise goals in students’ development of the skills and abilities to be proficient in 
oral communications. 
  

Introductory Intermediate Innovative 

Organization The speech or 
presentation is 
organized into a specific 
introduction, body, and 
conclusion, and is of an 
appropriate length.  The 
student demonstrated 
some preparation of the 
speech or presentation. 

The speech or presentation 
is well organized into a clear 
introduction, body, and 
conclusion with smooth 
transitions, logical 
development, and laid out 
roadmap naming the 
speaker's purpose and 
pathway. 

The speech or 
presentation is cohesive 
and well organized into a 
clear introduction that 
grabs attention, body that 
builds salient points, and 
memorable summary 
conclusion with smooth 
transitions, logical 
development, and laid out 
roadmap naming the 
speaker's purpose and 
pathway. 

Language  The language choices 
provide some support 
towards the 
effectiveness of the 
presentation. 

Language choices are 
thoughtful and support the 
effectiveness of the 
presentation. Language in 
presentation is appropriate 
to audience. 

Language choices are 
imaginative, memorable, 
and compelling, and 
enhance the effectiveness 
of the presentation.  
Student demonstrates the 
ability to adjust language 
for different audiences, 
purposes, and topics.  

Delivery  Delivery techniques 
(posture, gesture, eye 
contact, and vocal 
expressiveness) make 
the presentation 
understandable.           

Delivery techniques 
(posture, gesture, eye 
contact, and vocal 
expressiveness) make the 
presentation interesting, 
and speaker appears 
comfortable. 

Delivery techniques 
(posture, gesture, eye 
contact, and vocal 
expressiveness) make the 
presentation compelling, 
and speaker appears 
polished and confident, 
with affect appropriate to 
the type of speech and 
topic. Student 
demonstrates the ability 
to speak 
extemporaneously, for 
instance, to answer 
questions. 



Supporting 
Material 

Supporting materials 
(explanations, 
examples, illustrations, 
statistics, analogies, 
quotations from 
relevant authorities) 
make appropriate 
reference to 
information or analysis 
that support elements 
of the presentation or 
establish the 
presenter's 
credibility/authority on 
the topic.             

Supporting materials 
(explanations, examples, 
illustrations, statistics, 
analogies, quotations from 
relevant authorities) make 
appropriate reference to 
information or analysis that 
generally supports the 
presentation or establishes 
the presenter's 
credibility/authority on the 
topic. 

A variety of types of 
supporting materials 
(explanations, examples, 
illustrations, statistics, 
analogies, quotations from 
relevant authorities) make 
appropriate reference to 
information or analysis 
that significantly supports 
the presentation and 
establishes the presenter's 
credibility/authority on 
the topic. 

Central 
Message  

Central message is 
basically 
understandable. 

Central message is clear and 
consistent with the 
supporting material and is 
reinforced appropriately 
during the talk. 

Central message is 
compelling (precisely 
stated, appropriately 
repeated, original, clear, 
memorable, and strongly 
supported.)  

 



Quantitative Reasoning Rubric 
 
This rubric was developed by Richard Cardullo, Robert Clare, Hyle Park, Rebekah Richert, Stefano 
Vidussi and Steven Brint using a framework adapted from AAC&U. High-quality quantitative 
reasoning is characterized by the skillful use of the tools provided by mathematical sciences and 
statistics for the purpose of analyzing quantitative information both in research and daily life. 
 
 

 Introductory Intermediate Innovative 
Interpretation 
Ability to understand 
and explain 
quantitative 
information 
 

Students can extract 
and explain 
information 
presented in 
mathematical 
language (e.g., 
equations, graphs, 
diagrams, tables) 
 
Students can extract 
and explain 
quantitative 
information 
presented in context 
(which may or may 
not be in 
mathematical form) 
 
Students can identify 
dependent and 
independent 
variables, can make 
logical and qualitative 
deductions from 
quantitative 
information 

Students can perform 
in-context statistical 
reasoning and 
understand the 
concepts of 
experiments, 
observational studies, 
surveys, distributions, 
means, median, 
standard deviation, 
correlation 
coefficients, 
hypothesis testing, t-
tests 
 
Students can evaluate 
the validity and 
potential 
inconsistency in 
quantitative or 
mathematical 
information presented 
to them, or when such 
information is 
misleading (when 
enumerating only the 
countable and not the 
important, data 
cherry-picking, 
suppressed zeros) 
 

Students can design 
methods to obtain 
relevant 
mathematical, 
statistical, or 
otherwise 
quantitative 
information through 
design of appropriate 
derivation, 
experiments, surveys, 
etc. 

Representation 
Ability to effectively 
convey relevant 
information into 
mathematical form 
 

Students can convert 
information into 
mathematical 
language (e.g., 
equations, graphs, 
diagrams, tables) 
 
 

Students can select 
and identify an 
effective choice of 
mathematical 
language for a given 
set of information 
 

Students can select 
and identify relevant 
information for 
conversion into 
mathematical 
language 
 

Calculation 
 

Students have 
command over basic 

Students can select 
and identify an 

Students can select, 
identify, and teach 



mathematical skills: 
arithmetic, 
percentages, graphs, 
estimation, symbolic 
operations, basic 
probability and 
statistics, basic 
geometry of 
measurement, and 
comprehension of 
basic growth patterns 
(linear vs 
exponential) 
 

appropriate set of 
basic mathematical 
skills to solve a given 
problem 
 

themselves an 
appropriate set of 
mathematical, 
statistical, or 
quantitative skills to 
solve a given problem 
 

Application / 
Analysis 
Ability to make 
judgements and draw 
appropriate 
conclusions based on 
quantitative analysis, 
while recognizing the 
limits of this analysis 
 

Students understand 
conditional and 
syllogistic reasoning, 
probability theory, 
statistical inference, 
and diagnostic 
reasoning to 
information 
presented in 
mathematical or 
quantitative language 
 
Students can 
understand logical 
reasoning, 
mathematical and 
statistical techniques 
to produce 
predictions, identify 
optima (and other 
critical points), 
interpolate and 
extrapolate, and make 
inferences based on a 
given set of 
quantitative or 
mathematical 
information 
 

Students can apply 
quantitative thinking 
to evaluate claims and 
information in 
unfamiliar contexts 
 
Students can judge the 
soundness and 
accuracy of 
conclusions derived 
from quantitative 
information, 
recognizing that 
mathematical and 
statistical methods 
have limits 
 
Students can 
discriminate between 
association and 
causation 
 
Students understand 
the limitations 
relevant to 
appropriate selection 
and application of 
mathematical, 
statistical, and other 
quantitative 
techniques and skills 
 

Students can teach 
themselves adaptable 
reasoning (the ability 
to make judgements 
even in the absence of 
sufficient information 
or inconsistent 
evidence) 
 
Students can 
synthesize and/or 
create mathematical, 
quantitative, and 
other analytic skills 
and techniques 
 

Assumptions 
Ability to make and 
evaluate important 
assumptions in 

Students can identify 
assumptions 
underlying 
quantitative or 

Students can weigh 
the validity, relevance, 
and appropriateness 
of assumptions 

Students can describe 
an appropriate set of 
assumptions relevant 



estimation, modeling, 
and data analysis 
 

mathematical 
information 
presented to them 
 
Students understand 
differences in scale 
and magnitude 
 
 

 
Students can 
synthesize estimates 
to evaluate the 
reasonableness or 
validity of analysis of 
quantitative and 
mathematical 
information 
 
Students display 
quantitative intuition: 
sense of scale, order 
of magnitude 
estimates, and 
appropriate use of 
heuristics 
 
Students can make 
reasonable estimates 
of quantitative 
parameters 
 

to an in-context 
quantitative question 
 
Students can create a 
model appropriate to 
an in-context 
question, and evaluate 
information acquired 
through that model 
 
Students can describe 
limitations inherent to 
the assumptions in 
estimation, modeling, 
and data analysis 
 

Communication 
Expressing 
quantitative evidence 
in support of the 
argument or purpose 
of the work (in terms 
of what evidence is 
used and how it is 
formatted, presented, 
and contextualized) 
 

Students can 
understand 
mathematical 
information 
symbolically, visually, 
numerically, and 
verbally 
 
Students can 
articulate what they 
don’t understand in 
mathematical 
information 
 

Students can identify 
and select appropriate 
methods to 
communicate 
mathematical or 
quantitative 
information 
 
 

Students can 
effectively 
incorporate 
quantitative evidence 
of their selection in 
support of the 
argument or purpose 
of the work 
 
Students can use 
mathematical 
information to create 
an advanced or novel 
form of 
communication in 
support of their 
argument or purpose 
of their work 

 
 
 
 



 

Written Communications Rubric 
 
This rubric was developed by Steven Brint and Michelle Raheja, based on the AAC&U written 
communications rubric, with numerous modifications, and following consultation with Prof. John C. 
Briggs, Dr. Goldberry Long, and the writing staff at the UC Riverside Academic Resources Center.  This 
rubric represents step-wise goals in students’ development of the skills and abilities to be proficient in 
written communications.   
  

Beginning Intermediate Innovative 

Context & Purpose Demonstrates 
awareness of context, 
audience, purpose and 
assigned tasks. Can 
address an informal 
audience to inform 
about a topic.  Student 
is aware of the 
different expectations 
of peers and 
professional audiences. 

Demonstrates 
adequate 
consideration of 
context, audience, and 
purpose and a clear 
focus on the assigned 
task. Can address a 
class of peers to inform 
about a topic.  Student 
is beginning to 
understand how to 
shape content for 
different audiences. 

Demonstrates a 
thorough 
understanding of 
context, audience, and 
purpose that is 
responsive to the 
assigned task and 
focuses all elements of 
the work.  Can address 
a professional audience 
to inform about a topic.  
Student can shape 
content effectively for 
different audiences. 

Content Development Uses appropriate and 
relevant content to 
develop and explore 
ideas through most of 
the work.  Most 
paragraphs flow 
logically and include 
topic sentences.  
Transitions are 
sometimes effective.    
Student's use of logic 
and evidence in 
support of a position is 
sometimes effective 
and sometimes less 
effective.  Most writing 
is based on summary 
and paraphrasing of 
others. 

Uses appropriate, 
relevant, and 
compelling content to 
explore ideas within 
the context of the 
discipline to shape 
much of the work.  All 
paragraphs flow 
logically and include 
topic sentences.  
Transitions are capably 
handled.  Student 
shows the capacity to 
take a position and to 
defend it effectively 
with logic and 
evidence.  Student 
shows capacity to go 
beyond summary and 
paraphrasing to 
develop a distinctive 
argument that draws 
on a variety of sources. 

Uses appropriate, 
relevant, and 
compelling content to 
illustrate mastery of the 
subject, conveying the 
writer's understanding 
and shaping the whole 
work.  Paragraphs are 
artfully constructed to 
convey meaning more 
effectively.   Elegant 
choices are made about 
how best to express 
meaning.  Student is 
capable of using 
different narrative 
strategies depending 
on the intent of the 
writing.  Transitions are 
handled with style.  
Student can anticipate 
objections to an 
argument and can 
skillfully rebut them. 



 

Genre & Disciplinary 
Conventions 

Follows expectations 
appropriate to a 
specific discipline 
and/or writing task for 
organization, content, 
and presentation.  
Begins to make genre 
distinctions between 
expository writing, 
commentary and 
opinion, satire, and 
other genres. 

Demonstrates 
consistent use of 
important conventions 
for a specific discipline 
and writing task, 
including organization, 
content, presentation, 
and stylistic choices.  
Can make accurate 
genre distinctions 
between expository 
writing, commentary 
and opinion, satire, 
and other genres. Is 
beginning to be aware 
of disciplinary 
expectations regarding 
written expression. 

Demonstrates detailed 
attention to and 
successful execution of 
a wide range of 
conventions, particular 
to a specific writing 
task, including 
organization, content, 
presentation, and 
stylistic choices.  Can 
employ distinctive 
genre conventions, 
including expository 
writing, lab report, 
commentary and 
opinion, satire, and 
other genres.  Is fully 
aware of disciplinary  
expectations regarding 
written expression and 
can meet them. 

Sources & Evidence Demonstrates an 
attempt to use credible 
and/or relevant 
sources to support 
ideas that are 
appropriate to the 
discipline and style of 
writing.  Can begin to 
identify reasons why 
some sources are more 
reliable than others. 
Can begin to identify 
strengths and flaws in 
evidence in a piece of 
writing.  Citations will 
include errors. 

Demonstrates a 
consistent use of 
credible and relevant 
sources to support 
ideas that are 
appropriate to the 
discipline and genre of 
writing.  Can identify 
reasons why some 
sources are more 
reliable than others.  
Can identify strengths 
and flaws in evidence 
in a piece of writing.  
Standard citation 
practices are followed 
with few exceptions. 

Demonstrates skillful 
use of high quality, 
credible, and relevant 
sources.  Can explain in 
detail why specific 
sources are preferred 
as opposed to others.  
Has expert sense of 
strength and flaws in 
evidence in a piece of 
writing.  Standard 
citation practices are 
followed. 



 

Control of Syntax & 
Mechanics 

Uses language that 
generally conveys 
meaning to readers 
with clarity, though 
with some errors in 
punctuation and 
spelling.  Student is still 
learning the rules of 
grammar.  Writing 
includes imprecise 
word use at times. 

Uses straightforward 
language that conveys 
meaning to readers 
with few errors in 
punctuation and 
spelling.  Student has 
learned the rules of 
grammar. Students can 
produce writing that 
shows some variety in 
syntax and vocabulary. 
Student is gaining 
capacity to use words 
precisely. Overall style 
and voice are cohesive 
and clear. 

Uses graceful language 
that conveys meaning 
to readers with clarity 
and fluency, and 
contains no errors in 
punctuation, spelling or 
grammar. Student has 
excellent vocabulary 
that is used precisely.  
Idiomatic expressions 
are used effectively to 
enhance meaning.  
Overall style and voice 
are distinctive  and 
capable of arousing the 
experienced reader's 
interest. 
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EXECUTIVE COUNCIL 
 
June 27, 2022 
 
 
To:  Riverside Division 
 
From:  Jason Stajich, Chair, Executive Council 
 
 
RE: Ad Hoc General Education Review Committee (R’Horizons) 
 
The Academic Senate Executive Council discussed the proposal of the Ad Hoc General 
Education Review Committee (R’Horizons) over the course of several meetings. The discussions 
focused on themes that were present in the proposal. Changes to General Education is a 
substantial effort on any campus, considering both pedagogical and educational goals, and the 
constraints that financial models and staffing needs may limit the implementation and uptake of 
such a change. In addition, concerns raised by departments around specific areas that could be 
eliminated as requirements should be taken seriously and must be addressed in any future 
incremental or large shifts in General Education at UC Riverside. 
 
With the benefit of the consultative comments from divisional committees and after their own 
review, Executive Council’s discussions did not lead to a series of recommendations to improve 
the R’Horizon’s proposal. However, they did yield the following to be included in maintaining 
the momentum of the campus discussion to explore how a new UCR General Education 
framework could be implemented; and the efforts it would take to change our campus culture 
and financial structures on which a GE framework depends. 
 
These discussion points are logged here to inform UC Riverside’s current and future efforts 
around revising GE as our campus considers UCR 2030 strategic planning and beyond. 
 
Comments re Ad Hoc General Education Review Committee’s work and final report: 

• Ad hoc’s effort is a good first step but a more comprehensive look is needed. 
• Comments responding to the reports show no support for a change or revision or reform 

GE. 
• Chair reminded/informed the group of the history of the project. Former Provost Larive 

and former Senate Division Chair Rodriguez initiated this joint senate administrative 
committee as GE had not been looked at in nearly 40 years. 

• Reports indicate no clear impact on infrastructure and curriculum, advising, or advising 
centers. 

Academic Senate 
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• As is, the proposal does not justify changes of the scale proposed, more justification 
would be needed to take this on.  

• The proposal looked at what students might want but it was not well understood why a 
survey from alumni necessarily achieves good pedagogical outcomes. 

• A lot of work went into this proposal and the committee is to be commended on the 
efforts undertaken even if the results are not as broadly acceptable to the faculty. 

• The reception to the proposal ranges from neutral to negative. 
• The ad hoc committee’s document does not feel relevant in the light of a pandemic, 

increased online instruction, and the broader structural challenges seen at UCR with 
budget limitations. 

• Can a future Executive Council communicate with the ad hoc committee to get a better 
understanding of some of the areas of ambiguity. Perhaps a dialog with members would 
help answer some questions more directly. 

• There are some strong points in the document that can be used to help with future efforts 
even though it is not acceptable in current form. 

 
Comments re Current General Education Curriculum at UCR: 

• There have been concerns raised by students in trying to take prerequisites that delays 
their progress such as the Bio 5 series. How do these bottlenecks in student degree 
progress get addressed? 

• What was/is the motivation to revise Gen Ed? Why is it needed? - No change in ~ 40 
years is a reason, but the specific need is not so well articulated. 

• There are some faculty welfare and diversity, equity, and inclusion issues around the 
future of education. 

• Perhaps currently there is no urgency around Ged Ed because of what we have just gone 
through in a pandemic, campus budget shrink, deeper concerns for how the university is 
provides equitable opportunities for students from all background 
 

Comments reflecting recommendations and implications for next steps: 
• Important to think about general education with all stakeholders concerned. 
• Reports are a good first step in ideas 
• Perhaps UCR should work with what we have and make it better, more streamlined. 
• Any effort to assess and revise Gen Ed will take a lot of work to get done and where the 

specific work will take place remains open. 
• What major things is UCR going to have to do to make change? 
• Any change will have huge implications on staff and infrastructure. 
• We should determine what we want to keep and/or investigate from the proposal. 
• Leverage campus strategic planning and recruitment of a new VPDUE to further consider 

and review Gen Ed at UCR. 
• Efforts to review and revise Gen Ed have been difficult to accomplish in the past, how 

can we make this process and outcome a success? 
• There are budget concerns and some may view this effort as others as protecting their 

‘turf’ in the interest of financial rather than pedagogical goals. 
• Gen Ed should be about broadening insights, helping focus on students find their careers. 
• Perhaps think about UNEX and certificate programs with regard to teaching students life 

skills like balancing a checkbook. 
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• Perhaps UCR needs a Senate action to coordinate Gen Ed - a list of clearly motivating 
problems. The Senate should have a space to envision Gen Ed. 

• Staffing around Gen Ed is also a consideration in discussion Gen Ed. Many folks 
involved, like TA’s are represented and we should be aware of rules around this. 

• It will take 3-4 years to make serious changes to a Gen Ed curriculum, with efforts to 
organize and propose courses, committee work to approve, and logistical aspects to track 
how students would progress through requirements. 

• We should be thinking about course modalities and specialties to be offered by UCR. 
• UCR should position ourselves within the UC system, how does this Gen Ed help 

establish more about UCR identity? 
• We need to be strategic about resources and energy and we need to do something with a 

tangible pay off. 
• Undergraduate programs are reviewed every 7 or so years. Should Gen Ed be reviewed 

on a regular cycle? 
• We need to understand where we are after COVID before we undertake Gen Ed review 

and revision. 
• Do we need a reorganization? 
• Do we need improvements to what we have rather than a revision? 
• Is there anything we learned in COVID, from remote instruction that can answer 

challenges stated in the Gen Ed ad hoc committee’s reports? 
• What should the Academic Senate’s next steps be? 

a. Where are we in the light pandemic recovery, strategic planning, campus 
budget alignments? 

b. Should there be a joint task force or standing committee? 
c. Undergraduate education and the future of undergraduate education should 

be grounded in this work. 
d. We need to be seriously thinking about the future of undergraduate 

education. 
• What is the scope of this future focus? To look at undergraduate education more broadly? 

 
Thinking and working around this issue/topic is to be a future looking, future facing approach. 
How would we approach looking at undergraduate education more broadly? 
 
The Academic Senate should be more engaged in starting a process that looks at the view of 
undergraduate education. 
 
Comments re potential standing committee or ad hoc committee: 

• The question of establishing a General Education standing committee 
a. What would we want the committee to do? Perhaps: 

1. manage an external review of Gen Ed 
2. call for and approve pilot projects for Gen Ed, UG and online 

education; 
3. put forward specific proposals for Senate approval (small and 

specific) drawn from the proposal and/ or pilot projects 
4. propose administrative solutions for managing Gen Ed (through 

VPDUE or other units) 
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b. Would it be better/beneficial for an external review of GE by an outside 
group/entity? 

c. A small committee charged with making decisions that do not necessarily 
represent all disciplines is problematic. 

• A Gen Ed committee is not a recipe for success. 
• A long-term charge for a body to deal with the future of education and/or Gen Ed’s 

applicability and appropriateness. 
• The Committee on Educational Policy is busy already. 
• We need a future-looking committee if we are going to have 35,000 students. 
• A standing committee should be given latitude to think about Gen Ed broadly. 
• Can the concepts in the reports be merged to convene a standing committee? 
• A standing committee would be good. 
• Gen Ed is going to always require review. So, we cannot avoid a standing committee. 
• How would work get done without a standing committee? 
• Is a potential standing committee also the right place to do postmortem on this Gen Ed 

review effort? 
• Do we need a committee to coordinate Gen Ed across campus? Is this a periodic 

workload that relates to CEP & Courses? 
• If a committee were established, it would strictly be advisory without power. Would not 

approve Gen Ed or courses as there was strong concern from campus membership 
centralized control of GE that currently resides in colleges. 

• Committee would give faculty space to think about this and empower faculty regarding 
what they want to do. 

• It was clarified during the discussion that the Division Chair may establish an ad hoc 
once the Executive Council agrees on a charge. 

 
Comments re current UCR climate and UCR identity: 

• UCR is an R1 research institution. 
• The Academic Senate has never completed a revision or update to Gen Ed. 
• Where we are with this is similar to the Strategic Plan. Effort began and then COVID 

crisis started. 
• Chair Stajich linked a document that included UC Berkeley’s Principles for the Future of 

Instruction that could be informative around efforts at other campus Gen Ed evaluation, 
reform, and review cycles as well as aspects of online instruction. 

• Is this the moment at UCR for changing or investigating? 
• UC and UCR are contemplating many important issues right now like. UCOP has funds 

available (maybe) regarding some of these issues: 
a. Climate Crisis 
b. Climate Crisis memoriam 
c. Online education 
d. Reducing carbon footprint 
e. Inequality in admissions 

• UCR at times struggles with a shared identity of our campus that extends beyond just 
proposing a new Gen Ed. Does our curriculum reflect a shared mission that embraces 
diverse perspectives and cultures? How can it? 
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• Is there a body within our campus that allows instructors to pilot changes in the 
curriculum requirements? 

• Senate divisions across the UC system are discussing this same topic and related issues to 
changes in general requirements. 

• We may have or come to a consensus at UCR, but what is going on across the system? 
• Chair Stajich noted that UCLA’s related Gen Ed committee and their charge. 
• How does any of the Gen Ed changes need to reflect directions from AB928 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB928 ? 
• We respect the impetus for change, but COVID and remote learning has caused us to 

make this more focused on undergraduate education overall and not just Gen Ed. 
 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB928


 

 

 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC FREEDOM 
 

November 18, 2021 

 

To:  Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division Academic Senate 

    
From:  Ivy Zhang, Chair  

Committee on Academic Freedom 
     
Re: Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc General Education Review Committee 

including Supplemental Reports 1, 2, and 3 
 
The Committee on Academic Freedom reviewed the Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc 
General Education Review Committee including Supplemental Reports 1, 2, and 3 and did not 
find any significant concerns regarding Academic Freedom.  
 

Academic Senate 



 

 

 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY 

December 17, 2021 
 
To:  Jason Stajich, Chair 
  Riverside Division 
 
From:   Juliann Allison, Chair  
  Committee on Educational Policy 
 
RE: Ad Hoc General Education Review Committee Proposal for a New UCR 

General Education Curriculum  

 
The Committee on Educational Policy reviewed the Ad Hoc General Education Review 
Committee’s proposal for a new UCR general education curriculum at their November 19, 2021 
and December 3, 2021 meetings.  The Committee opined that the proposal is a positive start to the 
revision of general education at UCR.   
 
Concern was noted by the Committee that the proposed course categories could unintentionally 
lead students to take all of their general education requirements from one department or College 
or School.  The Committee recommends that the process for how courses are selected be revised 
to provide more detail and guidance to assure that courses will not all be taken from the same 
department.  Additionally, most members of the Committee recommend that the proposal be 
updated to include the following or similar language to address the issue: “Students must take at 
least four of their GE classes in CHASS and at least four of their GE requirements in CNAS.  No 
GE requirements may be fulfilled by courses in their primary major.” 
 
Concern was also noted with the proposed Perspectives on Living course as members noted it 
appeared remedial for undergraduate students.  The Committee recommends that the proposal be 
updated to define the course and provide justification for offering it at the undergraduate level that 
includes university level content.   
 
 
 
 

Academic Senate  



 
 
 
 
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION 

 
December 6, 2021 
 
To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division 
 
From: Denver Graninger, Chair  
 Committee on International Education 
 
Re: Campus Review: Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc General Education Review 

Committee 
 
The Committee on International Education reviewed the Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad 
Hoc General Education Review Committee and noted two sets of concern. 
 
The first set focused specifically on international education. The following points were raised: 

1. The UCR mission statement and the UCR UE vision statement both see the work of the 
campus and its graduates in an explicitly global context; the proposed GenEd reform does 
not meaningfully align with those aspirations. 
a. Foreign language learning is dangerously deemphasized in the proposed reform.    

i. Foreign language learning is a gateway to international experience. 
ii. There are a large number of heritage language learners on campus. 
iii. It is difficult to see how Goal #4 of the proposed reform can be meaningfully 

addressed without some foreign language acquisition. 
b. Courses offering international or global perspectives are deemphasized in the 

proposal. 
 

The second set was more general and offered a holistic assessment of the proposed reform. The 
following points were raised: 

1. The proposed reform appears motivated by insufficient and problematic data.  
a. The sample size of the student survey is very small (10%).  
b. The alumni focus groups were tiny (20 alumni total) and skewed toward business and 

engineering professionals. 
2. There is uncertainty about the philosophical and pedagogical core of the reform. 

a. The reform appears in the first instance as an attempt to mollify students and potential 
employers. 

3. The proposal does not consider the consequences of these radical structural changes on 
the larger campus community.  
a. There will be far-reaching and unequal impacts across campus, especially in how 

graduate students are funded and graduate programs are sustained.  
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COMMITTEE ON DIVERSITY, EQUITY, & INCLUSION 
 

November 4, 2021 

 

To:  Jason Stajich 
Riverside Division Academic Senate 

    
From:  Katherine Stavropoulos, Chair  

Committee on Diversity, Equity, & Inclusion 
     
Re:  [Campus Review] Proposal: Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc General 

Education Review Committee including Supplemental Reports 1, 2, and 3  
 
The CoDEI suggests that, although many things that relate to positive DEI initiatives 
are peppered throughout the document, that the R’Horizons committee add an additional 
section to the proposal dedicated to consolidating the DEI initiatives and information into one 
location. 
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November 19, 2021 
 
To:  Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division 
 
From:  Weixin Yao, Chair 
 Committee on Research 
 
Re: 21-22. CR. Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc General Education Review Committee 
including Supplemental Reports 1, 2, and 3 
 
The committee on research reviewed the report and had no comments. 
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COMMITTEE ON COURSES 

December 3, 2021 
 
To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division 
 

From: Stephanie Dingwall, Chair  
 Committee on Courses  
 
Re: Ad Hoc General Education Review Committee’s Proposal for a new UCR General 

Education Curriculum 
 
The Committee on Courses reviewed the Ad Hoc General Education Review Committee’s 
proposal for a new UCR general education curriculum at their October 29, 2021 and 
December 3, 2021 meetings.  The Committee recommends that the proposal address how 
students will be advised of the new curriculum and provide more information on how the 
proposed skill levels will be tracked and approved.  Lastly, the Committee recommends 
that the proposal be updated to note how the proposed new standing committee for General 
Education will function in relation to the Committee on Courses and documentation of how 
the approval of courses for general education curriculum will be administered in the Course 
Request System (CRS). 
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COMMITTEE ON FACULTY WELFARE   
 
December 7, 2021 
 
 
To: Jason Stajich 

Riverside Division Academic Senate 
    
Fr: John Heraty, Chair  

Committee on Faculty Welfare 
   
Re: [Campus Review] Proposal: Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc General 

Education Review Committee including Supplemental Reports 1, 2, and 3 
 
The Committee on Faculty Welfare met on November 16, 2021, to discuss the Report and Proposal 
of the Senate Ad Hoc Committee. 
  
The committee all felt that this was both an ambitious and timely review and reorientation of the 
General Education program. A positive aspect of the proposal may be the extensive collaboration 
and coordination by faculty. We do have some specific comments. 
  
• This will be a significant amount of work for some faculty, especially those on the General 

Education Committee, Committee on Courses, Educational Policy, College Executive 
Committees, and other allied review units. Moreover, the cross talk between faculty with regard 
to course development and implementation, coding each course for compliance with different 
requirements, rubric sharing, and the like also expands workload for faculty. Similarly, how 
will the faculty involved in developing courses be compensated? There is some mention on 
getting teaching release towards the end of the proposal, but details are missing. 

• Are the advising staff informed of the proposed changes? Much of the workload will fall on 
their shoulders. 

• It was unclear what was meant by a "scaffolded skills tracking system" (pg. 20). Is this software 
to be developed or is it a platform already in place? (e.g., is this a form of curriculum mapping 
similar to what is used for meeting WASC requirements?) 

• "we can calculate that 10,000 lower-division students will take 1.5 WOC courses/year, for a 
requirement of approximately 600 WOC courses/year, or 200/term." (pg. 35). How does this 
compare to our current program? Will these WOC courses be spread across different colleges 
to be able to help address focused learning by students? 

• Strong emphasis is placed on opportunities for students to give presentations. Similar to WOC, 
will there be emphasis placed on assessing courses as part of a "Presentations Across the 
Curriculum (PAC)" program? Are class sizes being taken into consideration for student 
presentations? 
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• What are the financial implications of the program? Will there be increased support for the 
Advising Centers in each of the Colleges? 

• Designing these courses puts additional burden on Department chairs and how will this be 
handled? 

• Some of the technology- driven interdisciplinary courses require new lab space. The feasibility 
of using the existing resources or development of new ones is not articulated. 

• Should there be committees at various levels to design these courses? How will this 
coordination be achieved? This has not been clearly articulated. 

• Has consideration been given to the impact on particular programs? As an example, programs 
in BCOE are accredited by ABET (Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology). 
ABET requires programs to satisfy a stringent set of "student outcome" requirements as well as 
additional set courses in Math, Physics, and other areas. For BCOE (and potentially other 
programs) can the R'Horizons committee illustrate how the new GED requirements could be 
satisfied by a sample program without increasing the number of required units and interfering 
with satisfying the ABET requirements. 

• There was general support for thematic programs of GED, which did not seem to transfer from 
the supplementary documents to the main proposal. Suggested tracks could be of greater interest 
to students and potentially by advisors suggesting courses that need to be taken. It was raised 
that other universities often parse the dorms into thematic colleges with all the students taking 
a focused track in something like Sustainability. Is something like this feasible given our 
extensive new dormitories on campus? 

• If there are tracks, who is responsible for assisting students with the completion of the tracks? 
Will this information come from their student advising or are faculty meant to be affiliated with 
specific tracks? 

• If there are too few course offerings, will this create bottlenecks for students or for finding the 
faculty necessary to teach all these new/evaluated courses? 

• Is there a vision of how Gen Ed courses will be spread across colleges to distribute workload 
and the potential distribution of new hires? Can upper division courses be certified as Gen Ed, 
again allowing students flexibility to be more focused on their major but attaining the criteria 
of the Gen Ed requirements (with the exception of some requirement such as ethnic studies). 

• Can existing courses be codified as to what components of the Gen Ed program can be met? 
Perhaps instead of accumulating courses to meet the requirement, students could have to attain 
a certain number of credits for courses spread across the curriculum. 

• Does this take into account the increasing student enrollment that is planned to take place 
coincident with the new Gen Ed rules? 

• Currently, UC is having to have a general entry pathway for Community Colleges and 
California State University. Has there been a consideration of how the new program can fit into 
this model and streamline the transfer pathway? 

• What is the impact on strategic plans? Will the strategic plans in faculty hiring be geared 
towards recruiting faculty who work at the interface? 

• Will grad students/ TAs be affected by these curriculum track changes, and does it necessitate 
TA training? 

 
We want to thank the entire working group for putting together such an ambitious and well-
articulated proposal. Overall, it will be a big step forward, but there are potentially many hurdles 
to cross before it becomes a seamless process. 



 

 

GRADUATE COUNCIL  
 
 
December 15, 2021 
 
 
To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division  
 
From: Don Collins, Chair 
 Graduate Council 
 
 
Re: [Campus Review] (Proposal) Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc General 

Education Review Committee including Supplemental Reports 1, 2, and 3 
 
 
Graduate Council reviewed the report and proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc General 
Education Review Committee at their December 9, 2021 meeting. The Council felt that a 
definition of General Education, what general education courses are, and how General 
Education relates to courses within a major might be useful to add to the beginning of the 
proposal. The Council was concerned about the proposed increase in credits for 
engineering students. There was also concern that the science requirements for CHASS 
students were being reduced. Furthermore, the definitions of course categories could lead 
to such science requirements being satisfied without taking a course taught by an actual 
scientist, leading students to miss that key perspective, which of course is one of the chief 
purposes of GE requirements. One can similarly visualize CNAS students fulfilling 
humanities or social sciences requirements primarily from CNAS courses. The proposal 
also has a very narrow view of course categories (only 5). Moreover, how did these five 
categories come about, especially “History,” which might over-represent one of the 
disciplines/departments on campus? Conversely lumping technology and nature together 
does not really make sense and combines multiple large areas of study. Students already 
take many courses that fulfill many of the requirements the ad hoc committee was trying 
to accomplish. The Council commended the proposal’s approach to thematic tracks and 
co-teaching; however, there were concerns about the proposal’s emphasis on rubrics and 
creation of potential paperwork, and the formation of another committee. What is the goal 
of this? The Council was extremely concerned about the deletion of the foreign language 
requirement. The Council believes this requirement is fundamental and would like to know 
which students are complaining about the requirement – students who already speak 
multiple languages or English-only-speaking students who don’t want to learn another 
language? The Council would like to see a better justification for removing this 
requirement from the curriculum. The Council did not find the argument compelling for the 
proposed addition of upper division course requirements. The Council found the approach 
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to general education very bland and meaningless as opposed to, for example, a 
requirement about theories about knowledge or approaches to knowledge, including the 
role of the university in the production of knowledge. The Council would like to know what 
this proposal means for TAs, the number of TAs, and the distribution of TAs across 
colleges. It appears that the ad hoc committee used statistics from surveys of 2300 
students; the Council felt it was very important that this survey data be analyzed by 
college to ensure that the views of various stakeholders are not lost in the averaging 
process. 



 

 
 
PLANNING & BUDGET 
 

 
December 14, 2021 

 
 
To:            Jason Stajich, Chair 

Riverside Division 
 

From:  Dana Simmons, Chair  
Committee on Planning and Budget 

 
 
 
RE: [Campus Review] (Proposal) Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc General 

Education Review Committee including Supplemental Reports 1, 2, and 3 
 
 
Planning & Budget (P&B) reviewed the report and proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc General 
Education Review Committee at their November 16, 2021 meeting.  
 
The committee appreciates the intellectual labor and practical skill that our colleagues on the Gen 
Ed Review put into this work. Their report is well written and well considered (though the 
committee would like to request that future drafts include an executive summary). The committee 
agrees in principle with a review of General Education requirements, which have not been 
modified since 1988, and the committee endorses the creation of a permanent General Education 
committee of the Academic Senate. The committee likewise endorses the report’s emphasis on 
interdisciplinarity. The committee’s comments focus on three areas: strategic planning, graduate 
funding and advising staff workload. 
 
The General Education Report highlights the difficulty of designing university-wide policies in 
the context of an enrollment-driven budget model and in the absence of a shared strategic plan. 
Individual departments will respond to the proposal in line with their budgetary interests, not 
necessarily in response to its merits. General Education reform will need to develop structures that 
avoid major distortions to the current budget. The committee is concerned that changes in General 
Education courses from year to year will result in financial winners and losers at the department 
level. This could be very disruptive for fiscal planning, for setting graduate enrollment targets and 
faculty hiring (temporary or permanent). The resulting financial redistribution may or may not 
correspond with the university’s strategic goals. One possible approach might be to separate out 
the funding stream for General Education and centralize that funding in Undergraduate Education 
or in an earmarked fund for the schools and colleges. Some structure is necessary to smooth out 
or override the potential for shifts in resources from one department to another as courses change. 
 
Any discussion of general education reform cannot take place without considering its impact on 
graduate funding. Graduate students in many departments across schools and colleges rely on 
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Teaching Assistantships to fund their progress to the degree. Teaching Assistantships are a 
cornerstone of departments’ ability to offer guaranteed multi-year funding packages. The 
committee is very concerned about a potentially massive disruption of Teaching Assistantships 
and graduate funding. There must be structures in place to mitigate impacts on current graduate 
students, and to offer prospective students funding packages that include TAships. The committee 
feels strongly that a General Education reform must go alongside a more robust structure for 
guaranteeing multi-year graduate funding in support of UCR’s research mission. 
  
The Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) program might offer a model for weaving together the 
Gen Ed reform and graduate TAships. WAC hires graduate students from many departments and 
provides them with training in teaching specific skills (in this case, writing). These graduate 
students then TA for writing-intensive courses in multiple disciplines. As an additional benefit, 
WAC TAs are able to add a skill-based teaching specialization to their resumes. One might imagine 
a pool of General Education TAships at the university or the college level, which would hire and 
train graduate students to teach specific courses or skills (the equivalent of a WAC for oral 
communication or quantitative literacy, for example). This pool could include a number of 
guaranteed spots for graduate students with multi-year funding packages, and other spots open by 
application. TAships in the General Education pool could potentially be allocated to specific 
departments by Deans, according to their strategic plans. 
 
The committee has serious concerns regarding the proposed scaffolded skills tracking system. 
Without commenting on the merits of permanently coding every course taught at UCR with one 
of the five WASC competencies and one of three levels of achievement, the committee is deeply 
concerned about demands on student advisors. We are all aware that UCR’s student advising staff 
is at a breaking point. Past redesigns of student records (e.g. Banner) severely strained an already 
overworked staff. The Report mentions the possibility of hiring additional staff, for which the 
Deans could allocate additional funds, but the Report does not suggest a source for these new 
funds. This project would also require considerable extra work from instructors and would 
introduce new and continuous Senate oversight of instructors’ activities. As an alternative to the 
wholesale restructuring of registration, degree management and Senate oversight, instructors and 
departments might be incentivized to label skill-intensive courses as “oral communication 
intensive” (e.g. 35OC), “information literacy intensive” (e.g. 35IL) or “quantitative reasoning 
intensive” (e.g. 35QR), possibly with trained supplementary TA support. 
 
Finally, the committee has specific concerns about the proposed curricular changes. In the absence 
of a university-wide programmatic direction, the Report relies on surveys of students, advising 
staff and alumni to motivate some of its curricular choices. The proposal’s elimination of a 
language requirement seems to be motivated by student survey responses showing unhappiness 
with the requirement. Student satisfaction is very important, but it cannot be the only factor that 
determines curricular requirements. Just as we might discount student evaluations complaining 
that a course is too difficult, we might decide that the value of language learning is worth some 
effort or discomfort. Committee members expressed concern that it appears math and science 
requirements are being watered down, and that requirements under this new curriculum will 
increase the number of credit hours to graduate for a student in BCOE. Given that BCOE already 
has an extensive accreditation process, additional requirements would be impossibly onerous for 
students to meet.  



Comments from ME faculty members on the R’Horizons proposal 

Faculty #1 

The proposal on Page 10 notes that the purpose of general education includes 
broadening students’ horizons by preparing them to participate effectively in a complex 
and changing society, equipping students with skills that make that effective participation 
possible, presenting students with the methods used by different disciplines to advance 
knowledge and illustrating to students the context in, and means by which, knowledge is 
evaluated, accepted or rejected, and applied. While these goals can be readily be 
endorsed and are immensely valuable, it is not clear from the proposal whether BCOE 
students are lacking in these areas or whether the current general education model 
somehow prevents students from attainment in these areas. 

The proposal points several reasons for updating the GE curriculum on Page 55 
(Evidence on the need to improve general education). While the data is convincing that 
change is needed, it is less convincing that the change in the curriculum rather than 
change in the courses or pedagogy is required. For example, how would the check-box 
mentality be addressed? The section mentions that “engineering students were most 
critical of general education, consistent with the research literature indicating that the 
demanding program requirements in engineering lead to impatience with general 
education coursework”. It’s not clear that the proposal does much to address this attitude. 

It is not entirely clear what the impact on ME students would be. The proposal is to have 
a total of 8 GE courses and 6 other required courses (including 3 writing courses, 1 
ethnicity courses, 1 quantitative reasoning course and one perspectives on living course) 
(Page 21). It’s not clear how these connect with BCOE breadth requirements and whether 
there’s an increase in the number of units. 

Increasing number of units to graduate increases time and cost to graduate. Increasing 
GE units without increasing number of units to graduate will require cutting units from 
majors which is most unwelcome considering that the ME major is already strained for 
units. 

Faculty #2 

Probably an increase in the GE requirements puts an explicit or implicit pressure on the 
number of technical credits the students can take, and that is concerning to me given that 
our students even currently don't have the technical background needed when they come 
to upper div classes.  

BCOE Executive Committee Response to Report and Proposal on the Senate Ad Hoc General 
Education Review Committee including Supplemental Reports

November 18, 2021



Comments on R’ Horizons CEE 

The undergraduate committee met and discussed the impacts of the RHorizons on the current program 

of Chemical and Environmental Engineering.  Key questions about the major programmatic change are 

the impact on the 1) number of courses (impact on graduation time), 2) number of units (large pressure 

to keep unit counts down in our majors that are already near 200 units), and 3) potential impact on our 

accreditation for our professional degree programs (ABET).  Unfortunately, without answers to some 

critical questions it is impossible for us to truly understand the potential impact (positive or negative) on 

our degree program.   

Any changes to GE that lead to our students taking an extra class would either require our students to 

take 5 courses in a given quarter, take Summer school to simply stay on track, or add an additional 

quarter to the programmatic length.   None of these options are acceptable for students in these 

unit/course impacted programs.  Additionally, any increase in the total number of units that the 

students are required to take will be unacceptable as the total units for our majors are well above the 

180 unit standard, most recently caused by the increase in units for many of our Bio, Chem, and Physics 

courses (+9 to +10 units for our degrees), unless these departments were to agree to simultaneously 

reduce their 5 units courses back to 4 units courses.   

It is imperative that the UCR academic senate also be aware of ABET accreditation rules (ABET is the 

accrediting agent for undergraduate engineering degrees) when considering the implementation of the 

RHorizons GE plan.  Specifically, ABET mandates that a minimum of 37.5% of all courses required as part 

of the engineering program be specifically engineering courses (CHE, ENVE, CEE, ENGR).  For our current 

programs, this means that our programs, AT A MINIMUM, every student graduating from our program 

must have 71-72 units of Engineering content and this number would have to increase for any additional 

GE requirements, furthering the burden on our students to graduate in a timely manner.  Should unit 

maximum also be considered, there is not a reasonable approach to meet the new RHorizon 

requirements IF it increases units in the overall degree program (unless 5 units CNAS courses were 

reduced back to 4 units or if CNAS courses critical to the learning outcomes of our students were 

removed from the course of study).  For reference, our current programs have  

o ENEN: 75 engineering units 

o CHEN-CHEN: 74 engineering units 

o CHEN-BCHM: 72 engineering units 

o CHEN-NANO: 75 engineering units 

Thus, at least for the biochemical engineering CHEN option, any additional GE requirements would 

require us to eliminate required or electives courses that do not qualify for engineering units. 

Currently, students take 3 humanities and 3 social sciences courses, two of which must be upper division 

to meet ABET requirements.   Generally, they can choose one of the humanities or social science courses 

to overlap with the 1 ethnicity course requirement.  Students also take an additional 3 English classes 

required, though students can choose a Humanities or SS course that satisfies the “writing across the 

curriculum” requirement to substitute for ENGL001C.  (many do).  Natural science and math 

requirements are easily met as part of the engineering curriculum.   Therefore, our students meet the 



current GE requirements for humanities, social sciences, ethnic studies, and english requirements with 

8, four unit courses, two of which are upper division for a total of 32 units.   

Our interpretation of the R’Horizons is that GE requirements would be met by: 

• 3 “written communication”, which could include designated courses in student’s major 

• 1 Ethnic studies course 

• 1 2-unit perspectives on living course 

• 1 quantitative reasoning course 

• 4 courses among A (Creativity), B (History), and C (Society) 

• 3 courses among D (Nature), and E (Technology) 

• 1 course from A, B, C, D, or E (upper division, though ABET requires 2) 

Without additional knowledge it is impossible to assess whether the new GE requirements would lead to 

an increase in courses or units.  Specifically, the direct impact to the major depends upon how the 

“written communication” requirements are defined.  If they can be embedded into current engineering 

courses and/or into the A-E courses, then the impact on units and graduation would be minimal and 

possibly beneficial.  Questions arise such as: 

1. Can CEE158 be approved for “written communication”?  (In it’s current form this is unlikely but it 

may be able to modify) 

2. Can CHE/ENVE 160 be approved for “written communication”? (These are our senior lab courses 

that could be modified depending on requirements for “written communication) 

3. Will AP/IB credit apply to the new written communication courses as it does for ENGL001? 

4. Can one of the A, B, or C courses satisfy the Ethnic studies requirement as it does now? (Figure 1 
suggests to me the answer is no) 

5. Will one of our required math classes be approved for the quantitative reasoning category?   

6. Will CHEM001/PHYS040/BIOL005/… be approved for D (Nature)?  

7. Will CS009 be approved for E (Technology)?  

We do not know the answer to these questions.  Conservatively assuming “Yes” for 1, 5, 6, and 7:  

students would take 

• 2 (additional) written communication (no change or – 1) instead of Eng 001A and 001B 

• 4 SS/Hum-type courses (- 2) ****two will need to be upper division to meet ABET requierments 

• 1 ethnic studies course (+1) 

• 1 perspectives course (+1/2) 

which would lead us to believe that the impact would be minimal.  As calculated, our degree could likely 

absorb one additional course if 1, 4, 5, and 6 are not all Yes. 



No strong opinions/concerns were raised for RHorizons IF, as stated above, the number of units of GE 

does not increase from our current baseline number.  An increase of units or number of classes would 

be found unacceptable and would directly and negatively impact our ability to accredit our degree 

programs. 

 

Sincerely, 

David Cocker (with major input from our undergraduate committee) 



Comments on R’Horizons Proposal from the Department of Bioengineering (BIEN) 
 
Nationwide, undergraduate engineering programs aim at meeting a range of requirements set by 
the Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET). All BCOE programs are ABET 
accredited and we believe that adhering to these requirements is beneficial for the students. Such 
accreditation is not unique; for example, chemistry programs seek approval from the American 
Chemical Society (ACS), and physics programs from the Institute of Physics (IOP). The ABET 
requirements, however, implement a relatively large number of course units for graduating within 
four years.  
 
We believe that bringing the GED standards to the 21st century will benefit our program. The 
R’Horizons proposal outlines strategies for such improvements of GED; however, it is essential that 
(1) we do not increase the number of required units in our undergraduate curriculum; and (2) we 
adhere to the ABET recommendations and do not compromise our accreditation. At the same time, 
the inherent interdisciplinary nature of bioengineering may provide flexibility to implement some 
of the proposed R’Horizons strategies via bioengineering courses that are already in our curriculum.  
 
Current GED course requirements for bioengineering  
 
The current GED component of the BIEN program encompasses 14 courses (56 units) consisting of 
English composition (3 courses), humanities (3 courses), social sciences (3 courses), ethnicity (1 
course), natural sciences (4 courses). R’Horizons also proposes 14 courses, which gives us the 
confidence that we should be able to accommodate them without increasing the required credits 
required for graduation.  
 
ABET requirements for bioengineering   
 
All engineering programs must demonstrate 7 student outcomes (SOs) in be ABET accredited: 
  

1. an ability to identify, formulate, and solve complex engineering problems by applying 
principles of engineering, science, and mathematics 

2. an ability to apply engineering design to produce solutions that meet specified needs with 
consideration of public health, safety, and welfare, as well as global, cultural, social, 
environmental, and economic factors 

3. an ability to communicate effectively with a range of audiences 
4. an ability to recognize ethical and professional responsibilities in engineering situations and 

make informed judgments, which must consider the impact of engineering solutions in 
global, economic, environmental, and societal contexts 

5. an ability to function effectively on a team whose members together provide leadership, 
create a collaborative and inclusive environment, establish goals, plan tasks, and meet 
objectives 

6. an ability to develop and conduct appropriate experimentation, analyze and interpret data, 
and use engineering judgment to draw conclusions 

7. an ability to acquire and apply new knowledge as needed, using appropriate learning 
strategies. 

 



SO 3 is identical to R’Horizons’ Goal #4, addressing the deficiency in oral communication. SO 1 and 
6 overlap with Goal #3.   
 
As part of the ABET required courses, BIEN undergraduates must take 45 units in science courses 
including mathematics, physics, chemistry and biology courses, in addition to 68 units in engineering 
courses. The students will have to continue taking these courses regardless the new GED 
requirements. Three of the required physics courses, three of the required chemistry courses, and 
one of the required biology courses currently satisfy GED requirements, and they should continue 
to do so. Otherwise, the course load will prove unsustainable. For example, the mathematics and 
science courses can satisfy a GED requirement in the category of “Quantitative Reasoning.” 
 
We recommend further revisions of the R’Horizon proposal to “customize” the GED requirement 
specifically for each UCR undergraduate program in order to accommodate the requirements set by 
ABET and other national accreditation institution.  
 
Current courses in the BIEN curriculum the align with the proposed R’Horizon strategies   
 
For achieving the four goals, the R’Horizons Curriculum (Sec. IV) will requires students to take eight 
courses in five categories: A) Creativity, B) History, C) Society, D) Nature, and E) Technology. 
 
In the document “Criteria for Accrediting Engineering Programs,” engineering design is “an iterative, 
creative, decision-making process” and “Engineering sciences are based on mathematics and basic 
sciences but carry knowledge further toward creative application needed to solve engineering 
problems.” BIEN students take a three-quarter sequence of Senior Design courses, BIEN 175A, 175B 
and 175C, amounting to a total of 10 units. Needless to say, this course sequence fits perfectly in 
the category of “Creativity.”  
 
Most BIEN courses have “Nature” and “Technology” components. It is, after all, the “nature” of 
bioengineering, which warrants easing the number of “Technology” and “Nature” units 
requirements for BIEN undergraduates. For example, the BIEN 125 lecture course “Biotechnology & 
Molecular Bioengineering” along with the required lab course, BIEN 155 “Biotechnology 
Laboratory,” provides students not only with theoretical, but also with practical, hands-on, 
“Technology” experience.   
 
Under the category “Nature,” R’Horizons states “Other nature courses explore science-related 
issues of our time -- for example, the opportunities and concerns raised by climate change and the 
transition to renewable energy sources.” Thus, BIEN 166 “Bioinspired Engineering for Sustainable 
Energy” not only fits the category “Nature,” but also focusses on key “science-related issues of our 
time.”    
 
The course work yielding the Student Outcome 2 that the BIEN program must meet for ABET 
accreditation coincides well with the category of “Society.” Several Bioengineering courses including 
BIEN 010 Overview of Bioengineering, BIEN 130 Bioinstrumentation, BIEN 155 Biotechnology Lab, 
and BIEN 175A, B, C Senior Design aim to attain the student outcome.   
 
 



 
Other comments 
 
Certain minor edits will improve the clarity of the proposal. 
 

- Make sure all courses in the proposal are accurately and thoroughly listed to avoid 
ambiguities in interpretation. On Page 15, for example, “Courses like the history of 
astronomy, for example, cover the earliest efforts of humans to map and understand the 
stars through modern discoveries of an almost limitless number of galaxies.” There is not 
class “History of Astronomy” in the UCR catalogue, however. It is reasonable to assume, that 
it refers to “HIST 110 (CPAC 134) History of Ancient Astronomy.” Nevertheless, such 
statements should not be left for free interpretation.  

- Under “Other Required Courses” p. 20, it is not clear if the 2 unit “perspectives for living” 
requirement is an additional load on top of the 14 GED courses proposed. 

- As already outlined, the bioengineering program offers a large number of courses that not 
only satisfy STEM GED requirements for non-STEM majors, but also fit well in four out of the 
five categories: A) Creativity, C) Society, D) Nature, and E) Technology. Bioengineering fosters 
a strong synergy between analytical and synthetic thinking.  

 
 
Overall, while we welcome the idea of R’Horizon to modernize GED at UCR, a series of revisions 
of the proposal to satisfy individually each undergraduate program are essential prior to 
implementing it.       
 
 
 



CEN Comments on R’Horizons Proposal
All of the engineering disciplines are under the strict constraints set by ABET. The number of
credits under these constraints is very high and provides little to no flexibility in all of these
programs. In the context of updating the GED requirements, there really is no room to increase the
number of courses required. Currently the GED requirements consist of a total of 13 courses.
Under the proposed changes, this requirement would be increased to 14. In light of the fact that
currently CEN students already are required to complete 185 units for graduation, the addition of
another 4 unit course (at least) is untenable.

Presently, students within the BCOE, including CEN majors, are required to take 10 courses (40
credits) consisting of Humanities (12), Social Sciences (12), English Composition (12), and Biology
(4). These details can be found in the document Breadth Requirements on
https://sudents.engr.ucr.edu.

Under the requirements of ABET, students must take 5 mathematics courses. To meet this
requirement, CEN students take MATH 009A, B, C, MATH 010A, and MATH 011. They are also
required to take 3 physics courses, PHYS 040A, B, C (15). These requirements cannot change even
with the proposed changes to the GED requirements. Currently, these 3 physics courses satisfy GED
requirements, and should continue to do so. If not, the course load becomes too high and can
severely impact the time to graduate for our students. We further recommend that the
mathematics courses should satisfy the new GED requirements under the category of
“Quantitative Reasoning”

Furthermore, engineering student course plans in their 3rd and 4th years are filled with upper
division courses that are often only taught once per year. Therefore, in order for students to finish
in a reasonable time frame, the breadth courses offered must have many options and as much
flexibility of choice to ensure students are able to finish in this reasonable time frame.

As part of the ABET accreditation process, they require member programs to address many of the
issues identified in the surveys described in the R’Horizon’s proposal. As addressed in a draft
response from EE, the following Student Outcomes are very closely aligned with the 4 goals of the
R’Horizion’s proposal. Every engineering program must demonstrate the seven student outcomes
listed below and can be found at
https://www.abet.org/accreditation/accreditation-criteria/criteria-for-accrediting-engineering-pro
grams-2019-2020/#GC3:

1. an ability to identify, formulate, and solve complex engineering problems by applying
principles of engineering, science, and mathematics

2. an ability to apply engineering design to produce solutions that meet specified needs with
consideration of public health, safety, and welfare, as well as global, cultural, social,
environmental, and economic factors

3. an ability to communicate effectively with a range of audiences



4. an ability to recognize ethical and professional responsibilities in engineering situations and
make informed judgments, which must consider the impact of engineering solutions in
global, economic, environmental, and societal contexts

5. an ability to function effectively on a team whose members together provide leadership,
create a collaborative and inclusive environment, establish goals, plan tasks, and meet
objectives

6. an ability to develop and conduct appropriate experimentation, analyze and interpret data,
and use engineering judgment to draw conclusions

7. an ability to acquire and apply new knowledge as needed, using appropriate learning
strategies.

Based on these student outcomes we agree with the following assessment, from the EE draft
response, of the overlap between these outcomes and the Goals stated as part of R’Horizon.

SO 3 is identical to R’Horizons’ Goal #4 and it also addresses the deficiency in oral
communication.
SO 1,6 overlaps with Goal #3.

As stated in the R’Horizons Curriculum (Sec. IV), students are required to take 8 courses in 5
categories: A) Creativity, B) History, C) Society, D) Nature, and E) Technology.

The R’Horizons description of “Creativity” leaves out the creativity of engineering design. As
noted in the document “Criteria for Accrediting Engineering Programs”, engineering design
is “an iterative, creative, decision-making process” and “Engineering sciences are based on
mathematics and basic sciences but carry knowledge further toward creative application
needed to solve engineering problems.” CEN students take a 2 quarter senior design
sequence in which they design a new system or software. This 2 quarter sequence should
satisfy the Creativity category GED requirements.

Since most CEN courses have a technology component, we would expect the “Technology”
category to be automatically satisfied by the CEN major requirements.

In the category of “Nature,” we require PHYS. 040A, B, C to satisfy the requirements in that
area.

Under “Other Required Courses” p. 20, it is not clear if the 2 unit “perspectives for living”
requirement is an additional load on top of the 14 GED courses proposed.

Lastly, the recommendation that foreign language courses be eliminated from the GED
requirements is of concern. Especially in light of the fact that it will not be offered as an alternative
choice. All students, especially those in the BCOE, benefit from acquiring at least a second
language. While the students surveyed do not like the foreign language requirement as they are
taught now, this may not mean it is necessary to eliminate it from the GED requirements, but
rather the approach to teaching it be modified to highlight its value to the students. Similarly, from
the lessons of the Covid-19 pandemic and lock down, virtualized meetings are now a part of
normal operating procedures, and more meetings are crossing international boundaries, making
acquiring a second language even more important for the future. Therefore we believe that it
would be a mistake to eliminate this requirement, and it should at least remain an alternative that



satisfies GED requirements, under “perspectives for living”, for those students who wish to pursue
such courses.

In summary, due to the strict constraints that all engineering programs already face, and because
of the documented outcomes stated above that already satisfy many of the goals stated in
R’Horizon, we conclude that GED requirements should be customized to best satisfy their needs
rather than the broader changes proposed in R’Horizon. We therefore recommend that BCOE
students follow the approach described in “Alternative Structure for General Education
Requirements” and that any changes in the GED requirements for our students involve the BCOE
with an active voice in those changes.



CS Comments on R’Horizons Proposal
Computer Science (CS) majors, like the rest of engineering, must abide by strict constraints set by ABET. CS majors
have a high credit load, 180 units, for graduation, so maintaining a 4-year time to graduation is a constant effort. We
support modernizing our General Education (GE) requirements. However, increasing the GE requirement from 13
to 14 courses is inadvisable as it would put strain on 4-year graduation rates, and would not alleviate the main
problems outlined in the GE proposal affecting our students (e.g., course scheduling issues and overlapping
requirements). Our students, more than most, have long prerequisite chains, which create unique tensions and
challenges to keep them on track to graduate.

Currently, all BCOE students are required to take 40 units consisting of Humanities (12), Social Sciences (12),
English Composition (12), and Biology (4). Additionally, under ABET requirements1 CS students also take at least
20 units of Math 009A/B/C, MATH 010A, and MATH 011 and 15 units of PHYS 40A/B/C, which currently satisfy
GE requirements. Also, CS majors take Professional Development and Mentoring ENGR 001 (1) and ENGR 101 (1)
and Technical Writing ENGR 180W (4), as well as a Senior Design / Capstone Project CS 178A/B or CS 179I-J (4-8
units) courses, which are designed to meet many of the objectives of GE.

We strongly support and recommend that courses be allowed to count toward multiple types of requirements
whenever possible and reasonable, such as Math and Physics for "Quantitative Reasoning" or "Nature" type of
categories. To that same end, our students take at least 28 units of upper division technical electives which fall under
the "Technology" category, so we object to the word "additional" as it could add yet another requirement
unnecessarily. Our students should fill the "Technology" requirement by the nature of their major. Finally, ENGR
001, 101, 180W and CS 178/179 should be considered toward "Written Composition," "Perspectives for Living,"
and "Creative" types of categories. To reiterate, we support and recommend counting courses toward multiple
requirements (w.r.t. major, college, ABET and GE) where possible and reasonable. At the same time, we also want
to reiterate support for Goal #1, which is to broaden and deepen students’ educational experience by exposing them
to subject matter, topics, and skills that complement their major. We don't find these in conflict.

We strongly support an Alternative Structure for GE Requirements with STEM specific requirements that
are different from non-STEM and request that the GE proposal flesh those out in more detail with specific
examples for BCOE. For example, broadly requiring STEM majors to take courses from CHASS/SOBA/GSOE
seems too broad of a distinction and is not in the spirit of the proposal to open multidisciplinary options. Of
particular importance is to maintain flexibility for students in the 3rd and 4th year, who are juggling numerous
required technical electives that are offered only once per year while trying to satisfy GE requirements. The
proposals findings of course scheduling problems being of utmost concern.

As a reference, the engineering accreditation process includes demonstrating ABET student outcomes. Across all
CS-related majors (CS/CEN/CSBA/DS) are 10 outcomes, and C1-C5 are common across all of engineering. CS
addresses all 10 of them as a matter of course and reports to ABET on C1-C5 & C9 specifically as a matter of duty.

● C1) an ability to identify, formulate, and solve complex engineering/computational problems by applying
principles of engineering, science, and mathematics

1 In addition to 40 semester credit hours (or equivalent) in CS, ABET requires 15 semester credit hours in Math, and 6 semester
credit hours in natural science. Source:
https://www.abet.org/accreditation/accreditation-criteria/criteria-for-accrediting-computing-programs-2021-2022/

https://www.abet.org/accreditation/accreditation-criteria/criteria-for-accrediting-computing-programs-2021-2022/


● C2) an ability to apply engineering/computational design to produce solutions that meet specified needs
with consideration of public health, safety, and welfare, as well as global, cultural, social, environmental,
and economic factors

● C3) an ability to communicate effectively with a range of audiences in professional contexts
● C4) an ability to recognize ethical and professional responsibilities in professional situations and make

informed judgments, which consider the impact of engineering/ computational solutions in global,
economic, environmental, and societal contexts

● C5) an ability to function effectively on a team whose members together provide leadership, create a
collaborative and inclusive environment, establish goals, plan tasks, and meet objectives

● C6) an ability to develop and conduct appropriate experimentation, analyze and interpret data, and use
engineering judgment to draw conclusions

● C7) an ability to acquire and apply new knowledge as needed, using appropriate learning strategies.
● C8) Apply computer science theory and software development fundamentals to produce computing-based

solutions.
● C9) Support the delivery, use, and management of information systems within an information systems

environment.
● C10) Apply theory, techniques, and tools throughout the data analysis lifecycle and employ the resulting

knowledge to satisfy stakeholders’ needs.

There are a few broader points on the proposal that our faculty wish to express:
● Computational Literacy — Computers and the Internet has undeniably been one of the most impactful

changes in the last 40 years since GE's have been reevaluated. We would like to see this expressed more
directly in the proposal, not just broadly lumped with "Technology."

● Foreign Languages — The proposal sheds a poor light on foreign language literacy. While we might not
elevate it to a GE requirement, we wish to express that students should be encouraged to take foreign
language courses, and UCR should continue to invest in this important area of work. How they are taught is
what appears to need fixing.

● Creativity — This category should more plainly reflect what we suspect is the true intention: Art and
Aesthetics (or some variation thereof). As stated, "creativity" is something every discipline would argue
they possess; all of our works are creative works. If we wish students to take more art and performance
classes, we should plainly say so (and CS would support it).

Finally, a few minor points:
● Under “Other Required Courses” p. 20, it is not clear if the 2 unit “perspectives for living” requirement is

an additional load on top of the 14 GED courses proposed.
● Under “Technology” p.16, the example provided implies that Artificial Intelligence is centered on Machine

Learning and that the latter is a phenomenon that happens, which furthers the many myths and
misconceptions about the field. This paragraph would benefit from rewording.

In summary, we advise against increasing the GE load to account for practical scheduling difficulties and 4-year
time to degree expectations, allowing the flexibility of counting requirements to satisfy multiple purposes, and to
better tailor requirements to fit colleges that have to satisfy external accreditation bodies, like ABET. One idea
embedded in the proposal documents was a STEM versus non-STEM alternative, which we found promising and
could warrant additional exploration by the committee.



CSBA Comments on R’Horizons Proposal
Computer Science with Business Applications (CSBA) majors, like the rest of engineering, must abide by strict
constraints set by ABET. CSBA majors have a high credit load, 177 units, for graduation, so maintaining a 4-year
time to graduation is a constant effort. We support modernizing our General Education (GE) requirements. However,
increasing the GE requirement from 13 to 14 courses is inadvisable as it would put strain on 4-year graduation
rates, and would not alleviate the main problems outlined in the GE proposal affecting our students (e.g., course
scheduling issues and overlapping requirements). Our students, more than most, have long prerequisite chains,
which create unique tensions and challenges to keep them on track to graduate. Additionally, CSBA is inherently a
multidisciplinary degree, combining CS with Business.

Currently, all BCOE students are required to take 40 units consisting of Humanities (12), Social Sciences (12),
English Composition (12), and Biology (4). Additionally, under ABET requirements1 CSBA students also take at
least 20 units of Math 009A/B/C, MATH 010A, and MATH 011, which currently satisfy GE requirements. Also, CS
majors take Professional Development and Mentoring ENGR 001 (1) and ENGR 101 (1) and Technical Writing
ENGR 180W (4), which are designed to meet many of the objectives of GE.

We strongly support and recommend that courses be allowed to count toward multiple types of requirements
whenever possible and reasonable, such as Math and Physics for "Quantitative Reasoning" or "Nature" type of
categories. To that same end, our students take at least 28 units of upper division technical electives which fall under
the "Technology" category, so we object to the word "additional" as it could add yet another requirement
unnecessarily. Our students should fill the "Technology" requirement by the nature of their major. Finally, ENGR
001, 101, 180W and CS 178/179 should be considered toward "Written Composition," and "Perspectives for Living"
types of categories. To reiterate, we support and recommend counting courses toward multiple requirements (w.r.t.
major, college, ABET and GE) where possible and reasonable. At the same time, we also want to reiterate support
for Goal #1, which is to broaden and deepen students’ educational experience by exposing them to subject matter,
topics, and skills that complement their major. We don't find these in conflict.

We strongly support an Alternative Structure for GE Requirements with STEM specific requirements that
are different from non-STEM and request that the GE proposal flesh those out in more detail with specific
examples for BCOE. For example, broadly requiring STEM majors to take courses from CHASS/SOBA/GSOE
seems too broad of a distinction and is not in the spirit of the proposal to open multidisciplinary options. Of
particular importance is to maintain flexibility for students in the 3rd and 4th year, who are juggling numerous
required technical electives that are offered only once per year while trying to satisfy GE requirements. The
proposals findings of course scheduling problems being of utmost concern.

As a reference, the engineering accreditation process includes demonstrating ABET student outcomes. Across all
CS-related majors (CS/CEN/CSBA/DS) are 10 outcomes, and C1-C5 are common across all of engineering. CS
addresses all 10 of them as a matter of course and reports to ABET on C1-C5 & C8 specifically as a matter of duty.

● C1) an ability to identify, formulate, and solve complex engineering/computational problems by applying
principles of engineering, science, and mathematics

1 In addition to 45 semester credit hours (or equivalent) in Information Technology, ABET requires at least 6 semester credit hours in
mathematics. Source:
https://www.abet.org/accreditation/accreditation-criteria/criteria-for-accrediting-computing-programs-2021-2022/

https://www.abet.org/accreditation/accreditation-criteria/criteria-for-accrediting-computing-programs-2021-2022/


● C2) an ability to apply engineering/computational design to produce solutions that meet specified needs
with consideration of public health, safety, and welfare, as well as global, cultural, social, environmental,
and economic factors

● C3) an ability to communicate effectively with a range of audiences in professional contexts
● C4) an ability to recognize ethical and professional responsibilities in professional situations and make

informed judgments, which consider the impact of engineering/ computational solutions in global,
economic, environmental, and societal contexts

● C5) an ability to function effectively on a team whose members together provide leadership, create a
collaborative and inclusive environment, establish goals, plan tasks, and meet objectives

● C6) an ability to develop and conduct appropriate experimentation, analyze and interpret data, and use
engineering judgment to draw conclusions

● C7) an ability to acquire and apply new knowledge as needed, using appropriate learning strategies.
● C8) Apply computer science theory and software development fundamentals to produce computing-based

solutions.
● C9) Support the delivery, use, and management of information systems within an information systems

environment.
● C10) Apply theory, techniques, and tools throughout the data analysis lifecycle and employ the resulting

knowledge to satisfy stakeholders’ needs.

There are a few broader points on the proposal that our faculty wish to express:
● Computational Literacy — Computers and the Internet has undeniably been one of the most impactful

changes in the last 40 years since GE's have been reevaluated. We would like to see this expressed more
directly in the proposal, not just broadly lumped with "Technology."

● Foreign Languages — The proposal sheds a poor light on foreign language literacy. While we might not
elevate it to a GE requirement, we wish to express that students should be encouraged to take foreign
language courses, and UCR should continue to invest in this important area of work. How they are taught is
what appears to need fixing.

● Creativity — This category should more plainly reflect what we suspect is the true intention: Art and
Aesthetics (or some variation thereof). As stated, "creativity" is something every discipline would argue
they possess; all of our works are creative works. Senior Design (Capstones) are a creative process. If we
wish students to take more art and performance classes, we should plainly say so (and CS would support it).

Finally, a few minor points:
● Under “Other Required Courses” p. 20, it is not clear if the 2 unit “perspectives for living” requirement is

an additional load on top of the 14 GED courses proposed.
● Under “Technology” p.16, the example provided implies that Artificial Intelligence is centered on Machine

Learning and that the latter is a phenomenon that happens, which furthers the many myths and
misconceptions about the field. This paragraph would benefit from rewording.

In summary, we advise against increasing the GE load to account for practical scheduling difficulties and 4-year
time to degree expectations, allowing the flexibility of counting requirements to satisfy multiple purposes, and to
better tailor requirements to fit colleges that have to satisfy external accreditation bodies, like ABET. One idea
embedded in the proposal documents was a STEM versus non-STEM alternative, which we found promising and
could warrant additional exploration by the committee.



Data Science (BCOE) Comments on R’Horizons Proposal

We strongly agree with the committee’s proposal to update the General Education (GE)
requirements to ensure that students are introduced to current topics and prepared with
appropriate skill-sets to be successful in their career and as engaged citizens. However, that
change must be done without adding undue burden to our students (in terms of number of units
and flexibility).

The Data Science program, as many of the majors offered by BCOE, are under a unique set of
constraints set by their accreditation (ABET) requirements. The number of credits required to
graduate is already very high and an increase in the number of credits will lead to a delay in
graduation. The current GE requirement consists of 13 courses, and the R’Horizons proposal
increases the number to 14 which adds a strain on the DS major and may delay 4-year graduation
rates. The current number of credits required for graduation is currently 174, which is much higher
compared to other majors.

Details of the current GE component of the DS Program (offered by BCOE) are as follows. Presently,
DS majors must take 10 courses (40 credits) consisting of Humanities (12), Soc. Sci. (12), Written
Communication (12), and Biology (4). As part of the ABET required courses, students must also
take 5 mathematics courses, Math 9a, b, c; Math 31, Math/CS 11 (20). The students will continue
to take these courses irrespective of new GE requirements. We strongly recommend that the
mathematics courses also satisfy a GE requirement in the category of “Quantitative Reasoning”
to ensure that students can satisfy program requirements and graduate in a timely manner.

A second constraint on Data Science students  (and most engineering majors) is that the upper
division Computing and Statistics courses that fill out the 3rd and 4th year course plans are usually
only offered once per year. Thus, to ensure that the students can enroll in their breadth courses,
there should be many options available and much flexibility of choice to ensure that a course is
available that does not conflict with a required course for the major. For that reason, we support
the Alternative Structure for GE Requirements which outlines different requirements for STEM vs
non-STEM majors and offers more flexibility to the students.

Beyond imposing constraints, the ABET accreditation process has required engineering programs
to address many of the issues identified in surveys described in the R’Horizons proposal, and to
demonstrate outcomes closely aligned with, or identical to, the 4 Goals of the R’Horizons proposal.
Every engineering program must demonstrate 7 student outcomes listed below.

1. an ability to identify, formulate, and solve complex engineering problems by applying
principles of engineering, science, and mathematics

2. an ability to apply engineering design to produce solutions that meet specified needs with
consideration of public health, safety, and welfare, as well as global, cultural, social,
environmental, and economic factors

3. an ability to communicate effectively with a range of audiences
4. an ability to recognize ethical and professional responsibilities in engineering situations and

make informed judgments, which must consider the impact of engineering solutions in
global, economic, environmental, and societal contexts



5. an ability to function effectively on a team whose members together provide leadership,
CScreate a collaborative and inclusive environment, establish goals, plan tasks, and meet
objectives

6. an ability to develop and conduct appropriate experimentation, analyze and interpret data,
and use engineering judgment to draw conclusions

7. an ability to acquire and apply new knowledge as needed, using appropriate learning
strategies.

These goals overlap with the goals introduced by  R’Horizons’

● SO 3 is identical to R’Horizons’ Goal #4 and it also addresses the deficiency in oral
communication.

● SO 1,6 overlaps with Goal #3.

● The R’Horizons Curriculum (Sec. IV) requires students to take 8 courses in 5 categories: A)
Creativity, B) History, C) Society, D) Nature, and E) Technology.

○ The R’Horizons description of “Creativity” leaves out the creativity of engineering or large
scale project design. As noted in the document “Criteria for Accrediting Engineering
Programs,” engineering design is “an iterative, creative, decision-making process” and
“Engineering sciences are based on mathematics and basic sciences but carry knowledge
further toward creative application needed to solve engineering problems.” DS students take
a quarter of senior design in which they identify a problem, gather and perform an in depth
analysis of the data, and present an analysis and proposed solution of the problem. This
course obcoulsy requires creativity and  should satisfy the Creativity category GE
requirements.

○ Since most DS courses have a technology component, we would expect the “Technology”
category to be automatically satisfied by the DS major requirements.

○ Under “Other Required Courses” p. 20, it is not clear if the 2 unit “perspectives for living”
requirement is an additional load on top of the 14 GE courses proposed.

Because of the unique constraints of engineering programs and their documented outcomes that
already satisfy many of the R’Horizons goals and objectives, GE requirements should be
customized for BCOE students to best satisfy their needs. This is similar to the approach described
in “Alternative Structure for General Education Requirements'' which suggests that different GE
requirements would apply to STEM and non-STEM majors. We highly recommend that BCOE
become proactively involved in the re-design of GE requirements for engineering majors.



ECE Comments on R’Horizons Proposal 
 
Engineering programs are under a unique set of constraints set by their accreditation (ABET) 
requirements. The number of credits for graduation is high, and there is little flexibility in the 
program. The critical constraint on any new GED proposal is that it cannot increase the number of 
credits required for graduation. In practice, this means that any new plan cannot increase the 
number of GED courses required in the EE Program curriculum. The current GED requirement 
consists of 13 courses, and the R’Horizons proposal increases the number to 14. An extra course 
cannot be accommodated in the EE Program, since the number of credits required for graduation 
is currently 182.  
 
Details of the current GED component of the EE Program are as follows. Presently, EE majors must 
take 10 courses (40 credits) consisting of Humanities (12), Soc. Sci. (12), Written Communication 
(12), and Biology (4).  
 
As part of the ABET required courses, students must also take 5 mathematics courses, Math 
9a,b,c; 10a,b (20), and 3 physics courses, Phys 40a,b,c (15). The students will continue to take 
these courses irrespective of new GED requirements. The 3 physics courses currently satisfy GED 
requirements, and they should continue to do so. Otherwise, the course load becomes 
unsupportable. We recommend that the mathematics courses also satisfy a GED requirement in 
the category of “Quantitative Reasoning” 
 
A second constraint on engineering students is that the upper division engineering courses that fill 
out the 3rd and 4th year course plans are usually only offered once per year. Thus, to ensure that 
the students can enroll in their breadth courses, there should be many options available and much 
flexibility of choice to ensure that a course is available that does not conflict with a required 
engineering course.  
 
Beyond imposing constraints, the ABET accreditation process has required engineering programs 
to address many of the issues identified in surveys described in the R’Horizons proposal, and to 
demonstrate outcomes closely aligned with, or identical to, the 4 Goals of the R’Horizons proposal. 
Every engineering program must demonstrate 7 student outcomes listed below.  

1. an ability to identify, formulate, and solve complex engineering problems by applying 
principles of engineering, science, and mathematics 

2. an ability to apply engineering design to produce solutions that meet specified needs with 
consideration of public health, safety, and welfare, as well as global, cultural, social, 
environmental, and economic factors 

3. an ability to communicate effectively with a range of audiences 
4. an ability to recognize ethical and professional responsibilities in engineering situations and 

make informed judgments, which must consider the impact of engineering solutions in 
global, economic, environmental, and societal contexts 

5. an ability to function effectively on a team whose members together provide leadership, 
create a collaborative and inclusive environment, establish goals, plan tasks, and meet 
objectives 

6. an ability to develop and conduct appropriate experimentation, analyze and interpret data, 
and use engineering judgment to draw conclusions 



7. an ability to acquire and apply new knowledge as needed, using appropriate learning 
strategies. 

 
SO 3 is identical to R’Horizons’ Goal #4 and it also addresses the deficiency in oral communication. 
SO 1,6 overlaps with Goal #3.  
 
 
The R’Horizons Curriculum (Sec. IV) requires students to take 8 courses in 5 categories: A) 
Creativity, B) History, C) Society, D) Nature, and E) Technology. 
 
The R’Horizons description of “Creativity” leaves out the creativity of engineering design. As noted 
in the document “Criteria for Accrediting Engineering Programs”, engineering design is “an 
iterative, creative, decision-making process” and “Engineering sciences are based on mathematics 
and basic sciences but carry knowledge further toward creative application needed to solve 
engineering problems.” EE students take a 2 quarter senior design sequence in which they design a 
new system or software. This 2 quarter sequence should satisfy the Creativity category GED 
requirements.  
 
Since most EE courses have a technology component, we would expect the “Technology” category 
to be automatically satisfied by the EE major requirements. 
 
In the category of “Nature,” we require Phys. 40a,b,c to satisfy the requirements in that area. 
 
Under “Other Required Courses” p. 20, it is not clear if the 2 unit “perspectives for living” 
requirement is an additional load on top of the 14 GED courses proposed.  
 
Because of the unique constraints of engineering programs and their documented outcomes that 
already satisfy many of the R’Horizons goals and objectives, GED requirements should be 
customized for BCOE students to best satisfy their needs. This is similar to the approach described 
in “Document 2: Alternative Structure for General Education Requirements” described on p. 4 (p. 
64 of the pdf file) of “Supplemental Report No. 2: Archival Documents”. This document suggests 
that different GED requirements would apply to STEM and non-STEM majors. We highly 
recommend that BCOE become proactively involved in the re-design of GED requirements for 
engineering majors. 
 
 



   
    
 
 

 

December 17, 2021 

 
TO:   Jason Stajich, Chair 
  Riverside Division of the Academic Senate 
 

CHASS Executive Committee 
 

RE: Proposal: Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc General Education Review 
Committee including Supplemental Reports 1, 2, and 3 

______________________________________________________________________________  
The CHASS Executive Committee reviewed the Proposal: Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad 
Hoc General Education Review Committee including Supplemental Reports 1, 2, and 3 at the 
regular meeting on December 15, 2021. While the CHASS Executive Committee greatly 
appreciates the time and effort the General Education Committee devoted to crafting its proposal, 
as the Committee representing the Faculty of the College, we believe the Division Senate should 
not adopt the Report. 
 
We are joined by the following Departments of the College that have explicitly expressed their 
opposition to the Report through letters and email correspondence with the Executive 
Committee. 
 
Anthropology 
Art History 
Comparative Literature and Languages 
Economics 
Gender and Sexuality Studies 
Hispanic Studies 
History 
Philosophy 
Political Science 
Psychology 
Religious Studies 
Theater, Film, and Digital Production 
 
Letters and communications from these Departments are compiled at the end of this memo. 

College of Humanities, Arts, and 
Social Sciences 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
 



 
The Executive Committee did not receive a single message from any Department, Center, or 
member of the Faculty in support of the Report. We know of no significant support for this 
Report in the College while we know of significant opposition. 
 
We now turn to detailed comments on the Report. 
 

1. Guiding Philosophy on General Education?  
 

a. We are in broad agreement with the stated “Guiding Philosophy” and Goals of 
General Education. We do not see that the goals are undermined by the existing 
system, and we do not see that the proposed changes would necessarily better 
advance those goals. While it is agreed that we should reconsider our general 
education curriculum, look for ways to improve it and see if it is meeting student 
needs, the proposal does not make a convincing case that our current curriculum 
does not satisfy the 4 Goals detailed in Section III. In fact, these Goals appear to 
be the goals of our current system (especially Goals 1, 3 and 4 – though there are 
existing general education courses that address Goal 2.) in this respect, it is 
unclear how the proposal is an improvement over the current system. If there is 
any merit to this observation, the lesson to be drawn is that rather than completely 
dismantle the current system and start from scratch, we should look for 
incremental changes to what we now do that would better address these laudable 
Goals. 

b. One major disagreement: We doubt that the point of General Education is to 
“complement” major courses, where that is understood in a narrow way. We 
believe the point of a general education is not to effectively increase the number 
of courses taken in or near the major, but rather to require students to broaden 
their horizons and to take courses in a variety of disciplines that they might not 
otherwise have chosen. More on this below. 

c. Limitations to what we should expect: The proposal is asking General Education 
to do a lot. The report mentions ‘foundational skills’ such as clear 
communication, sound reasoning, critical thinking skills, oral communication, etc. 
All of these are obviously important and General Education should make a start 
on them. But why is the burden of conveying these skills placed entirely on 
General Education, rather than the major. (Is all preparation in oral 
communication to be accomplished in General Education?) Presumably these 
skills should be taught throughout students’ time at UCR beyond the first two 
years. 

 
2. Vagueness in the Report: New Bylaws or Just Recommendations? 

 
a. Some aspects of the Report involve writing new Bylaws, e.g. (i) change in the 

remit of English 1A,B,C/W courses, (ii) the perspectives for living requirement, 
(iii) the five new breadth areas, (iv) the creation of a new Senate committee.  

b. Some aspects of the Report appear to be recommendations to other units 
(academic and administrative) on campus, e.g. (i) CHASS should drop its 4th 



quarter foreign language requirement (and possibly the entire 16-unit 
requirement), (ii) instructors should make their courses more interdisciplinary, 
(iii) they should link their courses thematically with other courses, (iv) they 
should teach more oral communication skills, (v) the registrar should tag courses 
based on skill level on core competencies, and instructors should provide that 
information, etc. 

c. Problem: to what extent are the Recommendations just that, or rather to be taken 
as the basis for new Bylaws? The Report is not clear on what the Senate would be 
voting for, and what is in the scope of the Senate’s authority. Any further action 
requires distinguishing new Bylaws from Recommendations/Resolutions. 

 
3. Evidence for Change? 

  
a. There should be a high bar for evidence for change. That’s because UCR is 

ranked as #1 for Social Mobility and as one of the fastest rising universities, 
among other impressive rankings recently shared with the entire UCR community 
by email (December 17, 2021). Things are working. The evidence for change 
should then be strong, less, and we risk making things worse.  

b. The Student Survey is presented as the fundamental evidence for change. 
However, the Survey does not even make a prima facie case for change. 

i. The Report falsely represents the survey results as negative. A correct 
reading of the survey results is that on average respondents have positive 
attitudes across the board. If anything, the Survey is evidence against 
change. 

ii. The response rate was only 10%. This suggests a biased sample. In 
statistics and methodology courses across the campus, we teach our 
students not to rely on surveys like this when drawing conclusions or 
making policy proposals. Should we violate what we teach our students 
when deciding how we should teach our students? 

c. Other evidence is provided from focus groups of alumni and academic advisors. 
This evidence only reveals the preferences of some students. It does not analyze 
the reasons for those preferences and whether those reasons justify change. Surely 
changes should be made on good pedagogical reasons, not just to satisfy some 
preferences of some students. 

d. Furthermore, does the “evidence for change” even connect well to the proposed 
changes? With the exception of the proposed changes to English 1A,B,C/W (to 
include oral communication), the proposed change to add a “life skills” course 
requirement, and the recommendation that CHASS drop the 4th quarter foreign 
language requirement, there is no connection between the “evidence for change” 
and the proposed changes. How does trying to satisfy student preferences justify 
dropping the current distribution requirement for the five new areas? 

e. The argument of the Report seems to be this: since students like their courses in 
their major more than the GenEd courses, GenEd should be revamped to have 
more flexibility so that students can take courses “closer to their major.” In effect, 
the argument is that GenEd should be tailored so as to create a buffet of courses 
that increases the overall size of the number courses students can take “in” or 



“near” their major. But where is the argument that this should be the function of 
GenEd?  

 
4. Better Evidence for Change: Where to Look? 

 
a. Should we rely on student surveys? Philosophically, we disagree that change in 

requirements should be driven by student preferences. The point of this exercise 
is for the Senate to decide which courses should be required of all students even 
when the students would otherwise not take those courses. While evidence of 
student preferences provides interesting information, we disagree that it provides 
conclusive or compelling evidence for constructing a set of requirements. What if 
students did not want to take writing, or math, or history, or art?  

b. So where should we look for relevant evidence for change? Surprisingly, the 
Report does not include any evidence from higher education experts or 
discussions from the literature on what works and what does not across different 
higher education institutions, or to have studied the curricula at other institutions. 
One would expect a research university to make use of existing research and the 
experiences of other institutions of similar size and student profile. 

 
 

5. Oral Communication: If We Should Change, What Change Should We Make? 
 

a. There seems to be an agreement from comments provided to the CHASS EC, and 
within the EC, that more should be done to teach students oral communication.  

b. However, the proposal would legislate that the University Writing Program 
transform itself into a Writing and Speech Communication program (pp. 23-24). 

c. Is this wise? Has this been vetted by the University Writing Program (do they 
think it is wise or feasible?) or by communication experts on campus (e.g. Prof. 
Speer in TFDP)? Are there comparisons with other campuses that have oral 
communication requirements? The Report is silent on these questions. 

d. Alternatives: 
i. Encourage and provide training for instructors to include more oral 

communication training in all/many courses. 
ii. Require existing courses that fulfill GenEd requirements to include 

improved oral communication as a learning outcome. 
iii. Develop a one-quarter oral communication requirement, akin to the 

Ethnicity requirement. This could be piloted in either CHASS or CNAS 
learning communities and studied for effectiveness. 

iv. Develop and fund “O-courses” akin to the “W-courses” (that fulfill the 
third-quarter writing requirement.” Once piloted and studied, a possible 
one, two, or three “O-course” requirement for graduation could be put in 
place if seen as effective. 

 
 
 
 



 
6. Foreign Language: Should CHASS Drop its College Requirement for Graduation? 

 
a. Background: there is no existing Senate requirement that all students should take 

a foreign language course for graduation. CNAS has a 4-quarter requirement for 
BA students (and there are only a few actual students) and no requirement for a 
BS. CHASS has a 4-quarter (16 unit) foreign language requirement for a BA and 
a 3-quarter (12 unit) requirement for a BS for graduation. 

b. What the Report says about foreign languages: 
i. “Students’ open-ended comments about required language courses were 

frequently negative.” (p. 5). 
ii. “According to the advisors, many students complain about the language 

courses, wondering whether they are necessary.” (p. 6) 
iii. “Advisors also indicated that students have difficulties enrolling in 

required ethnic studies and foreign language classes for lack of offerings 
and/or space.” (Supplemental Report no. 1, p. 2) 

iv. “Among the campus’s current GE requirements, the evidence suggests that 
the foreign language instruction needs considerable attention; the number 
of courses appears to be too high given the perceived value of the courses 
and the possibility of picking up new languages later in life as needed.” 
(Supplemental Report no. 1, p. 11) 

v. “….particular attention needs to be afforded to the scheduling of foreign 
language and ethnicity courses, which have been in too short supply.” 
(Supplemental Report no. 1, p. 11). 

vi. “Foreign languages were the courses most often criticized as problematic. 
Few felt that they remembered much from these courses” (SR no. 1, p. 7) 

c. The Report does not include a proposed Bylaw whereby the Senate would reduce 
the number of courses required to graduate in CHASS. Instead, the Report 
strongly suggests that CHASS should reduce its requirement from four quarters to 
three, and weakly implies that CHASS should eliminate the foreign language 
requirement. 

d.  Does the Report make a good overall case for dropping the 4th quarter 
requirement? No. 

i. The Report does not ask why the students complained. The CHASS 
Executive Committee, however, has seen proposals from students in the 
past for eliminating the requirement. When asked, they give four reasons: 

1. Many students take the first three courses in sequence Fall, Winter 
and Spring. They then wait until Fall to take the 4th quarter. They 
find that over the summer they forget much of what they learned. 
They then find that the 4th quarter course is challenging and that 
they are less likely to get a high grade.  

2. Many students complain that they have to come to school four 
days out of the week (most language classes meet four days a 
week).  

3. Because we shed students over time, there is less demand for 4th 
quarter courses than 3rd quarter courses. This means 4th quarter 



courses are not offered every quarter. Students may then have to 
wait an additional quarter. This goes to the section availability 
issue. 

4. Students complain about having to learn something that they don’t 
immediately see the benefits. For example, “why take math?” is a 
common question asked by elementary and secondary school 
students. Many Americans wonder why they should learn another 
language. 

ii. The CHASS EC does not find these reasons good reasons for dropping the 
requirement. 

1. The first reason is a reason to take 4th quarter over the summer, or 
to study over the summer, or to study abroad, or to work harder in 
a course, or to provide bridge instruction before the start of the 
quarter or at the start of the quarter. Math courses, and other 
sequence courses in CNAS and BCOE, face similar issues. 

2. The second reason is not a reason for dropping a requirement but 
instead a reason to innovate, when possible, to provide more 
flexibility in course structure and course offerings.  

3. The third is not a reason for dropping a requirement but for 
investing more resources in course offerings. Due to financial 
constraints, many required courses across the campus (not just 
foreign language courses) have limited offerings. Should we drop 
all requirements whenever a student finds that course offerings are 
limited? We agree with the findings that more courses should be 
offered, and we urge the Dean’s Office to do what it can to help 
students fulfill their requirements. 

4. The fourth is obviously not a good reason for dropping a 
requirement. Some students do not see the point of many courses 
that the Faculty sees every reason for requiring students to take.  

5. The fifth is not a good reason. How much do you recall from the 
majority of the courses you took in College? Should we drop all 
requirements on those grounds? And why isn’t this a reason for 
imposing a two-year requirement in foreign languages, or for 
encouraging more study abroad or more opportunities to use 
foreign languages, or for a review for how foreign languages are 
taught? Furthermore, one might think that the cognitive gains from 
studying a foreign language come from understanding one’s own 
language better and the differences between languages and the 
relationships between languages and cultures. One can gain those 
cognitive benefits without explicit knowledge that one is gaining 
those benefits. 

iii. The Report makes a strange remark in passing about the possibility of 
picking up languages as needed later in life. How is that a reason for 
removing a requirement? You can pick up math, history, art, social 
science, physics, chemistry, accounting, computer programming, and a 
vast number of other skills later in life as needed. Should we remove every 



requirement? On the contrary, one point of GenEd requirements is to 
complete a student’s formal education to lay the groundwork for lifelong 
learning as adults. Studying a foreign language in high school and college 
lays the foundation for further mastery of that language, and for the 
acquisition of other languages, later in life, just as studying writing, 
history, science and mathematics lay the foundation for acquiring new 
skills as needed (or desired) later in life. 

iv. If the Report is going to argue for dropping a requirement, it should take 
up the burden of proof and provide reasons for thinking the requirement is 
pedagogically unsound, and not simply a matter of inconvenience for 
students. It should address the arguments for the requirement and show 
why they are ineffective. It should provide the CHASS Executive 
Committee with convincing reasons for change. The Report fails to do any 
of this.  

v. We firmly agree with the letter from the Comparative Literature and 
Languages Department that the Report implies a deeply troubling 
suggestion that a General Education at a leading American Research 
University should be an English-only education.  

 
 
 
 

7. The World History Requirement: What is the Case for Change? 
 
We find the Report falls short here as well. What is the case against the existing World 
History requirement? The Report is silent. There should be a consideration of the 
arguments in favor of such a requirement and then reasons for thinking they are not 
compelling. Instead, the Report says nothing. There should be an argument that students 
will be better off taking courses “close to their majors” for a history course instead of a 
course that (a) focuses on world history, and (b) is taught by a Historian, and (c) 
challenges students to learn about diverse periods in world history. We also find it 
surprising that there was no historian on the committee, no communication with the 
history department, and no research on the state of history education in American high 
schools in general and California high schools in particular. We are sure similar things 
can be said about the “Nature” and “Technology” areas. 

 
 

8. The Five New Areas Requirement: A Radical Revision of Requirements? 
 

a. Too vague and poorly formulated. We find that the five new areas are described 
in such a way as either to be too vague and nearly all inclusive (as seems to be the 
intent of the proposal, where any department in principle can offer courses in any 
of these categories) or surprisingly too narrow. 

i. The vagueness should be obvious. The descriptions of the areas are only a 
paragraph long and list and a handful of existing courses as examples and 



a handful of possible titles for possible courses. What really counts as 
falling under these categories?  

ii. The narrowness may not be obvious. But consider the Society category. 
Here is the description from the report, and bolding for emphasis: 
 

 
Society - The goals of Society courses are to understand social relations and social institutions, 
to comprehend the dimensions of societal problems, and to encourage thinking about 
solutions for a better world. From Evil (PHIL 5) to Is There a Path to Joy? (RLST 3), these 
courses theorize ethical and economic behaviors; study governmental structures and social 
institutions; and analyze identities, relationships, and social categories. Courses such as 
government policy for technological innovation and people’s interactions with their 
environments will provide an improved understanding of the interactions and institutions 
behind scientific discoveries and their impacts. Students learn about textual and data 
interpretation and how to apply social science research methodologies to understand the social 
world. 
 
   Now take the two examples: PHIL 5 and RLST 3. Here are the catalog 
   descriptions: 
 
PHIL 005 Evil 4 Lecture, 3 hours; discussion, 
1 hour; Prerequisite(s): none. An introduction 
to the nature of evil, its motivation, and 
its origins. Utilizes a variety of sources to 
examine these themes, including classical 
philosophical texts and contemporary films 
 
RLST 003 Is There A Path of Joy? 3 Seminar, 
3 hours. Prerequisite(s): none. Explores 
therapeutic wisdom traditions that make 
claims about how to reduce suffering and 
achieve fulfillment and happiness. Considers 
worldwide literatures and rituals for their 
therapeutic claims. Also examines the positive 
psychology movement, which weds academic 
research to the task of individual self-help 
 
   Now ask the following questions about these two courses: 
 

(1) Do they talk about social institutions or dimensions of social problems or thinking about 
solutions for a better world? Are they instead questions of humanistic inquiry about what 
it is to be a human being? 

(2) Do they talk about government policy and technological innovation? Or about the 
institutions behind scientific discovery? How is reading the Buddha or Confucius 
addressing these categories? 



(3) Furthermore, will students learn in these humanities courses how to apply social science 
research methodologies? The safe bet is no. 

 
So insofar as the description of the “Society” category is designed to list 
features of such courses so as not to be so vague and open-ended so as to 
include everything, it risks excluding the very courses it cites as examples. 

Indeed, two humanities courses that focus on careful reading and 
interpretation of classical texts addressed to the individual look like 
exactly the kinds of courses that would fulfill a humanities requirement 
but would not fulfill a social science or public policy requirement. 

 
 
 
 
  

b. Against Disciplinary Expertise? The clear intent of the proposal is to allow any 
department or school on campus to offer courses in any of these five areas, and 
even for one course to fall under all five categories. We find this problematic. It 
runs against what makes an undergraduate education at a research university 
distinctive. At an R1, undergraduates take courses from professors who conduct 
cutting edge research in their respective fields, many of whom are world-leaders. 
This proposal would allow, for example, history courses to be taught by someone 
with only a little more knowledge than the students in the “history of X” area, and 
with no training at all in historical methods. Though that may be appropriate at a 
high school or even a two-year institution, it runs against the very idea of 
disciplinary expertise and the uniqueness of a research university education. 

 
c. Just a Bigger Major? We fear that with the new proposal students would tend to 

take courses closely aligned with their major or major College, as that is the intent 
of the proposal. A History major, for example, could potentially take all of their 
major requirements from History and all of their general education requirements 
from Philosophy and no classes from any other unit. Analogously, a student could 
graduate taking only classes from the School of Business, or only classes from 
Economics and the School of Business. It is central to the proposal that CNAS 
classes can count toward Creativity, History, and Society and that CHASS classes 
can count toward Nature and Technology. Students would thus no longer need go 
outside of their home colleges to fulfill their general education requirements. An 
Engineering student need never set foot in CHASS. A CHASS student need never 
set foot in CNAS. 
 

d. Against Diversity? This conflicts with UCR’s stated mission of exposing 
students to a diversity of ideas. Indeed, permitting students to meet all or almost 
all of their general education requirements from a narrow range of departments is 
radically contrary to the very idea of general education and the ideals of a liberal 
arts education, as we have already noted. General education requirements are 
requirements because students often prefer courses in their major and in closely 



related departments and often avoid courses farther afield unless they are required 
to take those courses. General education requirements stretch students beyond 
their zones of comfort, so that they learn the methods of scholarship in a wide 
range of disciplines. Without such requirements, many students will prefer to take 
classes exclusively or almost exclusively from their home colleges. The inevitable 
practical effect of this proposal would be an increased siloing of students in their 
home colleges. 
 

e. A College Degree without Arts, Humanities, Science or Mathematics? This 
Proposal eviscerates traditional requirements in the liberal arts. A student could 
graduate without ever taking a course in the Humanities or a Fine Arts course, and 
so without ever having to grapple with a close reading of texts and their 
interpretations or learning to appreciate the Fine Arts. A student could graduate 
without ever taking a course in the Life Sciences or the Physical Sciences, and so 
never having an appreciation for natural science and how it is practiced. We find 
this proposal to be overly focused on catering to the narrow interests of a segment 
of the student population without thinking deeply about the point and purpose of a 
general education.  
 

f. A Risky Change? The policy might even cast our accreditation into doubt. Will 
an accrediting body recognize UCR as meeting its accreditation standards if 
students can graduate taking only classes from Philosophy and History or only 
classes from Economics and the School of Business? Consider writing and 
communication skills. Suppose a student takes all of their GenEd courses from a 
School or Department not especially trained or equipped to teach and evaluate 
writing assignments, and so either does so poorly or chooses not to do it at all. 
Should a student graduate from UCR having only written papers in English 1A, 
1B, and 1C? 
 
 

 
Concluding Critical Remarks 
 
There are other issues in the proposal the CHASS EC also objects too: 
 
We believe the stepwise tagging of skill development in courses to be worthwhile but hopelessly 
optimistic as something that can be implemented in a large R1 with students who work part time 
to pay tuition and often commute significant distances who also have to fulfill major 
requirements. 
 
We are opposed to the creation of a small committee that decides which courses count toward the 
vaguely defined five areas. 
 
And we do not see the point of the effort to implement all of the recommended changes without a 
persuasive and broadly shared rationale for change. 
 



The Report begins by seeing itself as an “external review” 45 years in the making. But that is not 
how the Report was prepared. There was no systematic review analogous to an external review 
of a Department or Program. Instead, there were three proposals produced to replace the status 
quo that were somehow compiled or transformed into one proposal. There was no stage that first 
identified what works and what does not and what is in need of reform. Instead, there was a 
survey of students that only occurred after the committee decided to produce proposals for 
replacement, a survey of students that shows things are fine, not that they are in need of 
replacement. 
 
The following letters from CHASS departments and individual faculty members provides 
additional argumentation against the Report. 
 
We strongly recommend that the Division reject this Report’s recommendations. 
 



 
From: Kristoffer Neville <kneville@ucr.edu> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 8, 2021 1:32 PM 
To: Peter Graham <peter.graham@ucr.edu>; Kristoffer Neville <Kneville@ucr.edu> 
Subject: Art History re Gen Ed Proposal  
  
Hi Peter, 
 
It was nice to see you yesterday, and to get your thoughts on the GenEd proposal both then and 
this morning. 
 
Art History has not yet had a formal discussion about it, but from my own point of view and 
informal discussions with colleagues, I can say that we are not in favor. Entirely aside from the 
question of the enrollment and financial impact on the department, it seems very poorly 
conceived. The idea that courses can be defined in a huge number of ways to fit the new 
categories seems to invite abuse and self-serving enrollment gaming by colleges and 
departments, and who will check that courses meet these goals? It discourages students from 
exploring outside of their own college or field, since closely associated courses could fit the 
requirements, and generally moves towards a small-mindedness that is antithetical to the goals 
of higher education.  
 
I'm happy to talk more about this, but these are comments I can give at this point before the 
CHASS Exec meeting tomorrow. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Kris 
 
--  
Kristoffer Neville 
Professor and Chair, Department of Art History 
University of California, Riverside 
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To: CHASS Executive Committee

From: Department Chairs of CHASS (listed below)

Date:  December 3, 2021

Dear CHASS Executive Committee:

As Chairs of CHASS, we write to express our concerns about the proposed changes to the
General Education Requirements.  Our concerns revolve around four major issues that cut
across departmental lines that will also harm CHASS:  1) the lack of evidence for a need for
extensive changes to the Gen. Ed requirements;  2) the lack of any evidence that these proposed
changes will be an improvement on the existing requirements 3) the establishment of a powerful
new senate committee that will control courses that meet Gen. Ed requirements but will not be
representative nor filled with experts who can adequately represent CHASS departments; and 4)
the failure to consider how these proposed changes would impact departments and the college as
a whole.

1) The justification for changing General Education requirements is not made with any
compelling evidence. A more complete reporting of student survey data shows a different
picture than the one summarized in the report: if we look at data on its original -2 to +2 scale,
there is broad satisfaction for all components of current General Education expressed by the
student survey. The comments of a group of some 20 alumni (p. 20), hardly qualifies as
evidence of wide scale dissatisfaction.  More significantly, based on this system, UCR has been
able to attain excellent graduation and economic mobility metrics. 
2) The proposal sketches the bare outlines of the curriculum, and in the most general terms.  The
new requirements are based on an undetermined number of new courses.  There is no evidence,
however, that this approach will improve on the goals of General Education.
The proposal requires courses in 5 general topical areas (Creativity, History, Nature, Society and
Technology).  There are several issues here; none of these areas are well-defined in the proposal
– they could mean anything. And as many people have pointed out, any unit of the university –
including the professional schools (Education, Business, Engineering, Public Policy, etc.) could
propose their own courses in any of these areas. Theoretically, any school at UCR could establish
its own general education curriculum, so that undergraduates in that school take all of their
courses from faculty in that school. If that were to happen, real ‘breadth’ would be eliminated
from General Education.

Moreover, there is no guarantee that the faculty with training and expertise in specific fields will
be teaching the General Education Courses.  Indeed, just as  scientific understanding and literacy
are best taught by CNAS faculty with the relevant training and expertise, so too humanities, arts,
and social sciences are best taught by CHASS Faculty. Yet the proposal does not include any
acknowledgement of that goal.  Rather, the proposal relies on the establishment of a Senate



committee to oversee these requirements, an administrative innovation that is not intellectually
or pedagogically sound. (See point 3.)

3) The Senate will establish a new committee that will determine Gen. Ed. curriculum by
approving and denying courses that fit within the five designated categories.  There are inherent
problems with this new proposed arrangement. First, the committee will not be representative
of all fields in CHASS.  Indeed, like other Senate committees, SPP and Business and Education
will each have one vote, while CHASS and CNAS will each have one vote. Thus, by definition,
this committee will not have the expertise needed to determine which courses meet General
Education requirements.  Such a committee will be in the position to undermine the expertise of
individual departments.  Moreover, as departments propose courses that fit under the new
rubrics, there will be considerable duplication of effort.  This proposal not only is costly in
terms of the faculty, but of the staff as a burdensome new course approval process will have to
be put in place. 

4) The impact of these proposed changes has not been considered. What will happen to the
departments who lose students due to these changed requirements?  What will happen to CHASS
if students fulfill all Gen. Ed. requirements in CNAS through a new set of courses that are
launched in these other schools?  There has been no consideration of the financial impact on the
college or on the departments.  Funding to offset the negative impact on some departments and
on CHASS as a whole should be considered as part of the process.

We suggest that the CHASS Executive committee use what is good in this proposal to augment
and expand upon what UC currently offers.  For example, we think that it would be possible to
augment existing courses in General Education to advance some of these suggestions.  In
particular, we think that increasing interdisciplinarity in the content of courses is a valuable
goal.  We also think that the linking of courses is a desirable end that can be reached with
greater attention to scheduling.  Similarly, the implementation of a two-unit “College Success”
course which could, perhaps, also improve oral communication skills is an excellent idea.  The
CHASS Executive Committee should consider implementing such a course as part of Gen Ed
requirements.  This course does exist in CNAS.  If there is support, a pilot program following
these five areas for courses outlined in the proposal could be considered as a way to test newly
proposed ideas for General Education. These new courses could be assessed at the end of five
years as a way of understanding which way—or combination of approaches—of providing
General Education is more beneficial to the students.

In conclusion, we urge the CHASS Executive Committee to oppose the wholesale removal of
the old requirements.  Given the lack of evidence of a problem, and in light of the financial and
administrative costs of the proposed General Education curriculum, we oppose the launching of
an untested and costly package.  There is no evidence that these changes will benefit our
students.  Moreover, UCR’s General Education already offers an excellent background for its
undergraduate students, as social mobility factors and graduation rates indicate.  Thus, we ask
our colleagues to turn down this version of General Education.



Sincerely,

Michele Renee Salzman, Chair of the Department of History

Andrews Reath, Chair, Department of Philosophy

Jennifer Merolla, Chair, Department of Political Science,

Daniel Ozer, Chair, Department of Psychology

Steven Helfand, Chair, Department of Economics



Memo: December 8, 2021

To: CHASS Executive Committee

From: History Department Faculty

Re: General Education Proposal

The History Department heartily endorses a thorough review of existing General Education
offerings and structures. We support many of the goals of this reform and are eager to innovate
and remain a keystone in a revised General Education plan.

We write with four main points of feedback: 1) the proposed changes will devastate our
successful AAU-level graduate program and graduate students should not bear the costs of
undergraduate education reform; 2) the implications for several departments and for campus
departmental equity have not been thought through and the new Gen. Ed. committee will be a
considerable new and singular seat of power and resource allocation on campus;  3) the
proposed change is not well supported by evidence; 4) a world or global historical perspective
that the proposal seeks to eliminate as a requirement is needed now more than ever in our deeply
globalized and precarious moment that is a product of historical choices, inequalities, and
systems.

The History Department looks forward to working to implement positive changes in General
Education through collective review. We are continually innovating our World History courses
and are open to new opportunities, such as introducing interdisciplinary thematic World History
options.  We welcome the possibility of planning new interdisciplinary course offerings in
conjunction with other departments. We are eager to further improve our offerings to better meet
the goals articulated by the Committee for General Education, especially to build critical
thinking skills and analytical abilities, and to incorporate the teaching of oral communication
skills. Nevertheless, we have serious concerns about the current proposal.  We hope that in the
process of review and revision of the proposed new General Education curriculum, a World
Historical Perspective course will continue to be required for all UCR undergraduate students.

1.  The proposed changes will have severe impacts on a limited number of
departments, especially History, and especially on our graduate program and
students.

The current proposal will make it impossible for our department to continue to mount an
AAU-level graduate program. World History courses augment graduate training and offer
significant funding for our graduate Teaching Assistants as well as training in an area that is
essential for their job success.  World History is a field in demand in job postings. Indeed our



recruitment packages will not be able to compete with other R1s and UCs in which departments
guarantee TA positions for their graduate students.  Our graduate program has been successful in
recruiting, training, and placing students.

The proposed Gen. Ed. requirements will force a radical change for our funding model, and
cannot take place without a corresponding change in guaranteed graduate funding including TA
positions.  In the meantime, impacted departments will require financial subventions to avoid
catastrophic consequences for continuing graduate students. Graduate students should not be
forced to bear the cost of an undergraduate curriculum reform.

The potential for a reduction in TA / graduate student support extends beyond the History
Department.  It is hard to predict the outcome on many departments’ TA positions.  Many more
classes counting as Gen. Ed. courses as proposed in the menu system may lead to many smaller
courses with less need for large numbers of TAs in many departments.  This can have a negative
impact on graduate education across the University.

The campus is aiming to substantially increase the number of graduate students, into the range
of 20% of all students, nearly double the current percentage, which the proposal directly works
against.  By destabilizing funding streams for graduate students in CHASS this proposal will
make it much more difficult for History and likely for other departments to attract more
outstanding graduate students at the same time that we are being encouraged to attract more
graduate students.

2. The proposals will create new administrative as well as financial inequities. The
Senate Gen Ed committee will gain great power to redistribute resources across
units, departments, schools, and colleges.

The proposed Senate Gen. Ed. committee will have considerable power to direct resources from
one unit, department, school or college, to another. The committee will determine Gen. Ed.
curriculum by approving and denying courses, and approvals and denials will change with the
membership of the committee.  There is no guarantee that such a body will be equitable toward
our department or any other. Concentrating great power over financial allocations with profound
effects on undergraduate learning and graduate support in the hands of a single Senate
committee is an issue of grave concern.

The new senate committee and burdensome new course approval process, in addition to the
existing complex course approval process, introduces substantial new overhead for faculty
members and the Senate.

Moreover, the committee will not be representative of all fields in CHASS.  Indeed, like other
Senate committees, SPP, Business, Education, CHASS and CNAS will each have one vote. The



resulting committee, of non-specialists, will be in the position to determine which courses in any
specific field meet General Education requirements.  Such a committee undermines the authority
of Departments and disciplines and in representing schools equally, it will be very unequal in
representing faculty and student populations (CHASS and CNAS will be heavily
under-represented).

In the proposed Gen. Ed. curriculum many departments will compete to offer courses that fit
under the proposed rubrics.  There is little in this plan that advances the interdisciplinary focus
articulated as a motivation for change.

Indeed, some departments/programs (Math, Ethnic Studies, UWP) retain singular protected
requirements that all UC students must take, but that can only be offered by these
departments/programs.  At other UCs, several different departments offer a host of courses that
fulfill the Ethnic Studies and Math requirements.  Why under this proposal can other
departments at UCR not offer courses to fulfill these requirements?  Why, for instance, cannot
statistics taught by various departments fulfill the Math requirement for History majors?  Why
cannot skilled historians of race and ethnicity teach courses for the Ethnic Studies requirement?
Following the logic of this proposal, all “history” courses that fulfill Gen. Ed. requirements
should be taught by History professors, all society courses should be only taught by social
scientists, etc.  Why not make all requirements fit the same standard – either keep World History
as a protected requirement along with the others, or remove all of the protected requirements that
can be taught by only one department?

3. The proposed changes to General Education are not well supported by evidence.

The report does not articulate any justification or purpose for the need for changes other than
that it has been this way for 40 years.  On the contrary, based on the current system, UCR has
been able to attain outstanding graduation and economic mobility metrics as recognized by
national publications.

The General Education report’s claims regarding student dissatisfaction with World History, in
particular, are not well supported. A more complete reporting of student survey data shows a
different picture than the one summarized in the report: if we look at the data on its original -2 to
+2 scale, there is broad satisfaction for all components of current General Education expressed
by the student survey. [See attached graph.] The comments of a group of some 20 alumni (p.
20), some of whom have never taken World History (Supplemental Report 1, p. 7) does not
qualify as evidence of wide scale dissatisfaction.  Recent student evaluations for World History
courses would show a very different story.

4. World History courses are needed now more than ever; they already meet the



goals of General Education as outlined in the proposal; and yet the proposed new
General Education requirements were made without assessing what we actually do
in our World History courses.

World History meets the educational needs of our students, “broadening students’  horizons
by preparing them to participate effectively in a complex and changing society (p.8)”.
Unfortunately, the General Education proposal does not appear to have taken into account
how the current World History courses are taught; the Department received no request for
syllabi, for interviews with faculty, or for student evaluations.  No member of the History
Department was included on the Committee. Consequently, the proposed new General
Education curriculum shows little awareness of the many changes History faculty have
made over time to the core World History courses in an attempt to more fully address the
goals of General Education in the 21st century. World History courses as currently taught are
excellent avenues to address the need of our students for historical and geographical
literacy, and provide essential tools for our students to become informed thinkers and
citizens.

World History courses effectively deliver four of the five WASC Core Competencies for
undergraduate education: written and oral communication, quantitative reasoning, information
literacy, and critical thinking. World History provides the additional benefit of a global
perspective, within which students can relate particular experiences to each other. As members
of the American Historical Association write: “With its examination of common patterns that
cross geographic and cultural boundaries, World History encompasses the study of the
experience of being human, with a major focus on the process of integration (how the people  of
the world have been drawn together) and difference (how patterns of world history reveal  the
diversity of the human experience).”  Our World History teachers are also lauded researchers in
the field and have been trained to bring their expertise to address these common patterns through
years of experience.

We appreciate the committee’s vision (as articulated in its proposal) to offer students choices
or different pathways through the Gen. Ed. requirements. However, something is lost in that
process: a shared learning experience, which brings students from every college and major
together to work through a common set of challenges and questions. There is enormous power
in that collective experience.

We believe that all UCR undergraduates need to be able to evaluate and contextualize sources,
and to relate their personal and collective experiences to a broader context, especially in a time
of “fake news” and “produced facts.” World History courses vary across instructors in their
scope and content; regardless, those skills - information literacy, critical thinking and historical
empathy - are at the core of World History courses. Students of World History come to



appreciate the provisional, conditional nature of knowledge. They learn to navigate ambiguous
evidence from multiple perspectives. They learn to explain and interpret multiple causes of
events and trends. Students of World History apply historical perspectives to current issues,
from commodification and culture to racism and state violence. Students recast their own family
histories and experiences in relation to others’. World History courses lead students to develop
empathy for lives led in other times and places. We plead with our colleagues not to allow those
core skills to fall away now, when they are needed more than ever in our global political
environment.

In conclusion, we ask our colleagues to augment and expand upon what UCR’s General
Education already offers to undergraduate students, rather than launching an untested and costly
package in its place. We look forward to working to implement positive changes in General
Education through inclusive and collective work.



Executive committee Report 
 
Oct. 14/2020 
Toward an R' Research Model 
General Educational Reform 
 
Report to EC by Fariba Zarinebaf 
 
1. Based on a locally informed pedagogical and epistemological foundation, the proposal 
aims to include all voices 
2. Complementary to concurrent proposals, it offers a framework that builds upon the 
scholarly aspirations of UCR  
3. It fosters Collaborative development and implementation of the new model beyond 
undergraduate education  
 
 
Philosophy and vision 
 
It intends to prepare critical and ethical thinking, promoting re-search through multiple lenses ( 
community bases, transnational) and disciplines, the humanities, the arts, social sciences and 
scientific methods, emphasizing UCR's mission as a Hispanic serving institution promoting the 
diversity of the peoples of California. 
 
Therefore, the design and delivery of courses are as important as their content. Courses 
designed through this model critically examine how knowledge is socially constructed, taught, 
framed, circulated and debated and how different research methods can transform knowledge 
construction, offering multiple re-search of research methods.  
 
It places community at the center of re-search, extending respect, reciprocity , responsibility, 
reflexivity  and relationality.  
 
Structural Framework  
 
Connecting lower div breath GenEd courses with upper-div capstone type courses. Some lower 
Ed courses will be completed elsewhere by transfer students and some streamlining will take 
place for cross- campus transfer students.  
 
Core courses will be 3 upper div integrative courses, in seminar format, weaving together 
diverse perspectives on a common theme or issue, allowing students to engage with complex 
issues through a collaborative effort in different schools and programs. These courses will have 
different learning outcomes that are multi- disciplinary, collaborative, critical, relevant to 
contemporary issues, community based and social justice oriented, taking into consideration 
issues of race, class, gender, and ethnicity.  
 



Implementation 
 
A new interdisciplinary R' Search Committee will be in charge of course development, oversight 
and approval. While some existing courses will be approved, this model intends a radical 
transformation of UCR's breadth model. Incentives and funding will be given to faculty for 
course development and collaborative pedagogy across colleges, centers and departments. One 
quarter of residency will be given to faculty to develop these courses.  
 
Some sample R'courses: 
 
Sustainability and Sexual Politics 
Race and Gender in Medicine 
Propaganda: The Political Economy of Media 
Political Economy of Health 
Pandemics: Past and Present 
Environment and Society 
Telling R'Stories 
Producing and Practicing Blackness 
 
A great proposal and model that will require considerable funding, time and training and 
collaborative effort by faculty on developing these courses. The model will take several years of 
trial and error to work but it is well worth it.  
 
Some important questions for consideration:  
 
Who will train the faculty?  
It involves great investment in money and time. Who will pay for it?  
Will junior faculty take time from their research and tenure clock to invest in this effort?  
 
Meanwhile a few such courses might be offered  as an option to undergraduates concurrently 
with the existing model as a test case.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Thematic Tracks Model 
 
Learning outcomes: 
1. Communication skills, strong oral and written skills, information and ideas 
2. Information literacy skills based on strong critical and quantitative skills 
3. Contextualized knowledge from multiple perspectives in various disciplines, how it is 
created, art, social sciences, humanities, natural sciences 
 
The thematic model will be based on a significant problem of current importance to society. 
Each track will be based on specific themes, issues, problems. Students will gain both general 
and specific knowledge on a given topic from multiple perspectives. It will provide colleges and 
schools flexibility in designing and managing the course requirements composed of 5-13 for 
their own programs.  
 
Structure 
 
This model requires 5-6 GenEd courses per track rather than 13 spread over four or two years 
for transfer students. They would be a mixture of lower div and upper div courses.  
They would be distributed in the following areas: 
 
1. One writing course 
2. One course in social sciences 
3. One course in humanities and the arts 
4. One course in quantitative reasoning 
5. One course in natural sciences 
6. A capstone course related to the major 
 
Learning outcomes 
1. Communication skills 
2. Information literacy 
3. Critical reasoning  
 
Costs and Benefits 
 
Current menu of courses are just a list and are unrelated. With this model, students can choose 
a theme, giving a purpose to their general education.  
Some startup cost to provide course release for faculty to collaborate in developing tracks. 
A Senate Standing committee will oversee the tracks. 
 
Examples of the ethic tracks 
 
 Sustainability and Energy: 
4 units of introductory science 
4 units of social science 



8 units of introductory Econ 
4-unit capstone course 
 
Ongoing oversight of thematic courses  by an Academic Senate General Education Committee 
with cross- membership with Committee on Education Policy and Committee on Courses and 
two members from each college.  
 
Course creation and approval by the General Education committee and the regular approval 
process. 
 
Creation of thematic clusters by an Academic Senate General Education Committee to oversee 
the creation and implementation of tracks, soliciting proposals from faculty at large providing 
mini- grants. Faculty can also be invited to join an existing track.  
 
Incentives will include a course release for faculty involved. The course will count toward the 
teaching load. Faculty will get a stipend through a mini-grant that can be a partial summer 
salary support . 
 
Faculty will be expected to meet throughout the year to coordinate the integration of the track, 
classroom activities and implementation and submits a brief report to the Academic Senate 
Standing Committee.  
 
Existing course can be adapted into a track by modifying syllabi and activities and to fit learning 
outcomes. 
 
Some examples of tracks from other institutions: 
 
Climate change, culture and society 
History of Law 
Economic History, from Sumer to the Global World 
Inequality 
Urban design  
Gender and Society 
Global Health 
Diversity Studies 
Global Development Studies  
 
Comments: This model involves more flexibility and less cost and time in modifying existing 
courses and creating new ones. Faculty can propose these tracks and the oversight will be 
provided by the Academic Senate and committee on courses.   
 
 
 
 



 
 



Crossing Boundaries: The New UCR General Education Curriculum

I. Philosophy

The purpose of general education is to showcase the means by which artists, scholars, and 
scientists pursue their work for their understanding of the world and to the quality of their lives. 

Four types of intellectual experiences:
(1) the arts and humanities, (2) ethics and civics, (3) social institutions and history, and (4) 

science and technology. 

General education courses should provide a model for students to integrate knowledge from 
disparate fields and sources to understand and respond to the great challenges and trends of the 
21st century. 

Topic examples of the General education courses : anime, artificial intelligence, climate change, 
pandemics, the rise of China, satire, and the future of the university, most often through multi-
disciplinary lenses. This is why we call the new general education curriculum, “Crossing 
Boundaries.”  

General education should contribute to students’ “critical competencies,” their’ capacity to 
express themselves orally and in written work, their ability to discern valid from unsupported 
information, and their skills in analytical and critical thinking and quantitative reasoning.

The “Crossing Boundaries” curriculum stands in clear contrast to the current “menu” approach to 
general education.  Menu approach as “an admission of intellectual defeat” because it serves up a 
“mishmash of courses that are only superficially connected. The foundation for higher levels of 
student engagement and achievement lie in topics that ignite the interest of students, in 
opportunities for students to build critical competencies, and in teaching that illuminates the 
subject matter by drawing on multiple disciplines and perspectives. 

II. Structure

1) The designated general education courses (six quarter-length courses) : At least one in each 
of four course categories: (A) aesthetics and cultures, (B) ethics and civics, (C) social 
institutions and history, and (D) science and technology, No prerequisite courses, Maybe 
upper-division standing.

2) The campus-wide required courses: (A) one quantitative reasoning course, (B) two 
expository writing courses, and (C) two language courses and one “cultures” course (the 
current ethnic studies requirement counts in here) 

In sum, the courses consist of the total number of 12: 
6 Designated General Education Courses (at least one in each of four categories) 
6 Campus-wide Requirements (1 Quantitative Reasoning with Data course, 2 Expository Writing 
courses, 2 Language courses, 1 Cultures course)



The average UCR undergraduate takes 45 courses during 4 years on campus. The remaining 33 
courses will be divided between major and elective courses, possibly for some courses taught by 
department faculty to count toward their major.

III. Format of Designated GE Courses

- Lecture/Seminar and discussion, Laboratory, or field activity based formats
- A minimum enrollment of 15 students
- Teaching assistant(s)

IV. Learning Objectives

It requires that courses accepted for inclusion include skill development activities in at least three 
of five core competency areas: (1) analytical and critical thinking, (2) information literacy, (3) 
oral communication, (4) quantitative reasoning, and (5) written expression.

V. Examples

(1) contrast a typical current course with a comparable one that is in the spirit of the new 
curriculum, (2) are of a possible new course with no clear current comparison, and (3) illustrate 
how current courses, with slight revisions, would align with the new general education system.

- Social sciences: Instead of “Sociology of Education,” courses with titles like “Are American 
Schools Failing?”

- The intersection of pop culture and engineering: “Science of Superheroes” (cross-boundary 
appreciation between comic book and bioengineering/material science

- Appendix A / BIOL 30 Human Reproduction and Sexual Behavior ( Science + history, cultural 
diversity, politics, perception, religion, and more)

VI. Costs and Benefits

A. Costs

- Faculty time in developing new designated general education courses and in revising current 
courses to meet requirements for the new general education curriculum.

- A committee: two year terms, a one-course teaching reduction.
- Minimum enrollment of 15 students/ upper division course requirements to no more than 45 

units
- Negatively impacted departments by new curriculum: ex) World History —-> courses on “The 

Rise and Fall of the Roman Empire” or on “The Chinese Century?”

B. Benefits
- Focus on topics that represent challenges and trends that will continue to be important after 

graduation- topics such as pandemics, artificial intelligence, climate change, the rise of China, 
the consequences of rising inequality, great works of science fiction, and perhaps even a 
course on the path-breaking musical Hamilton. 



- A major difficulty with the “menu approach” that currently exists in the UCR general 
education curriculum is that it fails to guarantee an enriched educational experience with 
topics that can engage the interest and imagination of undergraduates. departments propose 
courses that will satisfy distributional requirements and students choose, rather blindly, among 
these options. Little, if any, quality control exists because many of the current courses are 
introductions to disciplines and responsibilities for teaching the courses circulate among 
instructors who may have widely different capacities for engaging introductory students.  

- The new curriculum will bring benefits to students through required specification of learning 
objectives and skill development activities, through heightened understanding of the ways of 
knowing, or epistemologies, practiced by the academic disciplines, and especially through the 
intellectual excitement produced by high-quality courses better tailored to student interests. 
Most importantly, the new curriculum will bring coherence to a general education program 
that has long lacked coherence because of its reliance on the “menu approach” to general 
education.

VII. Faculty Incentives to Participate

(1) Instructors who develop two new general education courses will be eligible for one course 
reduction following approval of both courses. Instructors who request teaching reductions 
are expected to teach the courses they develop during the first or second year of the new 
curriculum. Team taught courses are encouraged but course relief will be available for only 
one instructor in team taught courses. 

(2) Members of the General Education Review Committee will be appointed jointly by the 
Committee on Committees (CoC) and the EVC/Provost. Members of the committee will be 
eligible for one course reduction if they commit to two years of review committee service

VIII. Process and Forms for Course Approval

- Courses reviewed by the review committee in high standards
- New courses approved by the review committee and the Senate Committee on Courses
- Application form for instructors at www.gened.ucr.edu. 

Draft Proposal Template: New General Education Courses (pg 7-8)
Appendix 1: Examples of Existing UCR Courses that could be Included in or Revised for 
the “Crossing Boundaries” Curriculum (pg 9-18)

(My impression: It is an interesting idea suggesting curriculum change from General “menu 
approach” to Specific interdisciplinary topics.  The proposal suggests the new curriculum based 
on the interest and imagination of undergraduate, but I don’t clearly get those meanings of 
INTEREST and IMAGINATION. The new curriculum is too radical or should be something in 
between trendy and classic? )



 
 

 
From: Benjamin Liu <benjamin.liu@ucr.edu> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 8, 2021 11:37 AM 
To: Peter Graham <peter.graham@ucr.edu> 
Subject: Gen Ed response  
  
Dear Peter, 
 
In Hispanic Studies, we share the concerns expressed by Jeff Sacks and  
Comp Lit regarding the overall dismissal of languages in the GenEd  
report. In the case of Spanish, we are talking about the second-most  
spoken language in the US and the second-most spoken L1 language in the  
world, and one that is crucial to our HSI campus and region. 
 
Best, 
 
Ben 
 
 
 
--  
Benjamin Liu 
Associate Professor & Interim Chair, Hispanic Studies, UC Riverside 

 

mailto:benjamin.liu@ucr.edu
mailto:peter.graham@ucr.edu


Department of Comparative Literature and Languages 
Response to General Education Proposal 
Dec. 3, 2021 
 

The Senate and Non-Senate Faculty in the Department of Comparative Literature and 
Languages stand opposed to—and reject in its entirety—the General Education Proposal, 
“R’Horizons,” received on 10/8 from Academic Senate Chair Jason Stajich.  

 
In summary: 
 
1. We reject this document in its entirety and call for the creation of a new General 

Education committee and a new, from-the-ground-up, community-based approach; 
2. We refuse the proposal that the four-quarter language requirement in CHASS be 

eliminated and call for a new, four-quarter non-English-language requirement for all 
UC, Riverside undergraduate students; 

3. We oppose the Anglocentrism and monolingualism advocated in this document, and we 
insist that this or any future General Education committee clarify the importance of 
non-English-language study for undergraduate education; 

4. We reject the commodification of study and learning made manifest in this document, 
all call for a communal ethic of care, empathy, and relationality in the university.    

 
1. 

 
We note, firstly, the absence of clear argumentation and coherent justification for the 

curriculum proposed in this document, and we therefore call for it to be rejected in its entirety and for 
the process for the revision of the General Education requirements to be initiated anew from the ground 
up. This document proposes to make significant changes to the General Education 
requirements, and it bases its recommendations on a small number of surveys taken by 
undergraduate students, advising staff, and alumni. And yet no critical attention is paid to the 
survey methods used or results obtained, no attempt is made to understand these results 
socially, historically, or contextually, no justification is provided as to why student, advising, 
and alumni surveys should play a role—and such a decisive and outsized role—in determining 
the form and content of a General Education curriculum at a university. Further, no definition 
of the word “education” is provided, even as all manner of inarticulate generalization is offered. 
Education is fully instrumentalized, placed at the service of the market and capital, while the 
work of teachers and scholars is diminished and scoffed at, understood as interchangeable in a 
poorly-constructed table of incoherent numeric values (“Supplemental Report #1,” p. 3-5). 
What is offered is an inarticulate document of little use, which provides little justification for its 
claims or recommendations. 

 
This document is manifestly provincial in outlook and approach; it advances, we underline 

in details below, in section 2, a resolute Anglocentrism and monolingualism, and this, at a time 
of virulent and global anti-Black, anti-Asian, and anti-Muslim violence and racism, and anti-
immigrant xenophobia. 
 

It should therefore come as no surprise that there have been no general symposia held, no 
open conversations sponsored, no significant attempts to seek the input of the faculty 
community—Senate and Non-senate—regarding the formation of this document and the 
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determination of its content; there has been no survey of faculty—and the General Education 
committee, for reasons it never explains or justifies, seems to have a great admiration for 
surveys!—which may have allowed this committee to understand the views of the faculty in 
relation to General Education requirements. If a 40-year lapse is a justification for review, it is 
most certainly not a justification for a review that shows an open disinterest in the views of the 
faculty regarding what is, in fact, a massively important event in the history of the University 
of California, Riverside. Such a document ought not to be composed by a small collective of 22 
faculty members out of some 800 with a near total absence of consultation. There ought to be 
debate, there ought to be conversation, there ought to be engagement, there ought to be 
multiple nodes and moments of input across time—all of it public and transparent. There ought 
to be a substantive, intentional reflection on the questions at hand, and such a reflection ought 
to attempt to grapple with the quite difficult task of collectively elaborating the sense we intend 
with the word “education,” and with other words as well, such as “learning,” “study,” and 
“university.” And yet the poverty of the formulations offered in this document suggests that 
this has hardly been the case.  

 
We call attention, further, to the sheer strangeness of this document. It is a commonplace in 

our communal practice that documents of all sorts—including academic personnel documents, 
but not only those—incorporate and make transparent majority and minority views. And yet 
no attempt has been made to describe exactly what the document we are reading is, what the 
process of this committee has been in creating it, how its final form was reached, and whether 
any minority views, around any of the questions addressed, exist. There ought to be, within 
this document, an accounting of how it came to be and why, and yet this is entirely lacking. 
The document tells us that this committee “conducted” an “evaluation”—“We conducted this 
evaluation and found that improvement is both possible and desirable. Taken as a whole, the 
evidence we collected also points in directions that improvement can take” (p. 2)—and yet it 
never explains exactly what its “evaluation” consisted in. The document claims that it has used 
“evidence”—“the evidence we collected”—but the “evidence” it contains is shoddy, partial, 
limited, marred, and therefore of little value. This document displays little interest in the 
communities of students and teachers it serves, it has no patience for reflection or introspection, 
it takes no time clarify its intentions or explain its terms, and it proposes grand, complicated 
models without basis or justification. 

 
It should be rejected in its entirety.   
 
Instead of this document, we propose that a new General Education committee be formed and that it 

engage in an entirely new, community-based, from-the-ground-up process. We propose that this new 
committee create fora across colleges, schools, departments, and disciplines, to generate a 
vigorous, engaged conversation about General Education at UC, Riverside. It is our shared 
view that this will create a community of interlocutors, where, through a process of 
interchange, interlocution, and debate a thriving context for a broad, university-wide dialogue 
around General Education will nurture the creation of a shared approach. Such fora—which 
might include a variety of round-table discussions, small-group exchanges, invited speakers 
from a variety of disciplines and fields—could be coordinated by the Center for Ideas and 
Society and create a common intellectual landscape. And such interactions and events will also 
allow the collective of faculty at UC, Riverside to come to a shared sense of their intentions in 
pedagogy—a shared definition of what pedagogy is and ought to be—and how it intersects 
with the lives, social experience, and aspirations of our students. This will also be an 
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opportunity to re-think, as a collective, what pedagogy is and how we might re-envision it as a 
shared, communal practice.  

 
2. 
 

 We refrain from commenting on most of this document, if only because we do not wish to 
be taken to have approved of any aspect of it. And yet we underline one significant moment of 
concern: this document proposes—in a gesture that entirely exceeds the proper remit of the 
General Education committee—that the CHASS, 4-quarter “foreign language” breadth 
requirement be eliminated (this is demonstrated graphically at p. 24). 

 
2.1 We demand that this committee’s proposal to eliminate the CHASS “foreign language” breadth 

requirement be removed from this document and we call for the adoption of a new 4-quarter, non-
English-language General Education requirement for all UCR undergraduate students, inclusive of all 
colleges and schools. 

 
Language learning and study is an essential component of undergraduate and graduate 

education across departments and programs in the humanities, arts, social sciences, and beyond. 
Students in the natural and applied sciences, engineering, public policy, business, education, and 
more, require a knowledge of more than one language and the sort of sensibility, which 
language study creates. Language learning and study is a core dimension of student training, 
which sustains UC, Riverside’s position as an R1 institution and as a global leader in university 
education. The General Education proposal underlines that “UCR’s vision statement includes a 
commitment to “transform the lives of the diverse people of California, the nation, and the 
world through the discovery, communication, translation, application, and preservation of 
knowledge’” (p. 9), and we note the particular role of language learning and study—and non-
English-language learning and study in particular—in this articulation of the mission of UC, 
Riverside. The role of the curriculum, as further outlined in URC’s vision statement, is “To 
empower undergraduate students to become leaders, engaged global citizens, and lifelong 
learners” (“Appendix X, p. 41), and we further underline the role of non-English-language 
study in this vision of what undergraduate education ought to be—and, in particular, in the 
creation of “global citizens.” 
 

In line with these claims, the General Education proposal underlines the importance of 
“communication,” but it presumes that the only communication worthy of consideration is 
communication in the English language. In a context of world-wide multilingualism, and at a 
time where a need for communication across languages could not be more in evidence, this 
proposal is resolute in its Anglocentrism and monolingualism. Put more clearly: this proposal 
presumes and advances Anglocentric monolingualism as a norm; it privileges the English language 
over all other languages, and it privileges the experience—local and global—of English-
languages speakers, thinkers, writers, scholars, artists, and so forth, over all others. Of 
significant concern is that this proposal, during a time of growing xenophobia, racism, and anti-
Black, anti-Asian, and anti-Muslim violence globally, can appear to mimic—however 
unintentionally, and if in a style that presents itself as advancing a diverse and plurally 
humanistic pedagogy—the most conservative elements in national and international political 
and cultural discourses. 
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The exclusion of non-English-language training for UC, Riverside students is made explicit 
here: 
 

“By incorporating learning goals and skills such as clear communication; sound 
reasoning; applied research methods; and information, media, and mathematical literacy, 
general education courses enable students to identify problems, understand context, 
propose solutions, and ultimately contribute to the City of Riverside, inland Southern 
California, and beyond.” (p. 3) 

 
We wish to underline the use of the word “communication,” and its centrality, in this 

passage; and we wish to share our dismay at the lack of this committee’s interest in adding a 
requirement for non-English-language study to the University-wide General Education 
requirements, given the emphasis on “communication” throughout: 

“Among the college learning outcomes examined in 2018, both executives and hiring 
managers placed the highest importance on oral communication skills.” (p. 7) 

“The new general education curriculum also needs to incorporate ways to help students 
improve their oral communication as well as their analytical and critical thinking skills.” 
(p. 8) 
 
“General education courses must therefore provide students with many opportunities to 
develop their writing, speaking, and reasoning skills, as well as introduce them to the 
contributions of important scholars, artists, and public figures. Skill development in 
these domains will include instruction in the elements of rhetoric, style, and logic [but 
not languages?]. It will also include understanding audience expectations, how words 
and sentiments can mean different things to different people, and a reflexive outlook 
that allows a critical awareness of one’s own biases and limited experiences.” (p. 9) 
 
We disagree strongly with the devaluing of language and its study—and the strident 

Anglocentrism and monolingual-centrism—which is placed at the center of this document. The 
proposal itself tacitly acknowledges that language is an important—indeed, a decisive—
dimension of human life and affairs. What would any of us be or do without language? What 
would any of us have to say? How would there be social organization, contestation, or 
invention—how would there be sociality at all? How would there be relations of any kind? 
How could there be a discourse on any of the 5 major “topics” for study outlined in this 
document—creativity, history, society, nature, and technology—without language, and without 
a plurality of languages? How would there be—and could there be at all?—anything like 
“education”—any learning of any sort? 
 

Because a facility with and knowledge of more than one language is a requirement for local 
and global citizenship and participation; because language is not only a medium for thought, 
knowledge, art, and science but the very manifestation of these; and because undergraduate 
education at UCR must begin with and engage the cultural, historical, linguistic, and social 
plurality of our students and the world in which they live, we propose that a 4-quarter non-
English-language requirement—for all UCR undergraduate students—be added to this and any future 
General Education proposal for UC, Riverside. 
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This new, university-wide requirement will enhance student’s knowledge of themselves and 
the world; it will open our students to the experience(s) of others and their life worlds; it will 
not only create empathy, care, and relationality—and we note that these concepts are entirely 
absent from the General Education proposal—but it will also train students to minoritize their 
own views, experience, and frames of reference. There is no better way to teach students that 
there are a plurality of ways of understanding and being in the world—and a plurality of 
understandings of basic terms such as “love,” “death,” “joy,” and even “language”—than by 
opening the door to language study and deeply engage in what it means to study a language.  

 
2.2 We call attention to, and oppose, the hostility to non-English-language study made manifest in 

this document, and the monolingualism and Anglocentrism, which this hostility exemplifies. 
 
A significant animosity toward non-English-language study is made palpable in this 

document. For example: “Students’ open-ended comments about required language courses 
were frequently negative” (p. 5); “According to the advisors, many students complain about the 
language courses, wondering whether they are necessary” (p. 6). We learn nothing about the 
content of these so-called “negative” comments, and there is no attempt to provide context or 
to compare and contrast students’ comments regarding other requirements. There is no 
attempt to understand language study in relation to other sorts of study, or to think about 
language requirements in relation to other sorts of requirement. It is well attested in scholarly 
literature that language study, and multilingualism more generally, enhances students’ 
cognitive performance and their capacity to think complexly and acutely; it is well attested that 
survey responses, of the sort used in this report, systematically skew in “survey sampling bias”; 
it is also a basic social fact that monolingualism is not a norm, historically or globally, but 
rather a particular form of linguistic life unique to particular social contexts. This document 
addresses none of this and merely forwards a monolingual bias. It is as if this proposal advances 
some students’ negative claims without attempting to inquire into them or understand them.  
 

We note that this committee took it upon itself to inquire about language requirements at 
UC, Riverside—and we wonder why. There is, at present, no University-wide General 
Education language requirement at UCR, and so a discussion of language instruction would 
seem to be outside of the proper remit of this committee. We see several possible answers: (1) 
some members of the General Education committee wished to test the idea of adding a new 
non-English-language requirement to the General Education requirements campus-wide—and 
we endorse this proposal fully; (2) some members of the committee did not properly understand 
the committee’s task, and its institutional limits, and therefore allowed its remit to be exceeded. 
 

Most troublingly this committee—for reasons that are never elaborated—decided to 
graphically remove the 4-quarter “foreign language” requirement from General Education 
requirements of the College of Humanities, Arts, and Social Sciences (p. 24). We wish to remind 
the General Education committee that it does not have the authority to determine CHASS policy or its 
General Education requirements. It also does not have the authority to suggest or imply a change in 
CHASS policy or in its General Education requirements. The framing of the graphic figure provided 
on p. 24 fully removes the “foreign language” requirement in CHASS, and it indicates that 
“college specific courses” will be “determined by college executive committees,” and yet the 
presumption of this document and its visual presentation is that the normative posture of the 
General Education proposal process is that this language requirement is to be removed, 
pending its being added back in upon review. We reject this overreach of this committees’ purview 



 6 

and demand that any notes relating to the CHASS “foreign language” requirement and any student or 
advisor comments regarding this requirement—and language instruction more generally—be removed 
from this proposal document.   
 

The discussion of language study presented in this document is disingenuous at best. The 
proposal makes recommendations regarding language instruction which differ significantly 
from all other areas of study, and yet the complaints offered by students are mirrored across the 
board: there are, an unbiased reader of this document might reasonably conclude, systemic, 
structural issues related to scheduling and availability of General Education courses across the 
UC, Riverside campus: 
 

“Five hundred and eighty-five students provided open-ended comments. The largest 
plurality of these students pointed to the difficulties in finding general education courses 
they wanted or needed; nearly one out of four comments concerned these course 
offerings and scheduling issues.” (“Supplemental Report #1,” p. 5). 

 
Scheduling is a core issue of concern for students: 

 
“As we discovered first through the student survey responses, according to advisors, 
students do not look for content as much as for courses that fit into their schedules.”  
(“Supplemental Report #1,” p. 6). 

 
“Some students are dissatisfied with general education courses because of their difficulty 
or because they are hard to schedule. Many students look for ‘easy’ courses that will not 
negatively affect their GPAs.” (“Supplemental Report #1,” p. 6). 

 
And yet there is little effort to explain, understand, or grapple with the challenges of 

scheduling at UCR, and no attention to the role that scheduling challenges may play in 
students’ assessment of the comparative value of courses. What we do receive, however, is a 
repeated reporting of the same criticisms of language instruction, and, as we underline below, 
an outright attack on language learning as a pedagogical and humanistic practice of value.  
 

This document reports the following: 
 

“The foreign language requirement came in for particular criticism in the open-ended 
comments. Many students said it should be dropped or reduced to no more than three 
required courses.” (“Supplemental Report #1,” p. 5-6). 

 
“In addition, many students, according to advisors, complain about the foreign language 
courses, wondering whether they are necessary and whether the exam fees associated 
testing out of classes should be required.” (“Supplemental Report #1,” p. 5-6) 
 
UCR alumni note a similar disinterest in language study: 

 
“Foreign languages were the courses most often criticized as problematic. Few felt that 
the remembered much from these courses.” (“Supplemental Report #1,” p. 7) 
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We are struck that the General Education committee does not attempt to understand or 
contextualize these concerns. Why do UCR students and alumni have an animus toward 
language study? Why, it seems, do some UCR faculty members have such an animus as well? 
Can we understand this animosity in a broader social and historical context? Can we 
understand it in relation to the rising tides of racism, xenophobia, anti-immigrant violence, 
anti-Asian violence, and anti-Black violence? Why does this committee sever its survey 
responses from social and historical context—not to mention institutional context—and make 
them into curricular directives? Why does this committee take these responses as a guide in the 
formation of the General Education curriculum at UCR? No argument, in relation to any of 
these matters, is provided. We are offered no discussion of the actual value of language study. 
We are offered no justification as to why the views of students, alumni, and employers ought to 
play such an outsized role in determining what students ought to learn? The university 
curriculum is, it seems, handed over to the vague generalizations of survey responses, and we 
wonder why this is—from any perspective—a legitimate frame for proposing curricular reform. 

 
2.3 We oppose the “language exception” made manifest in this document—where all forms of study 

have value except for the study of languages—and we call upon the General Education committee to 
clearly articulate the value of the study of non-English-languages as a part of the undergraduate 
curriculum. 

 
We equally refuse the instrumentalization of learning and study and the general subordination of the 

university to capital, which this document advances. 
  

The committee points to the value of “higher education”: 
 

“In addition, instructors should help students see that higher education is not only 
about the immediate monetary cost and value of a course and instead help them to think 
about how engagement in course content can strengthen their abilities to pursue 
meaningful and remunerative careers and to make change in the world.” (“Supplemental 
Report #1,” p. 5-6) 

 
And yet, for this committee, language study has no value; we might say, then, that this 

document wishes to institutionalize a language exception: all areas of study in the university have 
value, this document seems to presume, except for the study of non-English languages. This 
presumption is not only false on its face, it represents a parochialism of thought, a xenophobic 
social and political position, and a demeaning of humanistic study writ large. The committee, 
further, instrumentalizes undergraduate study in relation to “meaningful remunerative careers,” 
and we reject this subordination of learning and study to a student’s capacity to “pursue a 
career” and link their activities to “remunerative” ends. The university, we are given to 
understand, is to fully subordinate itself to capital, students are to subordinate themselves to 
“careers,” and the acts and behaviors of faculty, students, staff, administrators, and all UC, 
Riverside employees are to be taken in view of this general subordination. And so, in addition 
to a language exception there is a general subordination and normalized instrumentalization—and all 
of this is offered without discussion, argument, or justification. We not only reject this language 
exception but we also reject the instrumentalization of education, learning, and study, which this 
document forwards, values, and generalizes. 
 

This is the committee’s recommendation in relation to language study: 
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“Among the campus’s current GE requirements, the evidence suggests that foreign 
language instruction needs considerable attention; the number of courses appears to be 
too high given the perceived value of the courses and the possibility of picking up new languages 
later in life as needed [emphasis added] . The desirability of the world history 
requirement also needs to be established more clearly [emphasis added]; it is likely that 
history courses more closely aligned with students’ majors would be a better option. In 
general, closer connection between general education courses and majors would be 
desirable and can be constructed, in part, through “thematic tracks” options that connect 
to students’ majors (see the discussion in the structure section of this report).” 
(“Supplemental Report #1,” p. 11) 
 
We note the quite different responses to non-English-language study, on the one hand, and 

the study of history, on the other. The committee notes, in relation to language study—and 
this, in a context where there is a universally acknowledged crisis in scheduling and an 
inadequate number of General Education courses—that “the number of courses appears to be 
too high given the perceived value of the courses and the possibility of picking up new 
languages later in life as needed.” We underline: contrary to what this sentence says, no “evidence” is 
provided. No discussion of language learning is presented, and no reflection on the idea of 
“picking up new languages” is offered. It is not only that this sentence reiterates a sort of 
pedagogical capitalism, where “new languages” can be “picked up” as if they were so many X-
boxes at Target; it is dismissive, disrespectful, and demeaning: it devalues language work and 
arrogantly presses to the side the labor of our non-English-language lecturers. It presumes to 
adjudicate the value of language study without taking the least interest in the labor of those 
who actually teach languages. And all of this is based upon no understanding of language 
learning and no interest in learning about what such learning entails. It draws misleading and 
false conclusions without noticing that its procedure is anti-pedagogical. It mocks the education 
it claims to further and diminishes the institution it claims to serve, as its recommendations 
would transform UC, Riverside from a major research and teaching institution into an English-
only facility for career training. 

 
We note: the number of non-English language courses “appears to be too high,” and yet in 

relation to the study of history, rather than diminish the number of courses this document recommends 
that their validity be “established more clearly.” In relation to the study of non-English-languages 
this report concurs with some students’ negative views; in relation to the study of history, this 
report disagrees with students’ views and recommends a further justification of the value of the 
study of history. Through this document and at this particular moment—but not only here—
this committee has made clear its view that the study of history has value while the study of 
languages does not. And we note, finally, that this occurs in a context where the value of 
“world history courses,” as judged by some UC, Riverside students, is less than the value of 
“foreign language courses”: the value of world history courses is rated at .24 while the value of 
foreign language courses is rated at .37. 

 
We underline all of this not to argue that “language” has more or less value than “history”—

we affirm the value of the diverse areas of study and approaches represented curricularly and in 
faculty members’ scholarship in all departments, colleges, and schools at UC, Riverside—but to 
underline the bias against non-English-language study, and the narrowly conceived sense of 
education and learning, which this document espouses. 
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To reiterate: we oppose this committee’s bias against language learning, teaching, and 

study; we oppose its monolingualism and Anglocentrism; we reject the language exception and 
call upon this committee to articulate its support for non-English-language study; we reject the 
elimination for the 4-quarter “foreign language” requirement in CHASS and call for it to be 
retained and expanded to all Colleges and Schools at UCR; and we reject this document’s 
instrumentalization and commodification of learning—for example, its numerification of 
pedagogical value, and its understanding of value as quantifiable in relation to so many discrete 
points on a chart. Study, after all, takes time: it is collective and it is, like teaching, a form of 
labor, which we embrace, as we embrace the shared tasks of creating contexts for learning and 
being together—for sharing and giving, for living and relating, for nurture and care—which 
education, at UC, Riverside, ought to value. 



Begin forwarded message: 

From: Robin Russin <robin.russin@ucr.edu> 
Date: December 10, 2021 at 00:55:36 PST 
To: Daryle Williams <daryle.williams@ucr.edu>, Kiril Tomoff <kiril.tomoff@ucr.edu>, Peter Graham 
<peter.graham@ucr.edu> 
Cc: Bella Merlin <bmerlin@ucr.edu>, Erith Jaffe-Berg <erith.jaffe-berg@ucr.edu>, Stuart Krieger 
<skrieger@ucr.edu>, Annika Speer <annika@ucr.edu> 
Subject: General Education Report statement 

Dear Daryle, Kiril, and Peter: 
 
Here is TFDP’s response to the GenEd proposal. 
 
The general vision, structure and impact of the proposed revision of General Education as laid out in the 
report is exciting and vital, but has many problematic areas. Clearly (after four decades) this is a timely 
and considered response, and there are many ways in which departmentally and college-wise TFDP and 
CHASS would be instrumental in providing invaluable GE. The five pillars of Creativity, History, Society, 
Nature, and Technology offer inherently interdisciplinary praxis which addresses the underlying desire 
that GE enables students 'to identify problems, understand context, propose solutions, and ultimately 
contribute to the City of Riverside, inland Southern California' and to the world at large as global 
citizens.' The scaffolding of Introductory to Intermediate to Innovatory is likewise useful and sensible. 
However, these categories are also so general that they could be—and likely would be--interpreted in 
many different ways, which would tend to undercut the value of specific disciplines and recognition of 
their value—in particular with regard to CHASS. That is a real problem, and one which makes supporting 
the GE proposal untenable in its present iteration, from the point of view of our department and others 
in the Humanities. 
 
We do wish to engage in a productive manner, and so, with regard to TFDP in particular, we would like 
to flag up essential GE-relevant classes that we already offer and that could directly address concerns 
within the reports findings. The GE review rightfully emphasizes the importance of oral communication 
yet perplexingly locates teaching this skill principally in the required English composition courses. The 
Public Speaking Initiative (and in particular the class TFDP 050: Introduction to Public Speaking, which 
reaches 450 students per year) is co-directed here at UCR by our colleague Dr. Annika Speer. She 
teaches the public-facing oral communication so consistently noted in the report: UCR should arguably 
attend more integratedly to the work being pioneered here. Furthermore, the TFDP 010: Introduction to 
Acting reaches 180 students per quarter throughout the academic year, another course which offers 
essential life and communication skills along with professionalization skills. It is concerning that written 
and oral communication are all too easily lumped together in the report, when each requires quite 
distinct degrees of embodied knowledge and public-facing aptitudes. To assume that reading, writing, 
and rhetoric coalesce to create 'communication literacy' would be a mistake: they are distinct skills. 
Hence the separation in the WASC Core Competencies of Written Literacy and Oral Literacy. Indeed, in 
TFDP, our courses laser-focus, but separately, on both of those areas (through lower division 
Screenwriting TFDP 066, alongside public speaking and performance through TFDP 050 and 010).  
 
While we appreciate the hours of attention and consideration that the Committee undertook with the 
crafting of this report, the final document arguably holds an implicit bias against CHASS disciplines. We 
concur with our colleagues in Comparative Literature, Classics, Philosophy, and other CHASS 
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departments, that the denigration of language classes is especially misguided, particularly at a 
designated Latinx-Serving Institution: that the original languages of the land upon which UCR was built 
were Cahuilla and Spanish (both offered as courses) should underlie the significance of language classes 
'contributing to the City of Riverside' etc. One of the more shocking sentences in the report includes 'in 
the current proposal faculty in CNAS could create courses in History/Creativity/Society categories and 
allow CNAS students to avoid taking those courses from CHASS faculty.' How does this sentiment ally 
with the interdisciplinarity that the report as a whole seeks to galvanize? Its inherent offensiveness is 
striking, insulting to the expertise of the faculty in CHASS—not mention devaluing the Humanities in 
general, and absurdly implies that someone in, say, Dance or Art History could come up with a biology or 
astrophysics class if they so chose. It’s frankly a terrible idea, and one we will not agree to on the face of 
it. 
 
Finally, we understand that the 'STEM' / 'NON-STEM' divide is shorthand; however, it is a shorthand that 
should no longer be acceptable in our increasingly interdisciplinary institution, where STEAM presents a 
better way to think of things—in fact that acronym should be expanded to STEAHM, including the 
Humanities in general—which are the fundamental fields informing concepts of culture, justice and, by 
definition, a humane, historically and culturally literate society. Again, the implicit bias of the campus 
towards the sciences is all too overt in the final version of this report: if we were to say 'Women' and 
'Non-women’ (or “White" and "Non-White") there is no doubt a large part of the campus who would 
find this 'shorthand’ problematic, to say the least.  
 
In brief, we applaud the rigor and intention of the GE report and its overhaul, but we have deep and 
potential nullifying concerns about the final iteration and the message it sends to all of us across 
campus. 
 
Sincerely 
 
Robin Russin 
Professor 
Interim Chair 
Department of Theatre, Film & Digital Production 
MFA for Creative Writing and Writing for the Performing Arts 
Chair Emeritus, Region VIII KCACTF National Playwriting Program 
University of California, Riverside 
Riverside, CA 92521 
 



 
 

From: Stephanie Hammer <hamm@ucr.edu> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 8, 2021 10:10 AM 
To: jason.stajich@ucr.edu <jason.stajich@ucr.edu>; Peter Graham <peter.graham@ucr.edu> 
Cc: Thomas Scanlon <scanlon@ucr.edu>; jeffrey.sacks@ucr.edu <jeffrey.sacks@ucr.edu>; Hendrik Maier 
<hendrik@ucr.edu> 
Subject: Proposed disestablishment of the language requirement in CHASS  
  
To: CHASS executive committee chair, Peter Graham, and Academic Senate Chair Jason Stajich 
  
From: Professor Emerita Stephanie Barbe Hammer, German and Comparative Literature  
  
Re: General Education Proposal to abolish the language requirement in CHASS 
  
CC. Jeffrey Sacks, Chair, Department of Comparative Literature, Thomas Scanlon, Professor 
Emeritus, Hendrik Maier, Professor Emeritus  
  
I have received word from Chair Jeffrey Sacks, regarding the proposed abolition of the 4 quarter 
language requirement in CHASS. I have read the proposal as well as the department’s response 
and Professor Thomas Scanlon’s letter.  
  
I fully support the department’s analysis and alternative recommendations.  
  
Further, I would like to observe that abolishing this requirement is an ill-conceived idea for at 
least a couple of reasons. 
  

1.     As Thomas Scanlon’s letter points out, the language requirement serves as a crucial 
gateway to UCR students intellectually, extending cultural vistas, as well as teaching 
students to view the English language within an expansive set of historical frameworks. 
As a research university in good standing, the Riverside campus should uphold 
requirements that are in keeping with the high caliber education delivered by the rest of 
the UC system. Prof. Scanlon points out that this requirement is in keeping with the 
program at other UC’s and therefore our students should not be shortchanged 
educationally.  

  
2.     The language requirement also serves a crucial pragmatic function: namely it offers 
students the opportunity to gain bi- and multi-lingual competencies, which in turn 
furnish them with the mastery to succeed professionally in an increasingly inter- and 
trans-national world. In my experience (30 years teaching at UCR), B.A. holders from 
UCR who pursued majors and minors in our department and in Spanish, have been able 
– thanks to their abilities across languages – to find meaningful work and remuneration 
in both private and public sectors, in numerous fields. Language abilities are more prized 
than ever currently, from what I can see. My vantage point is a relevant one; I currently 
teach occasionally at a large community college outside of Seattle, and the growth area 
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there is foreign language and EAP type learning opportunities, as students attempt to 
prepare themselves for careers in a global marketplace. From this pragmatic point of 
view, the department’s proposal that the language requirement be extended to the rest 
of the student body at UCR, makes complete sense.  
  
Indeed, multilingual competency and the nimbleness of thinking that understandings of 
different cultural modes of expression provide should be encouraged among all 
students at UCR, regardless of their major. To put it bluntly, students need more 
language acquisition, not less.  

 



Response to the “R’Horizons” General Education Proposal 
Department of Religious Studies 
December 14, 2021 
 
The faculty members of the Department of Religious Studies join with many other departments 
and individual faculty members, in CHASS and across the UCR campus, in opposing the 
“R’Horizons” proposal for a new General Education structure for UCR. Our objections are as 
follows: 
 

1. The process for developing the proposal, as described in the proposal, was 
fundamentally flawed; the proposal therefore rests on insufficient information and 
unfounded claims.  
 
The initial research so carefully described in the proposal includes no consultation with 
faculty members, or with anyone else with expertise in curriculum design. Only the 
members of the committee have contributed faculty voices to this process. Indeed, the 
initial four models to which many of us committed significant time and effort in our 
responses and evaluations have utterly disappeared in this proposal; we are not told how 
faculty responded to them or how those models and the faculty responses were taken into 
account in the creation of this proposal. Faculty have effectively been silenced. 
 
The research on which this proposal claims to be based centers instead on a survey of 
current undergraduates that had an abysmal 10 percent response rate, and focus groups 
comprising a total of 20 alumni. As anyone with an education in statistics knows, these 
numbers do not even approach the level of trend data. We are not told how participants 
were chosen or whether any effort was made to identify or address potential skews in the 
representative nature of the data. In addition to these flaws, the very idea of basing a 
revision of general education requirements solely on the opinions of students, alumni, and 
corporate bodies (which hardly make up the sole future of our students’ employment, 
much less their lives as whole beings) frames education not as a social good, as the 
proposal claims, but as a consumer product. Furthermore, after placing this (market) 
research front and center, the proposal only uses those data to support its removal of the 
foreign language requirement; it does not even follow its own flawed claims about the 
proper basis for redesigning general education. The proposal thus ignores the wider and 
deeper conditions and purposes of human and environmental life. 
 
Following its uncritical presentation of these studies and some of the resulting data, the 
proposal moves on to make a number of entirely unsubstantiated claims about the 
purposes and goals of general education. While these appear to resonate with the 
principles of a “liberal arts education” as articulated by elite white men around and before 
the turn of the twentieth century, nary a citation or even a well-crafted argument supports 
these points. In the context of a proposal that lauds the development of skills in 
quantitative and qualitative reasoning and argumentation, the irony is glaring to the point 
of being shocking. The goals subsequently outlined in the proposal are so vague as to be 
uncontroversial largely because they mean nothing and/or everything. 
 



 
2. The proposal claims to “draw strength and inspiration from the backgrounds of 

[UCR’s] students,” yet that claim is nowhere substantiated.  
 
Other than retaining the already existing Ethnic Studies requirement, no aspect of this 
proposal reflects the backgrounds of the majority of UCR’s students. Furthermore, the 
removal of the requirement to learn a language other than English is deeply Anglocentric 
and US exceptionalist. It represents a regressive move back to an imagined time when 
colleges were places where only one (spoken) language was necessary and when the 
world – or that part of it which mattered - could be imagined by certain members of 
society to be a monolingual place. Such a move utterly ignores all of the goals the 
proposal sets for itself. The removal of the language requirement is where the 
provincialism and racism of the proposal show through the most clearly.  
 
In every general education course at UCR, there are numerous languages represented in 
the classroom by multilingual students. Why not build on that strength, as the proposal 
claims but fails to do, as a part of the general education curricula? Why not leverage 
UCR’s resources to offer these students increased opportunities to strengthen their 
command of their own languages and to value, validate, and connect with their heritages 
by taking classes in Vietnamese, Spanish, Tagalog, Nahuatl, or Cahuilla? Cultural 
diversity is also linguistic diversity, and UCR should be a leader in both as evidenced by 
its students and its curriculum, and not only in its rhetoric. 
 

3. Despite the creation of vague and poorly defined categories of courses that it 
obsessively insists are “multidisciplinary” and “interdisciplinary” – terms the 
proposal never defines – the humanities and arts are consistently written out or 
sidelined at best in this proposal, with the arts repeatedly reduced to the shallow 
(and profoundly inaccurate) function of producing aesthetically pleasing things to 
be consumed by others.  
 
Furthermore, the interdisciplinary departments and programs of CHASS seem to play no 
role whatsoever in the new requirements other than the retention of the Ethnic Studies 
requirement, despite the constant invocation of interdisciplinarity, and the Gender and 
Sexuality Studies requirement that was demanded by students, put through the system, 
and then tabled in anticipation of these revisions has entirely vanished. Other than the 
Ethnic Studies requirement, nothing in this proposal equips students with the tools for the 
critical engagement with the changing needs of society that is set among the proposed 
program’s goals. 
 

4. As experts in a transdisciplinary field, the faculty members of the Department of 
Religious Studies have immense respect for the importance and richness of 
interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary work; however, such work gains its 
strengths from its rootedness in multiple disciplines, not its untutored appropriation 
of them.  
 



To claim that a scholar trained in a single field could teach courses that might serve as a 
student’s sole grounding in another field – an astrophysicist teaching history, for example 
– not only conveys a profound misunderstanding of interdisciplinary work but also 
conveys a clear misperception that the humanities, the arts, and even the humanistic 
social sciences are easy and shallow, requiring no significant training to master – unlike 
the “hard” sciences. 
 

5. The proposal carves general education down to the bone, reducing the standard 
number of required courses by 32 percent.  
 
What it claims to strengthen it in fact weakens, betraying the grounding of the program in 
consumer demand (demand by a small and non-representative sample of students, and by 
the employers who the committee expects will consume their labor) rather than in 
pedagogical or even civic principles. 
 

6. While reducing general education to a skeletal state, the proposal simultaneously 
beefs up bureaucracy to an appalling and entirely unrealistic level, especially given 
the severe staffing crisis at UCR. It even introduces a “tracking system,” at a school 
dominated by students of color who have been tracked in one way or another their 
entire lives.  
 
The massive additional workload signaled by the necessity of assessing courses for 
transfer students will fall not only on severely overworked advisors but, most often, on 
faculty members, as the categories are so far removed from anything that exists in other 
schools that each course will require individual evaluation by experts in the field – work 
that only faculty can do. Currently UCR is massively increasing its demand for 
production of assessment tools, without the accompanying administrative infrastructure 
and expertise that such a transition requires. As a result, there is little faculty and 
department “buy in” to such demands, and the codes, classifications, and rubrics that 
exist inadequately represent on-the-ground teaching and learning. Often they are not 
crafted with the particular demands/needs/values of a field in mind, and instead are 
administered system-wide, creating violence as they shape Religious Studies 
epistemological frames into Chemistry’s check boxes. As a result, faculty often view 
them as bureaucratic and administrative tasks, barriers, and interruptions that waste time 
and do not apply to the actualities and goals of the learning environment. 
 

In light of these formative and irreparable flaws in the proposal, the faculty of the Department of 
Religious Studies categorically reject it and demand a new process that starts again from the 
beginning. We expect that new process to have as its goal developing a new General Education 
program through a grassroots, communal collaboration that intentionally and carefully involves a 
wide range of faculty from a wide range of fields, ranks, and subspecialties; expertise, whether in 
persons or extensive secondary research, in developing decolonial, antiracist educational 
structures that will enrich the education experiences and future well-being (which is not 
necessarily defined by corporate employability) of students like ours; and the voices and 



perspectives of a broad and representative range of our students. By innovating in the process, 
UCR will open up the opportunity to truly innovate in the result, and become a leader in 
educating the students of the twenty-first century in reality and not just in fantasy or aspiration. 
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December 2, 2021 
 

Dear Members of the CHASS Executive Committee: 
 
The Philosophy Department is gravely concerned about the R’Horizons Proposal for a New UCR 
General Education Curriculum.  If implemented, the proposal would radically weaken general 
education requirements across the university. 
 
We identify four major problems with the proposal: 

1. As currently designed, a student could take all of their general education classes in a 
single department. 

2. Even if Problem 1 were addressed, it is fundamental to the proposal that students can take 
Nature and Technology classes in CHASS and Creativity, History, and Society classes in 
CNAS, which will lead to the increased siloing of students in their home schools. 

3. Only a small and possibly unrepresentative minority of students evaluated the existing 
general education requirements, and their responses are mischaracterized as negative 
when they are actually positive. 

4. There is no comparison with general education requirements at other universities, no 
evaluation of the impact of the proposed changes on colleges and departments, and 
limited discussion of the impact on community college transfer students. 
 

The proposal, if implemented, would be a radical and unjustified destruction of a system that is 
already working well to provide some of the best undergraduate education in the country for 
students from a diverse range of cultural backgrounds. 
 
On the first point: If implemented, students could satisfy all or almost all of their major 
requirements and their general education requirements by taking classes in only one 
department or a few closely related departments, taking no classes whatsoever from any other 
departments anywhere else in the university.  This is the opposite of a well-rounded liberal arts 
education.   
 
The new proposed requirements center on dividing general education courses into five 
categories: Creativity, History, Society, Nature, and Technology.  Any department could propose 
classes that fit under these five categories or classify existing classes under these categories.  For 
example, Philosophy could propose a “Philosophy Through Fiction” class under Creativity and a 
“Philosophy of Technology” class under Technology.  We could propose to classify our existing 
Philosophy of Science class as Nature and our history of philosophy classes as History.  Our 
current class Evil is already mentioned in the proposal as a class that would likely fulfill the 
Society requirement. 
 
There are also “campus wide required courses” but these also appear to be unlinked from 
particular departments, so that the Philosophy Department could propose to count some classes 
toward Writing and Oral Communication, Perspectives on Living, Ethnic Studies, and 
Quantitative Reasoning (perhaps one of our formal logic classes).  Analogously, the business 
school could propose “The Art of Advertising” as Creativity, “Business Ethics” as Society, 
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“Introduction to Accounting” as Quantitative Reasoning, et cetera.  Current budget models will 
incentivize colleges and departments to do exactly this. 
 
Under current requirements, with a few exceptions, students cannot fulfill their general education 
requirements by taking classes in the same department as their primary major.  It is unclear from 
the proposal whether that requirement would be retained.  If that requirement is not retained, it is 
possible that a student could graduate having taken only classes from the Philosophy Department 
and no classes from any other unit anywhere in the university.  Alternatively, if that requirement 
is retained, then a History major, for example, could potentially take all of their major 
requirements from History and all of their general education requirements from Philosophy and 
no classes from any other unit.  Analogously, a student could graduate taking only classes from 
the School of Business, or only classes from Economics and the School of Business. 
 
On the second point: Even if the first problem were fixed, it is likely that many students would 
take advantage of the proposed General Education policy to take their classes only from a narrow 
range of departments.  It is central to the proposal that CNAS classes can count toward 
Creativity, History, and Society and that CHASS classes can count toward Nature and 
Technology.  Students would thus no longer need go outside of their home colleges to fulfill 
their general education requirements.  An Engineering student need never set foot in CHASS.  A 
CHASS student need never set foot in CNAS.  This conflicts with UCR’s stated mission of 
exposing students to a diversity of ideas.  Indeed, permitting students to meet all or almost all of 
their general education requirements from a narrow range of departments is radically contrary to 
the very idea of general education and the ideals of a liberal arts education. 
 
Contrast that disciplinary narrowing with the current situation.  Currently, CNAS students must 
take two or three English or Writing Program classes, an Ethnic Studies class, three Humanities 
classes, and three Social Science classes – a total of nine or ten classes outside of their home 
college.  CHASS students must take five classes outside of their home college.  In the process, 
they will be exposed to the discipline-specific expertise of leading researchers in a wide range of 
fields – expertise that cannot easily be replicated by researchers whose training and research is 
primarily in distant fields.  The current degree of cross-disciplinary education is appropriate and 
should be sustained or even increased, not radically cut back. 
 
General education requirements are requirements because students often prefer courses in their 
major and in closely related departments and often avoid courses farther afield unless they are 
required to take those courses.  General education requirements stretch students beyond their 
zones of comfort, so that they learn the methods of scholarship in a wide range of disciplines.  
Without such requirements, many students will prefer to take classes exclusively or almost 
exclusively from their home colleges.  The inevitable practical effect of this proposal would 
be an increased siloing of students in their home colleges. 
 
The policy might even cast our accreditation into doubt.  Will an accrediting body recognize 
UCR as meeting its accreditation standards if students can graduate taking only classes from 
Philosophy and History or only classes from Economics and the School of Business? 
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On the third point: No adequate case has been made for this radical change to our general 
education system, which will surely have vast and unanticipated consequences. 
 
Central to the case for the necessity of a change is a poll of only 10% of UCR students, a 
possibly unrepresentative minority.  This poll is described in the report as indicating “very low 
levels of satisfaction” with general education (p. 4).  However, we draw your attention to Table 2 
in Supplemental Report No. 1, which is the evidence for this claim.  Every single question 
about general education has a positive mean response.  For example, the question “I found 
the social science courses valuable” has a mean response of +0.89 on a scale from -2 (strongly 
disagree) to +2 (strongly agree), indicating an overall tendency of agreement with the statement.  
In multiple places throughout the report, the report’s authors emphasize students’ dissatisfaction 
with the foreign language requirement in particular, but this too is belied by the numbers.  “I 
found the foreign language courses valuable” earned a mean response of +0.37 on the -2 to +2 
scale. 
 
We note that UC Riverside is among the most successful undergraduate educational institutions 
in the country, a fact of which we are proud.  For example, for three years consecutively, US 
News and World Report has ranked us #1 in the nation for social mobility.  We successfully 
educate and graduate an immense number of first-generation college students, students from 
historically underrepresented groups, and students from financially disadvantaged backgrounds.  
This is not a situation that cries out for radical change.  A wiser course would be small, 
incremental changes to our general education requirements. 
 
On the fourth point: The report is missing obvious elements that are needed to make the case 
for change and that would allow faculty to evaluate the possible consequences of change.  
There is no comparison to general education requirements elsewhere, which might be models of 
success or failure.  There is no analysis of the potential impact of the changes on colleges and 
departments.  There is little discussion of less radical solutions that might equally well meet such 
admirable goals as enhancing student satisfaction, improving students’ oral skills, and better 
integrating courses across the curriculum.  The discussion of the impact on community college 
transfer students is limited and does not take into account Assembly Bill 928, the newly passed 
bill requiring UC and CSU campuses to establish a joint singular lower-division general 
education pathway for transfer.  At a minimum, it would be reasonable to pause the revamping of 
UCR’s general education requirements until after this systemwide process is complete. 
 
In conclusion: Part of what makes the U.S. university system great compared to university 
systems in many other countries is that students in the U.S. are generally required to study a wide 
diversity of subjects taught by scholars from a wide diversity of disciplines.  General education 
requirements are normally structured to ensure this.  The proposed requirements radically 
undermine this ideal, with no adequate justification, putting our well-established excellence at 
needless risk.  This proposal is fundamentally flawed and should be entirely rejected.  We can do 
better. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Maudemarie Clark, Distinguished Professor of Philosophy 
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Carl Cranor, Distinguished Professor of Philosophy 
Luca Ferrero, Professor of Philosophy 
John Martin Fischer, University Professor of Philosophy 
Kim Frost, Assistant Professor of Philosophy 
David Glidden, Professor Emeritus of Philosophy 
Adam Harmer, Assistant Professor of Philosophy 
Agnieszka Jaworska, Associate Professor of Philosophy 
Coleen Macnamara, Associate Professor of Philosophy 
Jozef Muller, Associate Professor of Philosophy 
Michael Nelson, Associate Professor of Philosophy 
Alexandra Newton, Associate Professor of Philosophy 
Andrews Reath, Professor and Chair of Philosophy 
Erich Reck, Professor of Philosophy 
Eric Schwitzgebel, Professor of Philosophy 
Howard Wettstein, Professor of Philosophy 
Joshua Wood, Lecturer in Philosophy 
 

 



 
 

 
From: Jane Ward <janew@ucr.edu> 
Sent: Thursday, December 9, 2021 9:29 AM 
To: Peter Graham <peter.graham@ucr.edu> 
Subject: response to GE Proposal from Gender and Sexuality Studies  
  
The Department of Gender & Sexuality Studies vehemently opposes and rejects the “Proposal 
for a New UCR General Education Curriculum” put forth by the Academic Senate Committee to 
Review General Education.  This proposal: 
  
- is devoid of any UCR faculty input beyond the senate committee, and is, thus, an illegitimate 
document 
  
-  ignores all of the structural challenges our faculty, instructors, staff and students face, such as 
large faculty-to-student ratios, challenges of retaining faculty of color, understaffing of faculty 
and staff, among others 
  
- adds to the structural challenges faced by our faculty, instructors, staff and students by 
increasing the size of our courses and requesting that faculty submit all gen ed courses – both new and 
those currently categorized as meeting the general education requirement – through the approval 
process 
  
- treats general education requirements through the lens of a student-as-consumer perspective 
rather than centering pedagogy, care, and learning  
  
- displays a fundamental distrust of faculty and our abilities to create and teach courses in our 
area of expertise 
  
- guts the purpose of the general education curriculum, one of which is exposing students to 
arts, humanities, and social sciences courses that they may otherwise not take  
  
- impedes academic freedom by instituting shared rubrics across courses 
 
 
Jane Ward  
Professor and Chair 
Department of Gender and Sexuality Studies 
Queer Studies Program Director 
University of California, Riverside 
web page: http://www.janewardphd.com 
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Comments on the UCR General Education recommendations regarding language 
requirements 
Thomas Scanlon 
Emeritus Professor of Classics, UCR 
Thomas.scanlon@ucr.edu  
Former Chair of Comparative Literature and Languages, 1996-2017  
and Hispanic Studies 2004-05 
 
5 December 2021 
 
Chair Sacks has shared with me the departmental response to the proposed Gen Ed 
requirements which support the disestablishment of the current [non-English] 
language requirement for CHASS. I can first say that I fully support the CLL 
department’s analysis and alternative recommendations. Notably, surveys of current 
students and alumni are only one source of input, albeit reasonable but not sufficient 
or determinative and requiring context. I suggest here some additional sources which 
the UCR faculty and students need to consider: 
 

1. Intellectual benefits. Other important data area educational perspective of the 
many crucial benefits accrued rom learning a second language. Studies show 
many important outcomes showing cultural and empirical enrichment. 
Knowing a second language, even at an elementary level, gives students real 
distance from and perspective on their own context bound up with English 
language concepts and sharpens abilities to read, write, think and 
communicate.  One study showed that students who had studied any amount 
of Latin, my own field, scored on average 144 points higher on their combined 
verbal and math scores on exams given by the ETS (when 800 was the top 
score). Students are not usually or often aware of how second language study 
broadens their horizons and enriches their thinking abilities. Greek words (also 
my field) like logos, a student learns in first year, can mean basically ‘word’ but 
also encompass a dazzling variety of meanings like ‘reason’, ‘order’, ‘study’ and 
‘speech’. Latin ducere, “to lead”, had a root meaning which invests our words 
like “educate” (‘to bring out of someone’) and “seduce” (‘to lead away’). 
Students who are exposed to non-English semantics and sentence structure, 
even if they find the process tedious or are not fluent after 4 quarters, will in 
later years appreciate that American English thought and expression is not the 
only or main mode of thinking for fellow humans. 

 
2. Cultural breadth. The departmental response also notes the real concern with 

mon-culturalism if all learning and teaching on campus is done in one native 
language. As the late, distinguished UCR philosophy professor Berndt Magnus, 
himself a Holocaust survivor, once said, “We do not want to have a sign at UCR 
saying ‘English only spoken here’”.  

 
3. UC Language Requirements as indication of importance. As one who has a long 

perspective on UCR language teaching and its place generally in the college 
curriculum up until 2017, I note that prior Gen Ed reviews at UCR have 

mailto:Thomas.scanlon@ucr.edu


considered the role of language instruction, done surveys, consulted students 
and faculty, and concluded that the language requirement is important. Almost 
all other UC campuses have language requirements very similar to that at UCR. 
A survey I did in 2009 showed that UCB, UCD, UCI, UCLA, UCSB, and UCSD 
have requirements of 1 year to 4 quarters. I note that the 1-year requirement is 
based on 5 hours of class meetings per week, whereas UCR’s is 4-hrs. of 
meetings per week, hence equal to 1 year on those campuses. Why do virtually 
all those campuses maintain the rigor of a requirement? For the cultural and 
cognitive benefits. While our sister campuses maintain such quality, why should 
we fall short? 

 
4. Past input from UCR faculty/chairs on importance of learning a second 

language. A review of Gen Ed requirements in CHASS in 1996 prompted letters 
of support from chairs of other departments indicating the importance of the 
study of language other than English for success in their disciplines and 
generally. Although these notes (from emails, available on request) were done 
25 years ago, they are important and still relevant voices of prominent 
intellectual colleagues in the college, and the essential points they make 
remain the same. 

 
a. Michele Salzman, History. “I am eager to indicate my support for the 

continued teaching and training of undergraduates in foreign languages.  
Since there is so much concern for integrating different cultures into the 
curriculum, it seems to me that integrating foreign languages is a critical 
component of that mission.  And Classical languages are particularly useful 
in understanding the basic sources of many modern cultures.  From a 
practical viewpoint, it is critical for anyone pursuing an understanding of 
ancient or European history.  This is a point that I cannot make strongly 
enough.” 

b. Margie Waller, Women’s Studies. Dear Tom, I emphasized to the Dean in 
my budget meeting with him how important I thought it was to keep 
teaching languages on this campus to graduate and undergraduate 
students.  I also plan to emphasize this point when the accreditation 
committee comes to UCR to evaluate the English Dept.  We all feel that the 
study of literature and culture is deeply dependent on knowing, reading, 
speaking languages other than English.  Being monolingual seems 
irresponsible in today's world and is a serious handicap to education and 
research.  Certainly the writers we read were reading other languages.  If 
UCR cannot teach languages, then I for one don't think it should advertise 
itself as a serious research and teaching institution--definitely not a 
university. I support you to the fullest.  Sincerely, Marguerite Waller, Chair, 
Women's Studies 

c. Philip Brett, Music. Music studies of almost any kind require the availability 
of foreign language instruction to be effective.  Music may be a "universal 
language" but work on it always needs to be grounded in a specific culture; 
and that means study of the language of that culture. 

d. Stephen Ostro, History of Art. My department (of the History of Art) is one--
of many--that depends on excellence in language instruction, as we expect 



our undergraduates to master foreign languages as part of their training, 
and demand of our graduate students proficiency in at least two foreign 
languages. Increasingly our students are frustrated by the lack of adequate 
courses in, especially European, foreign languages.  More and more we 
have to send our students to other campuses.  And twice in the past three 
years we have had to rewrite our graduate program's foreign language 
requirements (i.e., in terms of how they can be met), owing to the cuts in 
language courses at UCR. 
To become true citizens of the world, to be able to engage peoples of other 
cultures, to be educated, and to obtain global perspectives, our students 
need foreign language training.  I fully support foreign language 
requirements for our undergraduates and strongly believe in the need for 
strengthening language instruction at UCR. 
 
 

5. Careers. The department response makes clear that language learning is not 
necessarily for immediate career tracking. My take on this is that the 
broadening and sharpening of students’ intellectual experience is reason 
enough, benefits that will help them as citizens and employees whatever they 
choose. That said, there are many immediate tracks for students who do 
choose to go further with languages learned: global commerce, translation, 
editing, foreign service/government work, teaching at any level, grad studies in 
history, philosophy, etc., important work of all sorts in Asia and the Middle 
East, public relations, law school, etc. (all of these were mentioned in a survey 
taken in 2009, available in full on request). 
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3 January 2021 
 
To:  Jason Stajich, Chair 

Riverside Division 
 
From: Theodore Garland, Jr., Chair, Executive Committee 

College of Natural and Agricultural Science 
 

Re: [Campus Review] Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc 
General Education Review Committee 

 
The CNAS Executive Committee (EC) has reviewed this report and 
proposal.  We had various comments and discusisons, with the points by 
various committee members poutlined below. 
 
We remembered a while back reading a preliminary document that had sort 
of three competing proposals or scenarios that the committee was 
considering.  So I don't know if I missed something or is this just the next 
iteration, but it seems like they decided, based on based on consultation, 
they picked one, and what they've come up with here seems really well 
developed and convincing to me as someone who has not thought much 
about general education requirements.  It read really well. 
 
The only question I had is it retrenching the buckets in which the courses go 
in, but we're not really changing the courses.  But then the back end of it, it 
did have a mechanism for creating new course.  So, the only thing I'd say is 
there isn't a very large amount of clarity for the line that says, “faculty 
incentives to create new classes in the general education curriculum.”  So, if 
this is implemented as written, but a bit of clarity on what those faculty 
incentives are so that we can create new good gen ed classes that fit this 
mantra rather than just taking classes we already have and putting them in a 
different box. 
 



2 
 

I really enjoyed reading this report amazingly and I liked the structure of it, 
but in a similar way, whenever I see these things, I think, what does this 
mean for my department or what does it mean for me personally?  I think the 
ideas are really great, but I don't see that there's a lot of resources around to 
execute this in the way that this report intends.  I don't see how people in 
my department, for instance, can be developing any more courses or 
teaching any more courses.  There may be some courses that could be 
refashioned in line with this report, but that's the issue whenever you have a 
new initiative.  How are you going to get the current system to accommodate 
it?  I think it needs more resources and was very interested in the incentives. 
But, those incentives could never work in our department because we don't 
have the money to provide incentives and we don't have enough faculty to 
give course release.  So, if the incentives were meaningless in real 
terms for my department? 
 
Seems like much of this proposal was taken from what BCOE has for their 
breadth requirements now.  They now require a student to take upper 
division classes to meet their breath classes.  Where it says upper division 
from A, B, C, D or E, the Ad Hoc Committee is now asking that our students 
also take an upper division.  They might want our students to concentrate on 
breadth courses (similar to social science or humanities), but that are more 
specific to their discipline.  I’m not sure what they mean by perspectives on 
living and if that would be from a Literature type course or not.  Also on page 
149, it mentions IGETC, but CNAS has never allowed IGETC to come in for 
transfer students.  IGETC basically means that the student has completed 
all of their general ed requirements at a community college.  Although, all of 
the General ED Community College courses transfer in, if at that community 
college they didn't take a perspective for living course, CNAS would hold the 
student for that course.  Therefore, we would not allow IGETC to fulfill their 
requirements.  If a TR student completes 6 of the 8 general ed at the 
Community College, IGETC would say they have completed all eight 
courses.  However, CNAS holds them to the other two courses that weren’t 
completed at the CCC. 
 
Commented on the prospective for living course.  A two-unit perspectives for 
living requirement will teach students strategies that promote academic 
success, psychological and physical health, professional development and 
financial literacy.  So, it's like how to be an independent human being, 
basically.  So, who would teach that course?  Would CHASS be the one to 
teach the course? 
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I find it difficult to have anything to say about this sort of document 
without just looking at the table and trying to see what a student would do, 
but here's what you're saying they would have to do instead is to take those 
additional courses they didn’t meet at the CCC.  And I suppose from an 
advising perspective, advisors need to tell the students this is what 
you need to complete. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 



From: Joseph Kahne <jkahne@ucr.edu>  
Sent: Thursday, December 16, 2021 8:01 AM 
To: Cherysa P Cortez <cherysa.cortez@ucr.edu> 
Subject: gen ed thoughts 
 

Hi Cherysa, 

Below are our thoughts ( in response to the Gen Ed Review doc.  I hope this is helpful. 

As always, thanks!  And I hope you have a wonderful and restful break. 

Best, 

joe 

  

The School of Education’s (SOE’s) Undergraduate Education Committee has reviewed the Ad Hoc General 
Education (GE) Review Committee’s proposal for a new UCR general education curriculum at their November 
23, 2021 and December 7, 2021 meetings. The SOE’s Faculty Executive Committee then reviewed and 
considered the questions and comments generated. The SOE agrees that the review of the GE requirements 
for UCR undergraduate students are long overdue and are pleased to see that the campus is tackling this task. 
Particularly in light of the stated mission of the campus to improve educational opportunities and skill offerings 
so that all students in our community may benefit and thrive om a complex and changing society.  
 
However, the document did generate several questions that we feel should be addressed and included before 
implementation phase occurs: 
 

SOE Questions: 

1. Data: Could the report writers clarify. Were faculty surveyed? Or is this review considered that survey? 

2. Goals: What does “effective participation” mean and how will the implementing next joint committee tasked 
by the campus determine what is “effective”? 

3. Thematic Components: Who determines if the subject matter, topics, and skills offered in the GE five themes 
complement a student’s major? Also, are there some subjects (e.g., DEI and social justice related issues; 
discussion of marginalized groups and their impact on the field, etc.) that should be considered complementary 
to all majors? 

  

SOE Requests: 

  

1. We request transparency as the next committee designs and implements these GE requirements. We 
believe that they should check-in regularly during the process as courses are developed with the colleges and 
programs as formative steps occur. 

  



2. We recommend infrastructure and “tools” to support the actual implementation of the new GE framework be 
designed along with the courses for advisors and departmental programs to use. We also recommend that the 
campus dedicate resources toward the staffing and time needed to implement these changes so that it doesn’t 
overtax advisors and program staff during the transition. 

  

3. We recommend during implementation that the campus consults with UCR campus advisors as well as 
external advisors (other university advisors who have successfully implemented such potential broad and 
thematic tracks as are being proposed) during formative steps to gain their perspective on how implementation 
might best be achieved. 

  

4. We approve of the idea of professional life skills being addressed in the document particularly as both 
current undergraduates and alumni clearly desire it. However, perhaps this could be also addressed not only 
student financial skills but also other much-needed areas that have arisen in current times such as mental 
health and social-emotional skill-building. 

  

5. We recommend a method for regularly assessing the impact of such new system-wide changes. 

  

6. We strongly recommend additional skills based-training for those graduate students who might be teaching 
the discussions and labs affiliated with the revised GE courses. Particularly as it is unlikely they will have 
received training or taken these courses under these new themes themselves during the first few years of the 
revised GE curriculum’s implementation. 

 

7. SOE currently does not participate in any GE requirements because, historically, the School of Education 
follows CHASS GE breadth requirements. Therefore, School of Education courses do not count toward GE 
(this is also true for School of Business and School of Public Policy).  Due to the recent growth of all three of 
these Schools, there are 3 UCR colleges that have large undergraduate programs that have no representation 
in the GE breadth requirements. We request that these 3 colleges be allowed to introduce courses that fulfill 
breadth requirements. 
 
--  

Joseph Kahne 
Dutton Presidential Chair for Education Policy and Politics 
Co-Director, Civic Engagement Research Group 
University of California, Riverside 
www.civicsurvey.org 
https://www.ed4democracy.org/ 

@jkahne 
Pronouns: he, him, his 
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December 13, 2021 
 
To:  Jason Stajich, Ph.D., Chair, Academic Senate, UCR Division 
 
From: Declan McCole, Ph.D., Chair, Faculty Executive Committee, UCR School of 

Medicine  
 
Subject:  Review [Campus Review] Proposal: Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc 

General Education Review Committee including Supplemental Reports 1, 2, and 3 
 
 
Dear Jason, 
 
The SOM Faculty Executive Committee has reviewed the Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad 
Hoc General Education Review Committee including Supplemental Reports 1, 2, and 3. We 
commend the committee on the thoroughness of their report, and have no additional comments. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Declan F. McCole, Ph.D. 
Chair, Faculty Executive Committee School of Medicine 
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School of Public Policy 
University of California, Riverside 
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TO: Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division 
 
FR: Richard M. Carpiano, Chair 
 Executive Committee, School of Public Policy 
 
RE: [Campus Review] (Proposal) Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc General 

Education Review Committee including Supplemental Reports 1, 2, and 3 

Date: December 17, 2021 

The Executive Committee of the School of Public Policy reviewed the documents for “[Campus 
Review] (Proposal) Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc General Education Review 
Committee including Supplemental Reports 1, 2, and 3.”  
 
Based on our review and feedback from faculty members, we offer the following three 
comments: 
 
1. It seems reasonable to expect students to obtain these skills upon graduation. One particular 

aspect that could be great for our students and help with our accreditation is the proposed 
adoption of the WSCUC core competencies as “skills” that are deliberately developed 
through the Gen Ed curriculum.  
 
However, on page 30, the following language appears that could undermine the success of 
this change:  

 
“Students will not be required to take courses at all three skill levels for each of the 
core competencies in order to graduate. The expectation is that all students will be 
encouraged to do so.” 

 
This would largely leave us in the current situation where we hope students will pick up such 
competencies through their independent breadth course selections, but, ultimately, we are 
leaving it up to chance that they will. This differs from how we set up a major program, 
where we: a) expect skills and knowledge to build upon themselves as students move through 
the curriculum, and b) do not award degrees when students fail to progress sufficiently far 
enough through the building process. As presented, this proposal is very close to codifying 
Gen Ed as a program with desired outcomes at graduation. Yet, by making skill development 
voluntary instead of mandatory, it undermines the successful achievement of those desired 
outcomes. 

http://www.spp.ucr.edu/
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2. Given the preceding comments, there is the important practical matter of how we could 
require students to take courses at all three skill levels without creating such a bottleneck. 
Given this valid logistical concern, we offer three ideas:  
 
a. The “voluntary” period could be temporary before shifting to mandatory, with the 

duration of this voluntary period agreed to and voted on by the Senate up front. During 
this voluntary period, campus would focus on assessing where seats are needed and 
consequentially structuring the Gen Ed program to meet student demand.  
 

b. Regardless of whether there is a temporary voluntary period, we could explore setting up 
a more structured Gen Ed program in software like EduNav so that the software would 
bear the brunt of the work to find degree pathways for students that satisfy a new set of 
progressive requirements. We already have EduNav, but not all programs and students 
use it.   

 
c. One other possible recommendation would be to ask the committee to devise a few 

mechanisms to address this transition from encouraged to required within a designated 
time period—say, within three years. This would give staff and faculty time to acclimate 
to this new model, implement it, and potentially use the EduNav software or other 
mechanisms to streamline the requirement of classes to obtain skills at all levels. It would 
also give staff and faculty time to work out any bugs or lingering problems before they 
are required. 

 
3. With regard to the interdisciplinary umbrella of the curriculum, concern was raised regarding 

which units will be offering different courses that fulfill these curriculum requirements. The 
idea that students should be able to access required classes within a college only makes sense 
if the college specializes in the courses being taught. For example, history should not be taught 
in engineering, nor should biology be taught in SPP. Add to this rule-loosening the current 
incentives for campus units to try to acquire credit hours to boost revenue and we have the 
potential for a “land grab” disaster. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Richard M. Carpiano, Ph.D., M.P.H. 
Professor of Public Policy 
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