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1. New visions for Evergreen

Summarized by Therese and Tony
In discussion of visions for the future of Evergreen, a few prevalent themes emerged. These included—but were not limited to—a desire to reinvigorate and strengthen the core mission of delivering an interdisciplinary, liberal arts education; a concern to identify and expand the public mission and purpose of TESC as a state institution; a desire to find ways that the overall curriculum can be both structured and predictable, as well as flexible and responsive to contemporary issues and interests; and the need for more effective use of time and organizational structures. 

Reinvigorate TESC as an interdisciplinary liberal arts college

There were various suggestions for fostering interdisciplinarity and a sense of learning communities at the college. Many proposed the idea of multiple colleges within the college to address issues of interdisciplinarity as well as scale.  Colleges could promote theme-based interdisciplinary inquiry, could foster student cohorts and interdisciplinary faculty teams.  Also, each college would have clear pathways through curriculum.  This provides room for experimentation, a natural reaching across divisions, with a shared vision of what we want students to accomplish in terms of a coherent liberal arts education. A variation on this was the idea of sub colleges of 10-15 faculty who get together and plan a smaller unit that is interdisciplinary, responsive, and driven by the passions of its members. There was a strong desire for a designated and consciously maintained space for interdisciplinary planning.   Ideas to further this goal included using Governance Groups as non-disciplinary units within which both teams and programs could be created, and discussions about teaching and learning would take place; shifting from interdisciplinary/disciplinary question toward inquiry-based education and programs built around complex questions; and reviving the idea of linked programs, such as symposiums, guest speakers, shared lectures, etc. There was also a need expressed for a more explicit, shared definition of “Liberal Arts,” or what it means to offer a Liberal Arts education in the contemporary context.  
What is Evergreen about?

The mission of Evergreen is central to our vision of what the college is and should become.  Ideas about our mission included the need to reinvigorate our commitment to Social Justice; emphasizing our role as a public university serving the surrounding communities' needs for information and problem solving; globalizing the curriculum to address social justice and prepare our students as responsible global citizens who can act locally in communities, and build "theory to practice" skills that reinforce the practice of democracy; and emphasizing our commitment to diversity, both in terms of curriculum and the students we attract, with the goal of making Evergreen the most diverse public institution in the Pacific Northwest 

Need for more flexible curriculum structures that allow our teaching be responsive to contemporary and community needs and offer clear pathways 

Many expressed a desire to keep the anarchy of Evergreen alive – it allows students the flexibility to figure out what an education must be.  Some part of the curriculum could be held for more spontaneous planning, where students could be involved in curriculum planning – such as an “Open College,” or a Spring Festival of programs planned in response to what went on in fall and winter quarter. Such structures would also allow for more involvement of students in curricular planning and more immediate responsiveness to contemporary issues as they arise.

But there was also a desire for alternate ways of organizing curriculum and programs that would allow for a more guaranteed sense of interdisciplinarity, visible pathways, and progression from first to fourth years across faculty divisions. One idea was that the undergraduate curriculum design process could work like that of MES, with one group devoted to repeating programs, one to pathways, one to ad hoc elective programs, recognizing that more creative, more interdisciplinary programs take more time and energy to design and teach them well.  

Overall, there is a recognized need to identify areas we want to strengthen and commit to as Evergreen's areas of strength; furthermore, there needs to be an institutional commitment to these areas, beyond individual faculty trying to hold them together.  This problem arises when there are only two or three faculty in a given area, making it difficult for those faculty to both sustain disciplinary curriculum and plan interdisciplinary programs.  Moreover, having repeating themes or a global template for the curriculum (i.e., sustainability, Indigenous studies, regional/local studies, or the digital revolution) would help emphasize our curricular strengths and commitments.  In addition, we need a stronger connection between Evening Weekend Studies and the fulltime curriculum. 

Need for more effective use of time and organizational structures

This conversation is taken up in the section on Planning Units, but other suggestions include a range of broader institutional changes.  We might reconsider going to the semester system with an intersession that could provide opportunities for faculty to meet and develop curricular ideas.  There was also the idea of a mid semester (quarter) campus-wide "up week" with no class meetings but students are working on projects and faculty are working on governance, planning and responding to student work. Other suggestions included repeating programs with the same faculty who develop exciting interdisciplinary programs, to save work.  The structure of contracts could also be more efficient, especially if contract deadline be two weeks earlier, and there were a college-wide discussion about contract projects, so they should be clustered to save supervisory time. In addition, shared lecture opportunities, systematic and institution-wide, would save time and allow for more community cohesion.  Finally, faculty dinners at restaurants off campus would provide opportunity for informal curricular discussions.

2. Proposals for new faculty groupings and curricular planning reorganizing

Summarized by Laurie, Artee, & Andrew

The proposals that have emerged so far have ranged from keeping current Planning Unit structures with slight modifications to abolishing them completely and developing new faculty groupings. A set of criteria also emerged, and it seemed important to us to keep these in mind as we move into any reorganization process: New groupings should not add to faculty workload;
 New groups should be small, flexible, and interdisciplinary while accommodating pods of disciplinary needs. Groups should promote learning communities, opportunities for discussions across the college, and may include students in the planning process.

Some proposals would maintain the basic Planning Unit Structure but would add additional Planning Units, like a Core Planning Unit, or a Unit devoted to meeting disciplinary needs, e.g., statistics, art history, writing, language, etc. Another idea would be to keep existing Planning Units but review disciplines within them and strengthen disciplinary areas and pathways as needed. 

Other proposals suggested a more radical reorganization, for example eliminating current Planning Units and developing “Disappearing” Planning Units – groups of faculty that would come together under a theme for a period 2 –5 of years, and then would disband and reorganize. Another idea would be to eliminate current Planning Units and form a “hybrid” model that would include theme-based interdisciplinary groupings and also make room for disciplinary curriculum pathways. Another idea was to create Planning Units based on upper and lower division curriculum. 

Finally, there were other concerns that couldn’t be captured in the above models. These included: Addressing the developmental needs of students, preparing students for advanced work, ensuring breadth and depth, developing student skills in becoming effective agents for change, etc. 

3. Advantages and Disadvantages of the Planning Unit Structure

Summarized by Brian Walter

In reviewing the discussions around planning units in the first two Deans'/ Governance Group meetings, what emerged most clearly was a widespread desire to change our planning structures, whether by modifying planning units or by replacing them with something else.  Some questions emerged that will help guide us when considering alternative planning structures:  How will the new structure help us plan our curriculum?  How it will allow us to communicate our work to the outside world?  How it will facilitate the smooth and fair allocation of resources (facilities, space, equipment, etc.)?

Planning units were seen to have a variety of advantages.  The way the lines are drawn between them makes it easier to advertise each planning unit’s role in the curriculum, to both internal and external audiences.  Planning units can be effective for a variety of tasks, such as providing a stable, coherent curriculum, dealing with the allocation of resources (though some difficulties in this area were noted), and identifying curricular gaps and advocating for hiring to fill them (though some felt that planning units systematically fail to cover some gaps).  It was also noted that different planning units work quite differently.  In particular, SI, ES, and EWS were seen to be more wed to the planning unit structure than the others.

On the downside, planning units were seen as divisive; they were said several times to be a hindrance to innovation, an obstacle to getting people from different areas talking and working together, making inter-area planning difficult.  This same trend was also seen to be a problem when thinking about hiring priorities: gaps that fall squarely in one planning unit are advocated for, but those that straddle planning units get lost.  Indeed, several people saw planning units as adversaries, competing for resources and lobbying for their own narrow priorities.  Many saw planning units as part of a disconcerting trend toward departmentalization and a broad institutionalizing of the school; some felt that PUCs and Deans hold too much power over teaching teams.  Looking to the future, some expressed the idea that the planning unit structure will not serve the school well as it grows.  On a curricular note, planning units were seen to be unresponsive and inhibitory because of the long curriculum planning cycle.  They were also said to be weak at preparing sophomores for upper-level disciplinary work and were said to often fail to avoid curricular gaps.  Planning unit meetings were widely seen to be ineffective, with too many meetings, too much business on the agenda, a too-frequent emphasis on creating CORE seats, and poor attendance.  

4. Research Data and Issues to be Further Discussed/Explored

Summarized by Ernestine
The discussions this Winter generated a long list of questions and wonderment about what we actually know about ourselves, our students, our practices, our institutional history, the current condition(s) of higher education and our likely future in it.  These questions were deemed of critical importance in addressing strategies for reorganizing curriculum planning, for rethinking present faculty groupings and for thinking about enrollment growth, as well as for developing informed considerations of proposed and emerging visions for Evergreen.

Research agenda tended to sort themselves into rough categories as people spoke repeatedly to key concerns:  who are our students?  what happens for our graduates?  who stays, who goes and why?  are existing curricular structures adequate or sustainable?  can existing practices respond to shifting demographics?  how do we balance breadth with depth, and specialization within interdisciplinarity?  how do we factor scale into our planning? how can Faculty remain connected to intellectual and creative interests and production?  CORE, pathways/interdisciplinarity, contracts and internships, fulltime/Evening and Weekend studies all rose as areas of emphasis and concern.

In a long discussion with Laura Coghlan, Director of Institutional Research (IR), we were able to identify sources (http://www.evergreen.edu/institutionalresearch/) to answer many of the questions and issues urged by Faculty for investigation.  Thus IR offers a rich repository for researchers – much of its work ongoing and some of it deep enough now to be of real value for discerning patterns and shifts in our student population, our curricular practices and offerings, and our graduation rates.  In addition, there exists a hefty collection of planning documents, DTF reports, white papers and the like to consult for future study in our work to answer/inform questions that emerged in the newly constituted Governance Groups this year.                  

� One example of increased workload is that after the Planning Units were institutionalized, a whole new set of meeting times were established, resulting in meetings nearly every Wednesday during Spring 2006 (faculty meetings weeks 1,3,5, 9 & 10 and Planning Unit meetings weeks 2, 6 and 8 with a planning retreat week 4 and the Academic Fair week 7.) Governance time is overscheduled, resulting in some faculty governance spilling over onto Fridays and evenings (the five year reviews). 
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