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Methods Used To Compile This Report’s Findings

It was essential to the Task Force that all relevant information, from all sources and stakeholders,
was collected to inform the recommendations from this report. As a result, the Task Force
implemented multiple data collection methods to ensure this was achieved.

First, to inform the Task Force regarding the historical context of the current attributes/subscript
system, as well as to attempt to clarify the ethos of General Studies as a core component of the
Stockton mission, the Faculty Senate/Assembly archives were utilized. Using the assistance of
our archival librarian, Heather Perez, the appropriate and relevant records were identified,
compiled, and read. They are summarized in the “Historical Context of the Development of the
Attributes/Subscripts System at Stockton” sub-section.

To inform the Task Force about the comparability of Stockton’s general education requirements
to other, comparable colleges/universities’ general education curricula, a comprehensive review
of 16 higher education institutions and their general education curriculum was conducted. This
review considered curricular structure, requirements, and procedures/policies. The findings from
this review are summarized in the “Comparison to General Studies Requirements from Other
Comparable Colleges/Universities” sub-section.

To inform the Task Force about the perceived effectiveness of the current attribute/subscript
system, three surveys were developed and disseminated to the three main stakeholders in
university curriculum: faculty, students, and relevant administrators/staff. Both qualitative and
quantitative data were collected, aggregated, and analyzed to determine how each group of
stakeholders evaluated our current system. The findings are summarized throughout the
“Identification of the ‘Problem(s)’ section.

To inform the Task Force regarding the current status and efficacy of the process for applying,
reviewing, and approving courses with attributes/subscripts, the Task Force invited both current
and past convenors of all attributes/subscripts to attend a mtbsed
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included in the “Availability of Classes with Attributes/Subscripts and Declining Graduation
Rates” sub-section.

It is important to note that we did not edit the qualitative data for factual inaccuracies or
grammatical and spelling errors, although we recognize and acknowledge that they do exist. We
did not edit the qualitative data in order to preserve the sentiment of the writer and because some
of the inaccuracies were essential to highlighting the issues presented throughout the report. We
only anonymized the qualitative data to protect the identity of respondents or individuals named
in the comments.
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Identification of the “Problem(s)”

Historical Context of the Development of the Attributes/Subscripts System
The following history shaped the work of the Task Force and several of its subcommittees and
should be reviewed to fully understand the context and evolution of the general education system
more broadly, and the value and distinctiveness of the General Studies School more specifically.

The following historical documents were reviewed as part of this analysis:

- Various Faculty Assembly/Senate minutes starting in 1995 (as referred to and
summarized below),

- The General Studies Committee, Second Report from July 15, 1997, entitled “Ideas for
Faculty Workshop Consideration” (available here),

- The “Task Force on General Education Curriculum Reform Report” from September 1,
2006 (available here), and

- The Task Force on Essential Learning Outcomes (ELOs) Report from May 2023
(available here).

In 1995, the General Studies Committee reported to the Faculty Assembly a concern that
students were not receiving an appropriate breadth of knowledge across their G courses. Students
would take both GAH courses in the Arts but none in the Humanities or vice versa; similarly,
both GNM classes would focus on biological science rather than taking one in the physical
sciences. A proposal to subdivide the G classes into GART, GHUM, GPHY, and GBIO was
scrapped by the Faculty Assembly; the Assembly felt structural subdivisions would create a
checklist mentality among the students, which they did not want. The General Studies
Committee was then tasked to develop an alternate plan.

Also in 1995, a proposal for GIS to move to the Junior year was discussed. Proponents felt
limiting GIS to the Junior year would create a sense of community between transfer and
first-time students through this common experience. Opponents saw the delay in GIS as a delay
in teaching ethics. Both sides agreed that ethics needs to be taught in context throughout the
curriculum rather than in one targeted course.

In November 1997, the General Studies Committee proposed the creation of subscripts for
historical consciousness (H), international awareness (I), ethical sensitivity (E), and arts (A). The
Faculty Assembly minutes report there were no questions or discussion of this proposal. No vote
count was reported, only that the proposals were passed.

Notably, also in 1997, there was considerable discussion about the purpose of our general
education requirements and general studies curriculum, and clear recommendations for options

10
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Figure 1: ILTs: Communication, Community and Competency
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Comparison to General Studies
s

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1MXtkZ6vjIQyb09IDiPK7hr2U-is2I7ltT0c4yRmZyv8/edit?usp=sharing


- 8 credits in GAH
- 4 credits in GEN
- 4 credits in GIS
- 8 credits in GNM
- 8 credits in GSS

- 4 credits in GIS
- 12 credits in GAH, GNM,

or GSS

Attributes & Subscripts
layered on top of other
courses:

A total of up to 52 credits:
- 16 credits in W1/W2
- 12 credits in Q1/Q2
- 8 credits R1/R2
- 16 credits of AHVI

A total of up to 52 credits:
- 16 credits in W1/W2
- 12 credits in Q1/Q2
- 8 credits R1/R2
- 16 credits of AHVI

At some distance: A total of 32 credits A total of 48 credits

Program & Cognate A total of 64 credits A total of 64 credits

TOTAL POSSIBLE
CREDITS TO
GRADUATE

128 - 180 credits* 128 - 180 credits*

*This range of credits to graduate reflects the fact that students must find classes that cover more than one
requirement in order to graduate on time since 64 program credits + 84 general education credits =148 credits,
significantly more than the graduation requirement of 128.

Table 2: Summary of Stockton’s Graduation Requirements for a B.S.

Incoming students with less
than 64 transfer credits

Incoming students with more
than 64 transfer credits

General Studies array: A total of 32 credits:
- 8 credits in GAH
- 4 credits in GEN
- 4 credits in GIS
- 8 credits in GNM
- 8 credits in GSS

A total of 16 credits:
- 4 credits in GIS
- 12 credits in GAH, GNM,

or GSS

Attributes & Subscripts: A total of up to 52 credits:
- 16 credits in W1/W2
- 12 credits in Q1/Q2
- 8 credits R1/R2
- 16 credits of AHVI

A total of up to 52 credits:
- 16 credits in W1/W2
- 12 credits in Q1/Q2
- 8 credits R1/R2
- 16 credits of AHVI

At some distance: A total of 16 credits A total of 32 credits

Program & Cognate A total of 80 credits A total of 80 credits

TOTAL POSSIBLE 128 - 180 credits* 128 - 180 credits*
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Category/
Theme

Stockton’s Current
Curriculum

# institutions
with this

requirement
(n = 16)

Range of
credits
required

Additional comments

Languages N/A 4 3-6 credits
(1-2 classes)

MEDIAN =
0 credits

Three institutions
q�Nte

https://www.rider.edu/academics/engaged-learning/categories
https://www.shu.edu/core-curriculum/
https://www.shu.edu/core-curriculum/


- TCNJ - first-year commun



https://docs.google.com/document/d/1o5xHn5KFe8dz9GUDphLyg9cuFFp_5620PTnJncy8V6E/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1o5xHn5KFe8dz9GUDphLyg9cuFFp_5620PTnJncy8V6E/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1o5xHn5KFe8dz9GUDphLyg9cuFFp_5620PTnJncy8V6E/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1o5xHn5KFe8dz9GUDphLyg9cuFFp_5620PTnJncy8V6E/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1o5xHn5KFe8dz9GUDphLyg9cuFFp_5620PTnJncy8V6E/edit?usp=sharing


A thematic grouping of student comments when asked what they would add or remove from the
attribute/subscript requirements reveals a significant desire for a reduction in the number of
requirements, and minimal desire for additions (see section V a of the Student Survey Report).
The most common suggestions were requests to limit the number of R courses, eliminate the R
requirement, eliminate the A requirement, reduce the number of Q and W requirements,
eliminate the H requirement, and more comments calling for more flexibility in one manner or
another. It is worth noting that very few student comments across the survey advocated for
reducing the overall u
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(2) Rigor is expected but has exceeded the threshold of what’s acceptable. Some respondents
agreed and expected that some review process should be in effect, but that the current process(es)
has exceeded what they felt was an appropriate and fair review. Some representative comments
include:

While we all appreciate the value of constructive feedback, as a university we should be
supportive of colleagues' efforts to present quality curricula to our students throughout
all programs. This should be a helpful process, not a judgmental one. […]
Understandably, application should not yield automatic designation. However, reading
all aspects of the application (especially areas that explain content specific writing) is
instrumental in a committee's ability to not only appreciate what the applicant is trying to
accomplish, but also in helping them achieve it moving forward.

Over time, applying for subscripts/attributes has become much more burdensome.

The process felt needlessly cumbersome. I understand that the committee wanted to make
sure the course was appropriately aligned, but much of what I was asked to submit felt
like busy work.

(3) Rigor in the application process is expected and appropriate. Respondents commented on
having been given feedback or revision notes that have helped them better align with the
attribute’s standards and/or in the development of their own course goals. Alternately,
respondents sometimes expected more rigorous feedback—either about their application or to aid
in the development of their course—but did not receive it. Some representative comments
include:

The process for applying for W2 required that I make some adjustments to my syllabus,
which I was happy to do. I also received support in the types of writing the W committee
was seeking, which allowed me to be more informed when making the adjustments.

So



a lot of justification is needed to complete the request for the attribute often resulting in
two or three revisions to the syllabus to meet the committee's approval--too much
intervention by the committee members on the faculty member's choice of content for the
course; it seems the attribute committee members direct the majority of assignments in
the courses--ex: writing and the "H" taking sections of classroom/course time in order to
fulfill the 50% or above requirement of content in the course for the attribute; other
faculty are determining the content of the course and the direction for the course

…I have found that "best practices" are used as bullying mechanisms - BPs are teaching
preferences by some faculty, and if you don't teach something like they do (for example,
with a particular pedagogical style), you are not using best practices. So, then the
"recommendations" become how OTHERS would teach the course, and it is no longer the
course you designed, nor taught in an authentic manner





…The fact a group of faculty can change the definition of an attribute/subscript,
something that impacts all faculty and



or very important to define attributes by a percentage of relevant class content (79%), and to
define a percentage of relevant content assessed as part of the student’s final grade (67%).
Additionally, a majority of faculty respondents felt that the AHVI attributes should be secondary
content in the class with the corresponding attribute (A: 63%; H: 64%; V: 75%; I: 72%).

Table 6. Importance of AHVI attribute application standards.

Not at all
importan
t

Importa
nt

Very
important

An AHVI subscript should be defined by a percentage of
relevant AVHI CONTENT COVERED in the instruction
of the course

19
(21.1%)

43
(47.8%)

28
(31.1%)

An AHVI subscript should be defined by a percentage of
relevant AVHI CONTENT ASSESSED as part of a
student's final GRADE

29
(32.2%)

53
(58.9%) 8 (8.9%)

The AVHI subscripts should each have a committee of
faculty to review and approve courses for the attribute

11
(12.2%)

42
(46.7%)

37
(41.1%)

Any content percentages (whether in instruction or in final
grades) should be standard across the pрҠҀ

comributes

Any1�
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I’m not 100% sure what the goal of the subscripts is anymore….

…Attributes, to me, are general education categories, yet do not report to GENS directly.
They represent Stockton's commitment across schools to general education, and
ultimately demonstrate faculty ownership of general education. Ideas to "abolish" the
subscript structure would have to proceed broadly and collaboratively, and with a vision
consistent with Stockton's mission.…

We keep adding things to the curriculum and never reflect on how it is all working
together. The requirements keep getting more and more complex and it is unclear if any of
these are helping us attain the outcomes they are intended to. What actually are the
outcomes? Have we collectively articulated them since these subscripts were introduced?

I have a hard time seeing how these 4 subscripts connect to the mission of the university
in a clear way, and in a way that helps advance the mission and improve the education
experience for the students. The subscripts





The subscript structure should be abolished and replaced with a different
structure. 15 (16.7%)
The subscript system should be abolished without a replacement. 13 (14.4%)

Interestingly, despite the support for changes, most faculty endorsed the content associated with
the AHVI structure. 77% of faculty agreed or strongly agreed that the arts were vital to a
student’s liberal arts education at Stockton, while 77%, 79%, and 78% similarly endorsed
historical consciousness, values/ethics, and international multiculturalism, respectively.

Table 10. Faculty agreement with, “I believe the content of courses with the ____ subscript
is vital to a student’s liberal arts education at Stockton University.”

Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree

Strongly
Agree

A - Arts: Content 5 (5.6%) 2 (2.2%)
14
(15.6%)

33
(36.7%) 36 (40%)

H - Historical
Content 6 (6.7%) 4 (4.4%)

10
(11.1%)

30
(33.3%) 40 (44.4%)

V - Values and
Ethics 4 (4.4%) 3 (3.3%)

12
(13.3%)

23
(25.6%) 48 (53.3%)

I - International 4 (4.4%) 5 (5.6%)
11
(12.2%)

29
(32.2%) 41 (45.6%)

In addition to many faculty feeling that there is too much overlap among the attributes and the G
curriculum (as detailed in the section above), faculty respondents were also concerned that
students enrolled in courses primarily to fulfill requirements rather than take courses with subject
matter in which they have an interest.

Subscripts are superfluous given the acronyms (which could be expanded slightly if
faculty desired more options) and often restrict students choice of coursework. The
attributes are also implemented largely to increase enrollment, which seem antithetical to
the idea of general studies courses.

Students are more concerned with just "checking off" the number/type of attributes and
choose courses for that reason only as opposed to seeking out courses that would satisfy
their academic curiosity and stimulate their intellect.

I would like to see a reduction in the grouping of multiple subscripts within single
courses, as students overemphasize searching for the courses that check off as many
boxes as possible over selecting topics that interest t�/Ā m� asautcave �D�yhu vosur.
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Many faculty respondents also noted that the curriculum in general does not seem well thought
out.

We keep adding things to the curriculum and never reflect on how it is all working
together. The requirements keep getting more and more complex and it is unclear if any of
these are helping us attain the outcomes they are intended to. What actually are the
outcomes? Have we collectively articulated them since these subscripts were introduced?

it all feels very arbitrary

The current subscript structure is dated and confusing. Models at other schools should be
examined and inform a new structure.

We have
Mode�helu倀





I want to assert my support of the R1/R2 requirement. Our students need to learn more
about the past and present impact of race and racism. Since we offer many R1/R2 courses
in the [identifier removed], our student don't experience difficulty registering for these
courses. If students [identifier removed] are experiencing difficulty fulfilling this
requirement, I hope that the University will respond by offering more R1/R2 b倀



For thoser



“Problems” Identified by the Administrator Survey
The Attributes Assessment task force, lastly, surveyed relevant administrators and staff regarding
the current attributes and subscripts process and structure. The administrator survey and report
has four sections: 1) contributions and challenges of course attributes, 2) the attribute system and
graduation, 3) course attributes and skill building, and 4) the attribute system and higher
education today. Of the 17 respondents who participated in the survey, eight identified as
managers, seven as staff, and three chose not to reveal their identity. Most (12) were from
Academic Affairs. It should be noted that the small sample size is a limitation of the data
presented in this section.

Overall, there is broad consensus that the attributes have value in producing well-rounded
students, with the strongest support being for the W1 and W2 requirements. The only concern
within this skill set (W1/W2) was that it is strictly about writing, not about communication skills
more broadly and that no public speaking was required. Support for the other attributes was
weaker.

It is notable that while the majority of respondents found value in the AHVIs, many respondents
added a caveat that they think the system by which we ensure that students gain this breadth of
knowledge and worldviews is clunky and burdensome. Additional themes that stood out
concerned student buy-in for the requirements, especially with regards to the AHVI and R1 and
R2 attributes. Respondents conveyed that if we want all students to have some exposure to these
ideas, we need to make it easier for faculty to get attributes approved for their courses.

Contributions and Challenges of Course Attributes
In this section, we asked about the knowledge and understanding of the attribute system at
Stockton



When asked, “What are the strengths and contributions of our course attribute system, and
of specific attributes?,” open-ended responses generally fell into three categories. 57% of
respondents indicated that the strengths and contributions of the attribute system lay in ensuring
that students have a breadth of foundational knowledge as part of their undergraduate education.
24% indicated that facilitating course selection to promote this breadth of knowledge is the main
strength/contribution. 24% reported developing skills and knowledge applicable to careers as the
main strength/contribution.

When asked, “What challenges do we confront



There are just too many attributes and makes it difficult for students to double dip and
may require them to stay a semester longer than necessary and incur unneeded expenses.

Numerous responses complained about a lack of clear messaging to students about the purpose
of the system generally and in particular attributes:

I feel that there needs to be more clear explanation for students so they can not only
understand the reason for this structure, but also be able to articulate themselves why
this system is so beneficial for their learning path.

Additionally, responses mentioned the following:
● Too few available courses with certain attributes/subscripts, especially R1.
● Difficulty fitting specific attribute requirements into student schedules.
● Lack of program courses in some majors to fulfill attributes outside of GENS courses.

The Attribute System as a Barrier to Graduation
We also wanted to learn more about how managers and staff thought about the attribute system
as it pertains to student graduation. First, we asked if respondents agree or disagree

to
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Q2 courses hone a student’s abilities to reason quantitatively and are necessary as part of the
course curriculum.” 38% are neutral. 6% disagree (16 responses total). Only one person
disagreed that there is value in the math requirement. Several comments emphasized that there
should not be a “one size fits all” approach to the quantitative courses offered to students, and
instead, their majors should be taken into account.

Most students just end up taking a low level math class in their first year even if they will
not be using math skills in their major to check that box. should have more relative
options for each major.

Depends on the major. An art student wouldn't necessarily need all four Qs. However, the
level of difficulty for the course may show the capability of the student to complete more
difficult tasks.

For Q1 and Q2 attributes, consideration of their majors should always be considered.
There should never be a one size fits all Q level attribute requirement.

AHVI

Support for AHVI attributes is strong. 62% agree or strongly agree with the statement: “The
AHVI courses hone a student’s skills in arts, historical studies, values, and international/
multicultural learning and are necessary as part of the course curriculum.” 19% are neutral. 19%
disagree





question whether these learning objectives could be adjusted to provide





“Problems” with Availability of Classes and Declining Graduation Rates
Appendix E provides a snapshot of course offerings for all attributes and subscripts. For each
requirement, this section and the corresponding appendix includes the following information:
course availability, distribution of program and General Studies courses, and the distribution of
faculty teaching these courses by school. Below is a summary of these data for each requirement:

AHVI Courses
Starting with AHVI, there is a clear imbalance of courses across all four areas with more than
double the number of A-attribute courses and about half as many H-attribute courses as
compared to I-International and V-Values courses. There has been a notable decline in H-History
courses since 2020-2021, while others remained relatively steady to broader enrollment trends.

A-Arts Snapshot for AY 22-23:

- A total of 232 courses were offered
- Most are at the 1000 or 2000 level
- 86.2% of courses were taught by ARHU faculty
- 64.6% were program courses, and 35% were General Studies courses
- 75% of the General Studies courses were GAH; 1 was GNM, 8 were GIS, 11 were GEN,

and the remaining 62 were GAH
- 99% of seats were filled

H- History Snapshot for AY 22-23:

- A total of 107 courses were offered
- Most are at the 2000 or 3000 level
- 41% of courses were taught by ARHU faculty
- 43% were program courses, and a majority of 57% were General Studies courses
- 56% of the General Studies courses were GAH; 3 were GNM, 9 were GSS, 13 were GIS,

2 were GEN, and the remaining 34 were GAH
- 99% of seats were filled

I-International Snapshot for AY 22-23:

- A total of 189 courses were offered
- Most are at the 2000 level, followed by an even split between 1000 or 3000 level
- 27.5% of courses were taught by ARHU faculty, followed closely by 25.4% SOBL
- 57% were program courses, while 43% were General Studies courses
- 45% of the General Studies courses were GSS; 2 were GNM, 8 were GIS, 18 were GEN,

17 were GAH, and the remaining 37 GSS
- 95% of seats were filled

V-Values Snapshot for AY 22-23:

- A total of 189 courses were offered
- Most are at the 3000 level, followed by 2000 level
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- About 20% of courses were taught by BUSN faculty, another 20% by GENS faculty,
followed closely by EDUC and HLTH

- 38% were program courses, with majority 62% General Studies courses
- 10 were GNM, 27 were GIS, 6 were GEN, 12 were GAH, and the remaining 31 GSS
- 97% of seats were filled

Q,W,& R Courses
Moving to the other attributes/subscripts, we see a few trends that are notable across the “1” and
“2” course designations in terms of level of courses, faculty teaching them, and what programs
are offering them.

Q1 and Q2 Snapshot for AY 22-23:

- Most Q1 courses are offered by NAMS faculty, followed by GENS. A majority are
program courses, not General Studies.

- Most Q2 courses are offered by BUSN, followed very closely by NAMS. They are also a
majority of program courses.

- Q1s are mostly offered at the 1000 and 2000 levels, while Q2s are mostly offered at the
2000 and 3000 levels.

W1 and W2 Snapshot for AY 22-23:

- Most W1 courses are offered by General Studies faculty and a majority are General
Studies courses.

- Most W2 courses are offered by SOBL, followed closely by ARHU and BUSN. They are
mostly program courses.

- W1s are mostly offered at the 2000 level, while W2s are mostly offered at the 3000 level,
followed closely by an even split of 2000 and 4000 level courses.

R1 and R2 Snapshot for AY 22-23:

- While not all current students are required to meet the R1/R2 requirement, there is a clear
lag in available courses as compared to the AHVI attributes for which there is only a
single 4-credit course requirement. For example, for I and V courses there were about
190 available in 2022-2023, while there were only 50 R1 and 68 R2 courses available.

- A majority of R1 courses are program courses taught by SOBL faculty.
- A slight majority of R2 courses are General Studies courses taught by mostly ARHU

faculty, with a more even split among faculty in other schools as compared to R1.

Graduation Denials, Rates, and Trends
Appendix B provides a snapshot of the potential impact that availability of classes, as well as the
complexity of the current attributes structure, may be having on students’ graduation timelines.

Graduation Denials Due to Attributes

In Spring 2024, 1,560 students applied for graduation and 129 (8.3%) were denied. Of those 129
denied graduation, 51 (40%) were denied graduation and were missing at least one attribute
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https://www.lehman.edu/academics/info-undergraduate-students.php#general
https://www.lehman.edu/academics/info-undergraduate-students.php#general
https://fairfieldcorewriting.org/wac-wid
https://www.wpunj.edu/cte/resources-for-teachers/information-for-creating-courses/what-is-a-writing-intensive-course.html


4. A reduction in Quantitative classes from 3 to 2 would reduce students’ exposure to
quantitative reasoning in majors that don’t embed Q classes in their program courses,
which could produce less mathematically fluent graduates. In addition, not specifically
requiring a Q2 course could significantly reduce the number of students who would be
exposed to applied math within a discipline. Many students may opt to take 2 Q1 classes,
and never experience a Q2 class.

Model A Curriculum Design

Standard G-Course Array - 12 or 16 courses (48 or 64 Credits Total)

Arts & Humanities 2 GAH courses (8 Credits Total)

Social Sciences 2 GSS courses (8 Credits Total)

Natural Sciences 2 GNM courses (8 Credits Total)

Interdisciplinary 1 GIS + 1 GEN course (8 Credits Total)

At Some Distance 4 - 8 courses* generally outside the major’s home school (16 - 32 Credits Total that may
include additional GAH, GSS, GNM, GIS, or GEN classes)
*A B.S. requires 4 courses, whereas a B.A. requires 8 courses
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Attributes - 8 requirements (32 Credits Total) that may still be added to G-courses & program
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included in this report. For example, the Rowan Core (see Appendix G) includes six themes, or
core literacies: Artistic, Communicative, Global, Humanistic, Quantitative, and Scientific.
Should we move forward to adopt a set of ILTs, based on the incredibly thorough work of the
Task Force on ELOs, we would need to implement our general education requirements as part of
those themes. Please note, the three themes are intended to be comprehensive across the entire
university, so we are not limited to only attributes/subscripts and general studies courses to
achieve the learning outcomes expected under each theme.

The updated figure below - with new information added to the last row - demonstrates how the
reduced set of attributes/subscripts in Model A can be easily incorporated into the three themes
recommended in Spring 2023 by the Task Force on ELOs.

Model Task



courses program courses
Source for ILTs: ELO Task Force Report (May 2023), available at
https://www.stockton.edu/faculty-senate/documents/2023_documents/may2023/ELO_TASK_FORCE_REPORT_S2
3.pdf

Model Option B

This model imagines what would be necessary for an interdisciplinary across-the-curriculum or
in-the-disciplines approach to the current attribute (AVHI) system. An “across-the-curriculum”
approach defines the attribute content as content learned within the context of other disciplinary
content: not wholly separate and distinct from disciplinary content, but learned within and
through its contexts.

The primary purpose of this model would be to provide a unifying framework
w଀

/faculty-senate/documents/2023_documents/may2023/ELO_TASK_FORCE_REPORT_S23.pdf
/faculty-senate/documents/2023_documents/may2023/ELO_TASK_FORCE_REPORT_S23.pdf


course content and the attribute content. An across-the-curriculum approach recognizes
that the attribute content is learned within and through the disciplinary content.

3. Pr





program reviews. Each Across-the-curriculum content should be regularly assessed so
that
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a. The economic increase is tied to the recommendation to increase the workload for
attribute convenors without 1) clear benefits from this additional work, and 2) a
clear commitment of current convenors that they would be willing to meet the
additional requirements for programs such as holding more frequent meetings,
submitting meeting minutes, coordinating annual assessment efforts, writing
annual reports, and being subject to the periodic program review (PPR) process.

Model Option C

1. This model would greatly reduce the number of required student attributes, but would not
significantly alter Stockton’s liberal arts curriculum. Students would only need to worry about
fulfilling their 8 G classes and 2W1s, 2Q1s, and 1R, some of which would likely be included
within their program or G courses.

2. Students would keep the same menu of options, but would be allowed more flexibility and choice.
All 3 survey groups indicated that there is value in the liberal arts curriculum, but also that there
is a clear desire for more



● All G courses would be required to carry an attribute. We could keep AHVI, W2, Q2, R2 and
even add others such as WGSS, Comm, Litt, civics, etc.

● All AVHI, W2, Q2, and R2 attributes (and any additional) would become faculty facing only,
and students wouldn’t interact with them.

● This would mean that faculty would need to successfully apply for one attribute for each G
class in order for it to be approved or continue running (Most fonss
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Quantitative Analysis Three (3) Q1 or Q2 courses, including at least one Q1
course (one must be taken during the freshman year),
and two Q1 or Q2 courses.

● Quantitative reasoning intensive courses
(Q1) focus primarily on mathematical
thinking; developing students' quantitative
skills is the primary goal.

● Quantitative reasoning across the
curriculum courses (Q2) focus on a topic or
subject area outside of mathematics.
Mastering that area is the primary goal of the
course, but quantitative/mathematical thinking
is used as an important means of learning the
subject matter.

Race and Racism education One (1) R1 class OR two (2) R2 courses.

● Race and racism education intensive
courses (R1) are centered on Race and
Racism Education as the primary subject
matter. (50% or more)

● Race and racism education across the
curriculum courses (R2) focuses on a subject
or field, and race and racism education are an
important lens to learn the subject matter. (At
least 25%)

Specific Changes in Model D:

1. The AHVI structure is completely removed from the general studies curriculum. There is
no substitute for it.

2. The Race and Racism education requirement shifts from 1 course with a R1 attribute and
1 class with either a R1 or R2 attribute to 1 R1 class or 2 R2 classes.

Drawbacks/Downsides to Model D:

1. Students will not, systematically, be required to engage with the AHVI content areas.
While it is possible that students could (likely, easily) address the content of the A and H
attributes in their GAH courses, there is not a G course equivalent of the content of the V
or I attributes.

2. There is the potential that students never take a class that focuses primarily on race and
racism. The University has identified, and this task force agrees, that student exposure to
education in race and racism is crucial. While they will be exposed to the content through
two R2 courses, using race and racism as a lens as opposed to a primary subject matter
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considered/processed. This process should identify who reviews the application, and the
qualifications that need to be met



b. AY 2025-2026: implement the policy and procedures component regarding any
curricular changes.
i. If the Faculty Senate recommends any changes to the current graduation

requirements, revisions must be made to University Procedure 2050
Graduation
https://stockton.edu/policy-procedure/documents/procedures/2050.pdf
using the formal shared governance process.

ii. Coding curricular changes into DegreeWorks will need to take place
iii. University Bulletin will need to be updated to reflect any curricular

changes.
iv. Relevant systems and procedures for any changes made to the application

process will need to be created and implemented.
c. Fall 2026: all changes to be fully implemented and become applicable to

incoming first-year students and future application processes.

.
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Conclusions
In summary, this report identified four overarching “problems” with the current
attribute/subscript curriculum:

1. The general education curriculum structure is perceived as complicated and restricting
choice for students.

2. The process for applying for attributes is inconsistent, complex, and sometimes perceived
as adversarial and/or cumbersome.

3. The process of applying approved attributes to semester course schedules is confusing to
many faculty. This is also true regarding the process of applying for graduation
requirement waivers.



https://sites.rowan.edu/academic-affairs/officeofacademicaffairs/assessment/rowan-core/rowan-core-literacies-and-outcomes.html
https://sites.rowan.edu/academic-affairs/officeofacademicaffairs/assessment/rowan-core/rowan-core-literacies-and-outcomes.html
https://sites.rowan.edu/senate/policy_committees/larc-rc-policy.html#RExpModel
https://tableaudash.rowan.edu/views/RowanCoreCourses/RowanCoreCoursesDashboard?%3Aembed=y&%3Aiid=1&%3AisGuestRedirectFromVizportal=y
https://tableaudash.rowan.edu/views/RowanCoreCourses/RowanCoreCoursesDashboard?%3Aembed=y&%3Aiid=1&%3AisGuestRedirectFromVizportal=y


https://sites.rowan.edu/senate/policy_committees/larc.html#Rowan%20Core%20Committee%20page
https://sites.rowan.edu/senate/policy_committees/larc.html#Rowan%20Core%20Committee%20page
https://sites.rowan.edu/senate/policy_committees/larc.html#Rowan%20Core%20Committee%20page


Sample assessment plans are available for review and faculty proposing new Rowan
Core, LIT or WI courses are “welcome to send ideas, drafts, questions, etc. To LARC
committee chair...ahead of...official submission.”

Assessment information is reported into a central assessment management system each
semester: “Faculty teaching Rowan Core courses are required to use the assessment
methods that were proposed by the course director and approved by

https://sites.rowan.edu/senate/policy_committees/larc-rc-policy.html#RCmodel


The LARC Committee is responsible for establishing equivalencies between transfer
courses or exams and the various Rowan Core literacies, plus the WI and LIT
requirements.

A course or exam that comes in from another institution with no established transfer
equivalency will go out to the relevant department chair or head on the Outstanding Data
report. The policy process then outlines three options for how to proceed with transfer
equivalency determinations.

Workflow for Establishing WI Transfer Credit
A transfer course will not automatically fulfill the Writing Intensive )䌀圀䠀䠀

https://stockton0-my.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/personal/michael_law_stockton_edu/Documents/Faculty%20Senate%20Task%20Forces/Task%20Force%20on%20Attributes%20Assessment/Curriculum%20Comparison/Rowan%20General%20Education%20Full%20Documentation.docx?d=w7beeb9a15f6a4210a410a12c57aca16a&csf=1&web=1&e=sxHZof
https://stockton0-my.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/personal/michael_law_stockton_edu/Documents/Faculty%20Senate%20Task%20Forces/Task%20Force%20on%20Attributes%20Assessment/Curriculum%20Comparison/Rowan%20General%20Education%20Full%20Documentation.docx?d=w7beeb9a15f6a4210a410a12c57aca16a&csf=1&web=1&e=sxHZof




Figure 5. Graduation rates for first-year students.

Source:
https://public.tableau.com/views/GradRetention_16004488044920/GraduationRates?:language=en-US&:embed=y&:sid=&:embe
d_code_version=3&:loadOrderID=0&:display_count=y&publish=yes&:origin=viz_share_link

Figure 6. Average Credits per Degree Conferral
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https://public.tableau.com/views/GradRetention_16004488044920/GraduationRates?:language=en-US&:embed=y&:sid=&:embed_code_version=3&:loadOrderID=0&:display_count=y&publish=yes&:origin=viz_share_link


Appendix C. Comparison of the AHVI attributes’ current course standards.
A attribute H attribute I attribute V attribute

Amount of relevant
content



Requirement:
Number of specific
requirements to be
individually
addressed

N/A 5 N/A N/A

Requirement:
Provide syllabus

No Yes No No
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Appendix D. Comparison of W, Q, and R attributes’ current course
standards.

W1 W2 Q1 Q2 R1 R2
Amount of
relevant
content

-Majority
of class
time should
be spent on
writing

-15-20% of course
instruction (in class or
online) on activities
and practices that
develop students’
writing
-minimum of 30% of
a student’s final grade
should focus on their
progress with writing

-Majority of
class time is
spent on
mathematical
concepts and
procedures

-At least 20%
of class time
involves
mathematical
ideas
-Both mastery
of disciplinary
content and
mathematical
proficiency
are used to
evaluate
student
performance

-Majority
of the
course
materials
and
assignme
nts are
spent
discussin
g race
and
racism

-At least
25% of
course time
should be
devoted to
the study of
race and/or
racism
education
-25% of
instructional
time should
be spent
engaging
students on
the ways
that race and
racism is
systematic,
systemic
and
institutional
within a
specific
field
-At least
25% of the
course grade
is based on
assignments
that engage
with/criticall
y examine
race and
racism

Applicatio
n pages

3 2 Google form Google form Qualtrics
form

Qualtrics
form

By Course
or By
Section

Course Section Both, by
request

Both, by
request

Section Section
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Requirem
ents of
“fit”

-Writing
should be
the primary
subject of
the course
-Majority
of a
student’s
grade in the
class
should be
based on
writing

-Focus is on
disciplinary/interdisci
plinary content, and
students learn and
practice writing
through their
engagement with that
content area
-Instruction both in a
particular content area
as well as in writing

-Mathematical
thinking is the
primary focus
of study; work
on
mathematics
during
virtually every
class session
-Emphasis on
the underlying
structures of
mathematics
-Emphasize
the importance
of
mathematical
modeling of
realistic
situations
-Draw
connections
among
different areas
of
mathematics

-Mathematics
is used as a
tool for
understanding
disciplinary or
interdisciplina
ry content
outside of
mathematics
-Feature
applications
that utilize
real-world
data and
situations
-Explicit
connections
should be
made between
mathematical
ideas and
disciplinaaaaa
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Requirem
ent:
Descriptio
n of
fulfillment
of specific
requireme
nts

-Overall
philosophy
of teaching
writing and
evidence in
plan for
class
-Specific
writing
skills and
facilitation
of
developme
nt of these
skills
-Outline
the main
writing
activities
-Method
for grading
student
writing
-Breakdow
n of
assessment
of writing
-Accomplis
hing of
first-year
writing
goals

-Writing Assignments
-Writing Instruction
-Writing Assessment

-QUAD
learning
outcomes w/
exam

ftent
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Appendix E: Attribute Course Data for Stockton University 2017-2023

Source: Open in Power BI; Course Enrollment by Attribute; Data as of 2/9/24, 9:24 AM
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A-Arts

Snapshot for AY 22-23:
- A total of 232 courses were offered
- Most are at the 1000 or 2000 level
- 86.2% of courses were taught by ARHU faculty
- 64.6% were program courses
- 75% of the General Studies courses were GAH;

1 was GNM, 8 were GIS, 11 were GEN, and the
remaining 62 were GAH

- 99% of seats were filled
- Programs offering these course

https://app.powerbi.com/MobileRedirect.html?action=OpenReport&reportObjectId=31a4a084-3249-4a48-b5c0-3dfe75bbf2d5&ctid=7a0f20a7-5f19-4896-b002-0795dfe7de55&reportPage=ReportSection&pbi_source=copyvisualimage
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H- History

Snapshot for A
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V-Values

Snapshot for AY 22-23:
- A total of 189 courses were offered
- Most are at the 3000 level, followed by 2000

level
- About 20% of courses were taught by BUSN

faculty, another 20% by GENS faculty, followed
closely by EDUC and HLTH

- 38% were program courses
- 10 were GNM, 27 were GIS, 6 were GEN, 12

were GAH, and the remaining 31 GSS
- 97% of seats were filled
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I-International

Snapshot for AY 22-23:
- A total of 189 courses were offered
- Most are at the 2000 level, followed by an even

split between 1000 or
-

split
bက

at
f�

�I�

������ or

2000

--
split

for

?

B 2000

or

��-

of? an䤀䠀唀䠀䜀��
fA

for
even

-
split

C an



Q1

92





W1

94





R1

96



R2

97



98


