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INCE TEACHING AND LEARNING ARE AT THE HEART of the academic enterprise, we

begin our discussion there. Curriculum and instruction have been for more than a decade

the major locus of contention about the educational purpose and practice of colleges and
universities, both intramurally and extramurally. The issues range from the “culture wars” to the
purposes and values of the liberal arts, from the degree of concern for the quality of student
learning to the assessment of learning outcomes, from the role of electronic technology in
instruction to the value of bringing students into direct engagement with neighboring and
global communities.

In both anticipating and responding to these challenges, college and university faculty mem-
bers have tried much that is genuinely new, or newly emphasized and freshly conceived. The
computer has wrought enormous changes in the way faculty teach (not to mention how they
carry on their research), in how they interact with students, and even in the constituencies they
now reach. If nothing else new were happening, information technology would by itself revolu-
tionize the academy. In particular, it has fueled a profound change in thinking about instruction
from teacher-centered to learner-centered education.?

But much else has been introduced and become significant in shaping new directions: cur-
ricular, particularly general education models thart are conceived in terms of development of
intellectual skills as opposed to encountering particular subject matter; new emphases on engag-
ing the diversity of human communities and global cultures; the radiation of experiential learn-
ing and its close congener, service learning; cooperative and collaborative learning; interdiscipli-
narity; topically linked courses or “learning communities”; undergraduate research; discovery
approaches to science, just to name a few.> New and insistent demands from the public and
from accrediting agencies that institutions clarify and specify their goals and demonstrate their
achievement of them are in turn having an increasingly visible, if still uneven, effect on educa-

tional practice.






Developing societal, civic, and global knowledge. Traditionally, history and “Western
Civilization” requirements have been based on the premise that educared people should
know something about societies and events remote in time, but which help to explain con-
temporary society. The academy is now adding the further expectation that students will
learn about cultures separated from the dominant culture by distance and/or by assump-
tions, experiences, or differential social power. With rapidly increasing frequency, general
education requirements include study of a non-European culture and of contemporary cul-
tural diversity (i.e., gender, race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, etc.) and justice issues, both in
the United States and abroad. Many campuses promote service learning programs explicitly
designed to involve students with challenging societal issues. Through projects to increase stu-
dent study abroad, colleges and universities are developing more accessible and more diverse

ways to support global knowledge and cross-cultural competence.

Gaining self-knowledge and grounded values. This learning goal is seldom manifested in
specific degree requirements but underlies, as implicitly it always has, undergraduate educa-
tion in general and the general education curriculum in particular. Good teaching, now as
ever, tries to help students place and define themselves within their particular cultures and
the broader society and to do so within expanding frameworks of knowledge, self-awareness,
and increased capacity for reflective judgment. New courses and programs frequently invite
students to reflect on their own sources of identity and values and to engage with challeng-
ing ethical, moral, and human dilemmas. Fostering social and civic responsibility is an
avowed goal of many new curricula. New self-consciousness about heterogeneity on campus
and in society is accelerating many of these trends toward clarifying and exploring value

choices and positions.

Concentration and integration of learning. With rare exception, students are expected to
spend anywhere from a quarter to three-quarters of their academic time developing working
knowledge and demonstrable skills in a particular field of inquiry and/or practice. The aca-
demic major remains the focus of undergraduate education, the curricular element by which
students most often and readily define themselves within the institution and through which
they explore life and vocational choices and possibilities. Increasingly, however, the bound-
aries between general education and the major are becoming blurred. Some institutions are

acting on their realization that the broad and ambitious goals of general education cannot be






1. Collaborative inquiry: learning and problem-solving in group settings, both direct and on-line.

Students work as a team, both in the classroom and outside it, with the instructor as coach.

2. Experiential learning: direct experience in field settings, with open-ended problems, projects
and challenges. The instructor helps the studerts, either individually or as a group, learn to
process their experience, put it in a context of general principle—practical, intellectual and

ethical-—and rethink theories in light of the field experience.

3. Service learning; direct experiences with societal issues and with groups seeking to solve
problems and improve the quality of life for themselves and others. Again, the instructor’s
role is to provide social, moral and technical context and to help students generalize from
the particular, connect scholarship with practice, and discover grounds for commitment and

action.

4. Research or inquiry-based learning: helping students develop competence in achieving the
ultimate purpose of collegiate education: organizing and dealing with unstructured prob-
lems. Often making use of educational technologies, students experience the excitement and
the usefulness of creating new knowledge. The instructor serves as guide and mentor, but in

many cases is not the expert. This role is shifted to the student.

5. Integrative learning: generating links among previously unconnected issues, approaches,
sources of knowledge, and/or contexts for practice. Such learning is often multidisciplinary.
Increasingly, it occurs in the context of learning communities or thematically linked courses.
The instructor serves as exemplar of the person whose role is to find fresh and instructive
connections, helping students learn how to test the intellectual and practical usefulness—the
explanatory power—of the connections they find. Faculty members teaching linked courses
work together to design curricular frameworks and materials that facilitate integrative

inquiry and learning.

If we bracket for a moment the transformative power of the new technologies, none of these
pedagogies is absolutely new. Some of them draw from the well-established model of the labora-
tory scientist working in close partnership with apprentice learners. Others have for decades
been pedagogies of choice at campuses with high intellectual standards and low student-faculty
ratios. What is arresting, rather, is the new emphasis, visible at every kind of institution, on

extending to a broad array of students the modes of mentored, engaged, and problem-focused






newly acknowledged societal pluralism, both at home and abroad. Colleges and universities are
bringing these concerns into the curriculum not simply in terms of individual course content, but
in the ways they conceptualize the purposes of education and the pedagogical strategies they employ.*

Fifty years ago the Harvard “Red Book” posited a curriculum focused on a unified national
culture based in Western thought. By contrast, the emerging curriculum assumes a world society
characterized by a multitude of life experiences and informed by complex intersections among
historical experiences, gender, race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, sexual orientation, religious
values, political assumptions, cultural styles, and so on. The liberally educated person, many
now argue, needs not only substantial knowledge but also the skills and awareness to negotiate
what philosopher Maxine Greene has called “a world lived in common with others.™

Thus colleges and universities must educate not in terms of mind alone but also in terms of
a life lived in relationships with others whose experiences and assumptions may be very differ-
ent. Faculties are therefore beginning to pay increased attention to the “civic arts” that lead to
an understanding of diversity and to skill in negotiating difficult differences and building com-
munities that respect and acknowledge difference. They are more insistently involving students
in an engagement with diversity and equity issues both at home and abroad and in learning
experiences that help students develop these capacities and understandings in morally honest

and dialogical ways.






and faculty behaviors, not only in their teaching but in their research as well. The scholarly con-
cerns of individual faculty members within almost any academic department encompass a wide
diversity of topics and methodologies, often those primarily associated with other disciplines.
One anthropologist may be studying evidence derived from analysis of tooth enamel in different
cultures; another working in the same department may be producing a history of ideas about
race and biology. One economist may be studying principles of supply and demand as they
affect all markets even as a colleague pursues a comparative cultural analysis of family economic
decision making.

Above and beyond the migration of scholarly topics and approaches from one discipline to
another, new and avowedly interdisciplinary programs and fields are springing up everywhere.
In the arresting image of the historian John Higham, the contemporary academy is like “a house
in which the inhabitants are looking out of the many open windows gaily chatting with the
neighbors, while the doors between the rooms stay closed.” Yet even as scholarship reconfigures
knowledge in increasingly intersecting and polycentric designs, students who select arts and sci-
ences flelds are still oriented not only to the rhetoric of “the discipline” but to an operational
assumption that they have no need or responsibility to integrate their most significant learning
across multiple domains of inquiry and practice.

To enter into a discussion of what constitutes a discipline—i.e., a distinctive mode of
inquiry, as opposed to a subject matter or a community of scholars with overlapping interests—
would lead this discussion too far afield. The point to be made here is that the rhetoric and cur-
ricular organization associated with inherited concepts of “the discipline” invite students to
think of themselves as pursuing a specific and well-defined competence when the entire ethos of
the contemporary world calls for the capacity to cross boundaries, explore connections, move in
uncharted directions. This conception of advanced study is deeply problematic when it allows a
student to burrow only into one corner of, say, literature or political science, rather than explor-
ing the field’s complex byways and neighboring communities. It is equally problematic for the
two-thirds of American undergraduates who choose preprofessional fields. Students studying
preprofessional subjects are too seldom invited to connect their vocational studies with larger
societal, cultural, historical, or ethical questions. Why ask of the accounting major (a preprofes-
sional field) what is not asked of the biology major (a discipline)? The result, as Ernest Boyer
observed a decade ago, is all too often a neglect of the social and ethical responsibilities inherent

in the work of any field:






As long as general education was conceived predominantly as study of a range of subject mat-
ters, or “breadth,” with study in a designated major representing “depth,” the conventional
sharp division between general education and majors made some sense. But with the new
educational focus on helping students develop intellectual skills, understand a range of episte-
mologies and their various strengths and limitations, and increasing their ability to negotiate
intellectual, cultural, civic, and practical topics and relationships, the assumed separation between
general education and the major is no longer useful. On the one hand, that fraction of the curricu-
lum allocated to general education is simply inadequate for developing, practicing, and integrat-
ing, at a reasonable level of proficiency, the complex forms of learning important to a contem-
porary liberal education. On the other hand, the development of those skills and awareness we
characterized above as the new framework for liberal learning is just as much the business of the
major and just as essential to a baccalaureate level of mastery in a field as it is to general education.

In other words, the logic of this emerging pattern of undergraduate education should lead to
thinking about that education as a whole, an education in communication, in analytic, critical
and scientific thinking, in societal perspective and responsibility, and in learning to frame and
deal with unstructured problems of many sorts. The major, as a large portion of that education,
provides an appropriate level of mastery of these skills in relation to a specific area of inquiry
and interest. It gives students a sense of both the power and the limitations of particular forms
of “disciplined” thinking.

Goals for learning in the major, then, ought to deal at a high level of intentionality with the
development of general and integrative as well as field-specific understandings, perspectives, and
skills. This blending of general skills with field-specific approaches can already be seen in the
frequently encountered “writing across the curriculum” programs and a few similar efforts
focused on relating other general skills, such as oral communication, quantitative reasoning, and
second languages, to study in the major. Many departments are introducing diversity content
and practices into departmental curricula in ways appropriate to specific fields. Others are start-
ing to emphasize issues of social responsibility and global engagement. But such efforts remain
for the most part sporadic and elective. The argument here is for far greater departmental inten-
tionality that is systematic and developmental.

The advantage to major programs in assuming this kind of instructional responsibility for
students’ integrative learning is a greater share of the attention of their students. The price is

much clearer formulation of the purposes of the major and a willingness to teach with an inten-






instructors have grown used to allowing the size of the package to control the level of treatment
of the subject matter. No matter that some topics might benefit from being taught over a longer
period while others do not seem, proportionately, to deserve a full course: all must fill precisely

the same numbers of class hours and semester or quarter time.

This uniform and separate packaging of learning-experiences has led to both faculty and stu-
dents treating courses in isolation from each other. Very seldom, unless courses are explicitly
part of a sequence of two or three, do instructors make an effort to relate one course to another,
either in terms of the content addressed or of the analytical tasks and challenges assigned to students.

These problems, however, pale in contrast to the damage done by allowing course titles and
credits to stand as surrogates for learning. The establishment of modular and interchangeable
course units has led everywhere to a stunning neglect of what a student is supposed to be able
to do at the completion of any particular course, and of how capacities fostered in any particular
course do or should prepare students for the work yet to come. The result, as many faculty
members pioneering with capstone courses and/or portfolios of student work well know, is that
significant numbers of students ascend to the final year of study with analytical, problem-solv-

ing and communicative competencies that are at best only shallowly developed.

The problematic equation of course title with learning becomes even more counterproductive in
the context of student transfer, an increasingly common practice throughout public systems of
higher education. The system of student transfer is built on the assumption that courses with
equivalent titles and credits represent the same learning experience—of content and developed
competence—at all institutions. The flip side of this assumption is that courses differently titled
and with different but equally valid learning experiences are not accepted in transfer, a practice
that enrages transfer students, community colleges, and state legislatures alike. The illogic of
both aspects of this practice is patent.

State coordinating boards and, increasingly and notoriously, state legislatures have some-
times responded by establishing a standard set of general education courses for all public institu-
tions which, once completed, must be accepted by the receiving institution in satisfaction of all
lower division general education requirements. The package is frequently a thoroughly retro-
grade system of distribution requirements in their least intellectually defensible form. This lowest-

common-denominator standardization certainly helps reduce barriers to transfer, but it also






Over all this need for rethinking inherited structures and practices hangs the universal question
of how faculty members will be rewarded for the considerable efforts required to change educa-
tional programs. Exhortations abound about the compelling need to change campus reward
structures so that curriculum and teaching innovations are duly recognized and faculty can
devote the time those efforts require without fear of jeopardizing promotions and salaries.
Administrators and sometimes even faculty leaders offer much encouragement to embark on
educational renewal, but so far faculties as a whole do not believe them. They have heard too
many horror stories about colleagues who spent a grear deal of time on teaching innovation and
curricular reform, only to have it discounted, by either colleagues or administrators, when it
came time for promotion or merit increases. In general, neither institutions nor faculty mem-
bers are willing to disarm unilaterally by honoring teaching and service efforts equally with
research accomplishments. With the exception of two-year institutions and a fair number of
local and regional liberal arts colleges, the prestige and rewards in higher education continue to
lie with published research.

Curricular and pedagogical reforms are widely viewed as not only desirable but necessary to
sustain the viability of our colleges and universities in a context of technological revolution and
multiplying educational purveyors. But it will be difficult if not impossible to implement curric-
ular and pedagogical change systematically unless it becomes the norm for institutions of all
kinds to recognize and honor the intellectual work involved. Faculties will need to know thar
time spent on creative and successful innovation in curriculum and teaching will be as well
rewarded as equivalent time spent on research. Since much of this work is cross-disciplinary and
integrative, departments and colleges will necessarily have to develop new abilities to recognize
and assess efforts that go beyond their traditional scope of concern.

In short, the dominance of disciplinary rhetoric and organization in curricular structure, the
courses-and-credits system of academic bookkeeping, and the atomism of faculty reward prac-
tices all stand as formidable impediments to the educational renewal that many campuses are
working hard to advance. The perfectly reasonable desire to sustain curricular flexibility and
choice and to facilitate institutional transfer for students serves to keep a number of the more

questionable structures in place, indeed to entrench them even more solidly.









cation for the large numbers of students who increasingly move from institution to institution,
and for whom a coherent, purposeful curriculum can never be predesigned at a single campus,
would seem to require the effort.

This emphasis on student outcomes rather than course credits and curricular structures also
means more widespread and extensive assessment. The assessment will be more appropriate and
effective if it is embedded in course work or grows naturally out of it, rather than taking the
form of short-answer instruments created solely for the purpose of external reporting. Ideally
assessment should provide opportunities for students to advance, integrate and correct their
understandings at key junctures in their course of study. Assessments which provide no useful or
developmental feedback to students themselves defeat what should be an important goal of the

assessment effort.

It is also time to think differently about the overall pattern of an undergraduate education.
For the most part, the academy continues to think in terms of between one and two years
devoted to general education and the underpinnings of an area of concentration, followed by
two years of intensive study in the major. The program is perhaps topped off by a summative
experience in the major or, more rarely, in general education.

Under the emerging pattern, campuses might build on available models for a “first year
experience,” integrated programs designed to develop in novice learners the intellectual skills
and habits of critical thinking appropriate to collegiate study.”® In first-year programs intention-
ally designed to orient students toward high standards for college learning, students would
explore a range of fields and approaches to knowledge, take core courses that introduce them to
the contours and sources of the contemporary world, and spend accredited time exploring with
others the challenges that college does and should present to their preconceived assumptions
and interpretive frameworks. They would be introduced, perhaps through deliberately linked
courses, to the theory and practice of integrative learning. This first year would not be defined
as “getting requirements out of the way.” Rather, it would self-consciously address—and assess
students’ progress with—the entire framework of educational goals we noted in the first part of
this paper. Whatever their selections of course content, students would expect to work on writ-
ing, quantitative analysis, a second language and other proficiencies with the expectation that

they would use all these skills repeatedly throughout their studies and their lives. In exploring
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the approaches to knowledge characteristic of different fields, they would begin a discussion about
the sources and warrants for knowledge thart also would be continued throughout their studies
and beyond. Courses on the contours and sources of the contemporary world would introduce
topics, e.g., globalization, pluralism, democratic aspirations, and equity issues that also would
routinely reappear when students move on to more advanced studies. All students coming to an
institution for the first time—whether as first year matriculants or transfer students—would
also engage in structured educational planning and self-assessment, processes fully informed by
feedback on their strengths and needs as evidenced in previous work and attainment.

Should students enter at an advanced level, thanks to Advanced Placement or other acceler-
ated high school studies, they would not be exempted from the topics important to the first-
year program. Rather, they would engage these topics—proficiencies, epistemological and
research frameworks, societal and global knowledge, self-knowledge—at the more advanced lev-
els for which they have qualified.

Assuming that we are still talking about four years of baccalaureate education, the next two
years can then be devoted to developing and strengthening significant skills, inquiry capacities,
societal perspectives and self -knowledge within the context of a sclected concentration. This
concentration would be conceived, however, as a matrix rather than a silo."” Whether their cho-
sen field is (traditionally) defined as “disciplinary,” or “interdisciplinary,” students would be
expected to bring more than one methodological approach to a sufficient level of competence
that they could use these approaches in framing and studying complex problems. Thus pre-
pared, they would take topically linked courses and seminars that explore challenging, open-
ended, debatable issues. Some, even much of this learning might occur on-line. But the center-
piece of any learning activity would always be the student’s own active involvement and work,
both individual and collaborative. No one would imagine that experiencing a series of lectures,
reading (part of) a textbook, and taking midterm and final examinations, whether face-to-face
or on-line, constitutes a sufficiently challenging course of study. Every course would expect sig-
nificant and extended analytical and/or applied work on the part of cach participating student.
Every concentration would foster students’ capacities to address values questions and to engage
widely diverse perspectives.

Within the context of this concentration, most students would have field experiences related
to their interests. Whatever the forms of the field experience—a research project, an internship,

work-related activity, service learning, study abroad—ecach student would be expected to devote
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