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 The foundation of skills, knowledge, and values that prepare students for 
success in their majors and in their personal and professional lives after 
graduation. 

 General Education outcomes should be encouraged throughout the 
undergraduate experience. 

• What is Core Curriculum? 
 A part of the General Educatio



General Education Council Member 2018-2019 Year Feedback 

Please respond to the following: 
1. Our Council meetings were held regularly and with appropriate frequency. 

[Ii [12 [13 04 [Is 
strongly disagree strongly agree 

2. The General Education Council meetings are focused, follow the agenda, and relevant. 

Lii 02 FD 04 05 
strongly disagree strongly agree 

3. The Faculty Director of General Education was responsive and available to the members of the General 
Education Council. 

[Ii [12 [13 04 L1 
strongly disagree strongly agree 

4. The Faculty Director of General Education invited and encouraged faculty participation. 
Lii 02 03 04 Li 

strongly disagree strongly agree 

5. 



Re-envisioning the Core Curriculum in the University System of Georgia 
A Proposal by the USG General Education Council 

November 15, 2018 

Introduction 

The University System of Georgia's (USG) General Education Council (the Council) has 
recently engaged in significant discussions about the possible need to re-envision the USG's 
policy about the core curriculum. As outlined below, The Council recommends that this re-
envisioning process be undertaken at this time. 

The Purpose of the Core Curriculum 

College graduates face a world changing at warp speed. Their capacity to contribute, succeed, 
lead and build a satisfying life in this rapidly changing environment depends, in significant part, 
upon their college experience. That experience, a combination of academic coursework, student 
life and other factors, should produce graduates who are well-rounded individuals with the 
capability to continually adapt over the course of a lifetime. 

The core curriculum at any college or university is the linchpin in a college experience providing 
students with the knowledge and tools necessary to adaptability. The core curriculum should 
provide a both a base level of knowledge and a firm foundation in critical methodologies that 
will allow graduates to analyze and solve problems yet unknown. The core curriculum must 
enable these students to become competent and satisfied members of society. 

In order to accomplish this goal, the core curriculum must provide a breadth and depth of 
knowledge going beyond what is provided by the high school curriculum. It must be value 
added. The core curriculum must provide knowledge in essential areas; the ability to read and 
comprehend complex texts, write and communicate orally in an effective manner, critically 
analyze complex data, and use strategic methodologies and technology to solve problems. 

The Purpose of a Common Core Curriculum 

As a group of institutions of higher education formed to carry out a common mission, the 
University System of Georgia (USG) faces a unique challenge with respect to the core 
curriculum. The core curriculum of each institution must meet the above broad goals. However, 
the core curriculum policy of the USG must concurrently assure that students may transfer 
seamlessly to sister institutions with minimal loss of course credit. This means, as a practical 
matter, that the core curriculum of each institution must not only provide native students with a 
core which prepares them to succeed in life. It must provide that same opportunity to transfer 
students. 

Why is it essential to allow transfer without credit loss? For many students, completion of an 
entire degree program at one institution is optimal. Yet, for many other students, transfer is 
necessary for financial reasons, for adjustment to college life, or for adjustment to changing 



career goals. Accordingly, the common core curriculum of the USG must be designed both to 
assure transfer with minimal loss of credit and, concurrently, to assure that graduates have the 
well-rounded education to assure that they have the capacity to adapt. 

Does the Current USG Common Core Curriculum Achieve These Goals? 

The current common core curriculum policy has some strengths. For example, the policy does 
result in transfer without significant loss of credit in many cases. It does distribute required 
courses over several broad areas to assure that some breadth of knowledge is gained. Also, many 
administrators have over time acquired a working knowledge of the core curriculum policy so 
that some degree of consistency in application of the policy is assured. Further, the policy does 
provide a framework which has assisted US G institutions in meeting the requirements of the 
SACS COC Principles of Accreditation. 

Despite these positive factors, the policy has developed over time to become more of a checklist 
of requirements and less of a compelling s are cue strengths.2ls? 



institution must accept that course for that area even though it may not meet the learning 
outcomes for that area. 

o Common course numbering/naming/descriptions. The policy requires use of these 
common numbers/names/descriptions. Nonetheless, exceptions are in fact the rule. These 
many exceptions make it difficult for transfer institutions to administer the policy and 
make it hard for the students to understand what is required and why. 
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will be established by the USG. 









career goals. Accordingly, the common core curriculum of the USG must be designed both to 
assure transfer with minimal loss of credit and, concurrently, to assure that graduates have the 
well-rounded education to assure that they have the capacity to adapt. 

Does the Current USG Common Core Curriculum Achieve These Goals? 

The current common core curriculum policy has some strengths. For example, the policy does 
result in transfer without significant loss of credit in many cases. It does distribute required 
courses over several broad areas to assure that some breadth of knowledge is gained. Also, many 
administrators have over time acquired a working knowledge of the core curriculum policy so 
that some degree of consistency in application of the policy is assured. Further, the policy does 
provide a framework which has assisted USG institutions in meeting the requirements of the 
SACS COC Principles of Accreditation. 

Despite these positive factors, the policy has developed over time to become more of a checklist 
of requirements and less of a compelling menu of course choices encouraging exploration and 
intellectual growth. Similarly, the checklist has become more and more rigid, often impeding 
efforts of individual institutions to implement creative approaches to both achieve their unique 
institutional missions while promoting transfer without loss of credit. In addition, this "checking 
the boxes" approach to completion of the core has become complex and confusing. The 
requirements of the policy are expressed by "area" requirements (e.g., Area A) which do not 
clearly communicate to students and their parents why each "area" is important and compelling. 
This, of course, encourages simply checking off each area as completed rather than promoting 
understanding about the reasons for studying math, science, history and literature. Furthermore, 
the area approach makes it difficult for individually accredited institutions to conceptualize their 
own coherent rationale for their general education curriculum. 

In addition to this overall rigidity, the current common core curriculum policy is fraught with 
other problems of a more technical nature: 

o G-randfathering. At the time of the transition to the current common core curriculum 
policy, a choice was made to allow institutions to continue to include courses contained 
in their old core without the need to establish that those courses met the requirements of 
the new policy. This pragmatic choice certainly made the transition less cumbersome at 
the beginning. However, it has over time resulted in common core which is simply not 
coherent. For example, a course presented today for inclusion in an area of the core by 
one institution might well be denied because it does not meet the current requirements of 
that area, while that same course might well be included in the core of another institution 
simply because it was grandfathered. 

o Institutional level outcomes for each area. The learning outcomes for each area are 
established by the individual institution (i.e., those area outcomes are not established at 
the system level). This means that any given course might meet the learning outcomes for 
a particular area at one institution, while not meeting the learning outcomes for that same 




