Sample 20 March Summary of Symposium Results
Facilitator:
Dr. XXXX (from the Social Sciences Division)
Recorder:
Dr. XXXX (from the Engineering Division)
Colonel XXXX (from the Engineering Division)
Lieutenant Colonel XXXX (from the Basic Sciences Division)
Captain XXXX (from the Humanities Division)
Dr. XXXX (from the Dean’s Staff)
Our three most important/ideas/conclusions/points:

1.  How do we get junior faculty more involved in curriculum development efforts?

· Offer and encourage them to attend seminars given by senior faculty, including DVPs, on pedagogy and “best practices” re: teaching and curriculum.
· Encourage junior faculty to recommend changes to courses and curriculum (“start small,” not with global changes impacting the entire curriculum/core, etc.).
· Describe cogently, so that they—and others—understand how the core fits together.
2.  How to we improve what appears to be a very low standard cadets are held to?

· Have greater expectations!
· Get students exposed to “great minds,” not only through books, but also through opportunities to hear visiting speakers and talks by DVPs, unfettered by the cumbersome SLA system: let them attend noon Brownbags. 

· Develop more integrated, interdisciplinary courses.
3.  The course director system needs overhauling.

· Senior faculty in all departments need to oversee/guide (but NOT micromanage) junior faculty when they are responsible for curriculum and pedagogy in courses.

· Senior faculty, who have the experience, expertise, and knowledge, should be the course directors for core/majors courses.

Two points/questions/issues warranting further discussion:

1.  How can we encourage faculty to routinely do the following, all tied to their assuming responsibility for the entire curriculum:

· Accept responsibility for teaching to achieve goals;
· Teach knowledge, but ask students to apply it;
· Stress inquiry with unscripted contested problems?
2. How can we make the “Ethics across the Curriculum” movement more robust with active sharing of ideas among faculty teaching courses in different departments and more interdisciplinary courses emphasizing ethics?
Facilitator:  Dr. Helen Pigage, DFB

Recorder:  Dr. John Lanning, DFC

Dr. Fran Pilch, DFPS

Capt Scott Putnam, DFAS

Capt Chris Augeri, DFCS

Dr. Paul Bolt, DFPS
The three most important ideas/conclusions/points:

1.  Our group was unanimous in supporting the survey results that academic performance expectations are too low.  That is, the performance standards are not as high as they should be given the caliber of cadet admitted to the Academy, and cadets are not held to consistently high standards.  Survival techniques developed by cadets during their first year are pervasive through the senior year.  A significant amount of group discussion was derived from this position.
2.  USAFA needs to move away from core courses that ‘spoon feed’ cadets.  Core courses should be encouraged to increase critical thinking and outside-the-box cadet evaluation.  The group suggests that USAFA is more centered on technical training than academic performance.  Cadets early on develop a mind set that they don’t have to critically evaluate issues, and B/C grades are OK.  This mind set is very difficult to break. 

3.  The DF curriculum must recognize that cadets need to be taught how to be intentional learners.  USAFA needs to establish institutional goals and identify a small number of topics (writing, ethics, etc) that truly need to be taught across the curriculum.  Our group suggested that a way to develop a better cross-disciplinary culture is to have faculty ‘drop in’ on classes outside their own discipline. 

The two points/questions/issues warranting further discussion:

1.  There was consensus in the group that there needs to be some options available to cadets in the core curriculum.  The group believes that options within the core will lead to a better core ownership by cadets.  The group did discuss advising models (professional staff for core, faculty for all advising, professional staff for all advising), but did not come to a consensus.   

2.  Cadets should be exposed to more perspectives of a diverse nature.  DF needs to ‘fight’ for the time required for external speakers with diverse perspectives.  While some speakers could come from within USAFA, the group also felt the need to bring in outside civilian speakers.  The group did not have time to discuss options on how best to accomplish this. 

Facilitator:
Mr. John Hertel, DFL
Recorder:
Dr Marge Rakowsky, DFC
Col “Hoot” Gibson, DFCS

Lt Col Tom Schorsch, DFCS

Dr Rolf Enger, DFE

Our most important ideas/conclusions/points:

1.  We need to improve curriculum to develop self-directed, intentional learners.  Being a military academy may be part of the problem because initially cadets are trained, are told what is expected of them, etc.  Faculty need to drive the improvement through modeling and curriculum changes.

2.  We need to be vigilant—and have the Dean encourage high standards—regarding having a curriculum that sets high standards of performance and having a faculty that holds students to high standards of intellectual work.  Faculty should not “cave” when they see students tired, unprepared for class, etc.

3.  We as faculty must assume and embrace responsibility for the whole curriculum.

Two points/questions/issues warranting further discussion.

1.  The first item above was the focus of most of our discussion.  We agreed that continued discussion is warranted to work towards developing self-directed, intentional learners.  We discussed how our institution compared to others may have advantages and disadvantages in achieving this goal.

2.  We talked briefly about diversity—how we do not take advantage of diversity in our students’ background.  There was also some discussion about diversity of perspective in the curriculum.  The general topic could use some follow up discussion.

Facilitator / Recorder:  Dr. Aaron Byerley, DFAN

Col Hans Mueh, DFV

Col Doug Murray, DFPS

Dr. Norman Heimer, DFC

Dr. James Toner, CWC

General comment:
The way the questionnaire was worded made it difficult to interpret with great clarity what the respondents were trying to say.   With that said, the group did its best to discuss possible causes and specific improvements to the items identified as “needing work”.  The general feeling of our group was that USAFA is already working on various initiatives to address the problem areas identified in this survey.

Our three most important/ideas/conclusions/points:

1:  A curriculum that develops self-directed, integrative, intentional learners.  While much progress has been made to integrate the core (e.g. Engr 100), perhaps the highly structured nature of USAFA’s curriculum is in direct conflict with the idea of allowing cadets to be “self directed.”  The “senior seminar” and the possible reduction of time demands by the TW in the near future were mentioned as potential solutions.

2:  An educational system that coordinates expectations vertically through the years and horizontally across subjects and institutions.   Although Engr 100 was mentioned as an example of an effort to build horizontal connections, it was felt that we could probably do more of this type of thing.  We as faculty members tend to get focused on our own disciplines when we should be leading the way in demonstrating how things fit together outside of our discipline.   The “Perry level of cognitive development” was brought up when the group turned to vertical integration.   Past studies indicated that cadets took a huge step backward during the 4 degree year and may have never fully recovered.  Possible changes to the fourth class system in the near future may help to address this problem.
3:  Classroom practices that employ the diversity of the student body as a learning tool.    The admissions process reduces the sort of diversity that is characteristic of most college campuses.  However, we did agree that as a faculty we could do a better job of asking our international cadets to provide greater insights into their countries’ viewpoints, customs, practices, etc.  It was also mentioned that we could learn more and do a better job of teaching about the inherent differences in perceptions and perspectives between the genders on both global and personal matters.

4 and 5 (really go together):  Faculty members who hold students to high standards of intellectual work and a curriculum that sets high standards of performance.  Time constraints were mentioned as a possible cause of cadets not being able to perform at a high intellectual level.  Another possible reason might be the “design decision” to focus more on providing breadth of content at the expense of depth of intellectual activity.   The relatively recent focus on the cadet research program might be a way of providing an opportunity for “depth of thinking” in the context of a broad program.
Facilitator:  Dr Bob Noyd, DFB
Recorder:  Dr Steve Hadfield, DFCS
Col Dan Born, DFBL

Col Cliff Utermoehlen, DFC
Dr. Ron Meade, DFCE

Mr. Larry Bryant, DFET

Capt Rouven Steeves, DFPS
Our three most important ideas/conclusions/points:

1. Regarding the development of self-directed, integrative, intentional learners, this is a challenge as our core curriculum tends to be more content-oriented (organized by disciplines) than it is process-oriented, which is more relevant to these issues.  While some core courses are making significant progress with process, many core Course Directors are typically fairly junior faculty members who are given fairly specific content requirements and thus focus their efforts on satisfying those requirements.  Furthermore, we tend not to look at process across disciplines.  Faculty members are organized by discipline and are focused within their discipline.  Junior faculty members do not realize how their courses fit together across the disciplines.  Improvements could be obtained by educating our faculty on how the various divisions and disciplines fit together and making this more explicit for our cadets.  We should also take this further to look across mission elements (i.e. academics, Training Wing, athletics, …).  Faculty members and our cadets could also be better served by more education and information on how to emphasize process in addition to content (realizing that a certain degree of content is prerequisite/corequisite to process).

2. On the issue of setting and upholding high standards of intellectual work and performance, we thought that USAFA might be a bit hyper-critical of ourselves (which is not necessarily a bad thing and is likely part of the reason our graduates do so well).  The feeling was that our cadets tend to be very well prepared intellectually by comparison to other colleges and universities.  There was concern that our graduates may suffer in the area of attitude and not have the enthusiasm that graduates of other institutions have.  (The fourth-class system was cited as a potential cause of some of these attitudinal issues).  Also mentioned was the fact that many of our faculty coming fresh from graduate school or research programs may not fully appreciate where our undergraduate cadets are in their intellectual development and may not have realistic expectations of them.

3. On the issue of a curriculum that is characterized by utilizing student body diversity in classroom practices, the nature of diversity was discussed with the distinction made between diversity in educational discipline and diversity in demographics.  Additional points articulated were that our student body has a significant amount of demographic diversity and that our student-oriented teaching techniques tend to make use of this diversity.

Two points/questions/issues warranting further discussion:

1. Promote better understanding across the curriculum of how the various disciplines and divisions contribute to the “whole” cadet by having Division Chairs brief how their divisions contribute to the overall curriculum and look for ways to better integrate both content and process across our core courses and disciplinary majors.

2. Assess our expectations of cadets and evaluate the cadets objectively against demanding but realistic expectations.  Continue to orient new faculty members to realistic expectations.

