IMPAC

Report of January 21, 2006 Meeting

History

Attending: Carol Cini (De Anza College), Elizabeth Cipres (Irvine Valley College), Michelle DenBeste (CSU Fresno), Gregory Gassman (Woodland College), Nicole Gilbertson (University of California, Irvine), Sherry Keith (San Francisco State University )Gordon Lam (Folsom Lake College),  Don Palm (Sacramento City College), James Robertson (College of San Mateo), Laura Robinson (Foothill College), Rene Sanchez (West Hills College Lemoore),Carl Sjovold (Sacramento City College)

We began the meeting by addressing the CAN course descriptors.  It was agreed that the wording of the CAN course descriptors was finalized at the last meeting.  Any discussions regarding the role of critical thinking skills were also previously resolved at the 2005 meeting.  The conclusion of this discussion was that historical thinking skills are implied in the course itself and do not need to be specifically mentioned in the CAN course descriptors.  All attendees confirmed their acceptance of the CAN system for history.

We then moved on to examine the LDTP requirements.  Since the discussions of the LDTP requirements and the finalization of the draft were part of a process we were not involved in, we asked for further clarification of the requirements from a representative of the CSU.  After this introduction, we discussed the role of US History as a required course for all students at the CCC and/or the CSUs.  We agreed that the LDTP requirements were acceptable to us.  It was also noted that the CSU campuses want students to take their major classes at the CSU not the CCC.  As previously discussed, these include the area-specific courses, which are listed as upper-division in the CSU course offerings.  In contrast, this is not the case at the UC, where students do not necessarily have to take a US History course to earn a degree, at some campuses they may take World History.  Also, at the UC, area study courses may be lower-division and can transfer from the CCC.  However the transfer of students from the CCC to the UC would be facilitated with a streamlining process, much like the CSU LDTP.

After discussing the specific requirements of the LDTP, we moved on to a discussion of the need to articulate the types of skills and historical thinking that went on in the CCC, CSU, and UC classrooms.   We agreed that there should be some discussion of the types of activities, assignments, and skills that students across the college spectrum are engaging in when they are in history classrooms in college settings.  Setting specific benchmarks would be useful for faculty members at the CCCs, CSUs, and UCs.  Some CCCs and CSUs are already engaging in this discussion at a local level, creating Student Learning Outcomes (SLO).  Campuses represented in the IMPAC group are already integrating SLOs into their course outlines, however, this seems to be a reaction to accreditation recommendations, rather than something originating in the history department itself.  Additionally, at the CSUs, the inclusion of Liberal Studies program students into history courses also requires a set of SLOs for each course that these students attend as part of their major requirements.  This process of mandating the development of SLOs is time consuming for those involved and may limit intellectual freedom of the faculty members. With the mandate of these types of benchmarks originating outside of the history department, the workload of faculty members has been increased at the expense of time for research and energies spent on improving classroom practice.  By having these discussions of historical thinking skills originate in the local history department, and continue to be discussed at collaborative regional meetings, such as IMPAC, the history faculty would be able to develop an expert-directed approach to benchmarks that serves student learning across the college experience.  In conclusion, we decided that benchmarks are something that we would like to continue to discuss as a group, and that this articulation would serve as a goal for future meetings.

Finally, these discussions of benchmarks and historical thinking skills led us to consider the types of skills that students need to be successful in the history classroom.  The work that is required in a history classroom—reading dense analytical texts and writing expository essays—requires a certain set of skills that a population of the students that enter our classrooms do not have.  As a group, we recommend that the CCCs, CSUs, and UCs initiate a structural change in university enrollment for the placement of students into the history classroom.  We suggest that students must pass a reading and writing requirement before they can enroll in this class.  Much like an introductory English or Math class, students must have certain skill sets to be successful in the history classroom, and need to pass the college or university’s reading and writing assessment before entering into history courses.

As a whole, we enjoyed and benefited from the opportunity to dialogue with our colleagues across the state.  We hope to continue these discussions and suggest that future meetings include teachers from the k-12 classroom.  It is through collaboration across the educational spectrum we can serve history students and allow them to achieve success. 

