
   
****************************************************************************** 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
 Consider the options being presented and develop a clear direction for moving the 
general education revision process forward. 

ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM:  C 
 

DATE:  October 6-7, 2015 
 

****************************************************************************** 
 
SUBJECT: General Education Review 
 
 During their September 2015 meeting the Council of Presidents and Superintendents 
(COPS) discussed the status of the General Education Action items.  While a number of 
presidents supported moving forward with the faculty work teams, the sentiment from at least 
two presidents indicated that additional justification is needed to warrant moving forward with 
this project as a system.  Attachment I outlines the cover sheet for the COPS meeting that was 
used to facilitate discussion among the presidents, and Attachment II depicts the position from a 
number of the presidents regarding the action items as they are currently presented.  
Additionally, Attachment III provides a series of talking points that were prepared by Dr. Perry 
in advance of the COPS meeting and shared with AAC representatives to support potential 
benefits of moving forward with adopting the LEAP framework.   
 

AAC members should be prepared to discuss potential next steps for advancing this 
project to include: 1) re-engagement of the steering committee to evaluate the selection of LEAP; 
2) moving forward with revisions to existing learning outcomes depicted in BOR Policy 2.6 (see 
Attachment IV)1; 3) justification for institutions to move forward with action items on their own; 
or 4) AAC support for action items as currently depicted.   

 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 Refining existing general education outcomes and further expanding a set of proficiency criteria that align with 
establish rubics may be a potential step for elimination of the CAAP examination assuming that a separate 
assessment strategy could be developed by the System Assessment Committee. The work released by the Multi-
State Collaborative (MSC) to Advance Learning Outcomes Assessment the week of September 22 may be a 
valuable framework (http://www.aacu.org/press/press-releases/multi-state-collaboration-produces-valuable-new-
evidence-about-writing-critical) that could be adopted.  Unfortunately this project also draws upon the LEAP 
VALUE rubrics that were developed by AAC&U.  

http://www.aacu.org/press/press-releases/multi-state-collaboration-produces-valuable-new-evidence-about-writing-critical
http://www.aacu.org/press/press-releases/multi-state-collaboration-produces-valuable-new-evidence-about-writing-critical
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****************************************************************************** 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

  

 Discussion & Recommendation. 

COUNCIL OF PRESIDENTS AND SUPERINTENDENTS 

 

 

 AGENDA ITEM:  I – G 

 

              DATE:  September 22, 2015 

  

****************************************************************************** 
 

SUBJECT: General Education Review 

 

Following the final face-to-face meeting of the General Education Steering Committee on 

April 10, 2015, a set of draft action items were developed to capture the discussion with this 

group and vetted a number of times before a final set of recommendations were circulated to 

AAC and campus constituent groups.  Feedback received from steering committee members, 

campus groups, and AAC members were discussed by the Academic Affairs Council during the 

May 2015 meeting resulting in a revised document that was included as an agenda item on the 

May 2015 Council of Presidents & Superintendents meeting (see Attachment I).  As this item 

was discussed, it was noted that consideration by the Board of Regents would be delayed until 

the August retreat to provide adequate time for discussion of the proposed action items, and to 

integrate additional background into the item for new Board members.  As the full retreat agenda 

item was developed, the original action items themselves were reordered slightly to better align 

with the warrant being presented.  A brief matrix depicting this restructuring can be found in 

Attachment II, but more specifically the following realignments occurred and were outlined to 

the steering committee and AAC on July 21:  

 

 Action Item 1 = Remains as Action Item 1 

 Action Item 2 = Currently Action Item 6 

 Action Item 3 = Currently Action Item 7 

 Action Item 4 = Currently Action Item 8 

 Action Item 5 = Currently Action Item 2 

 Action Item 6 = Currently Action Item 3 

 Action Item 7 = Currently Action Item 4 

 Action Item 8 = Currently Action Item 5 – Restructured to allow for development by core 

faculty groups 

 Action Item 9 = Currently Action Item 11 

 Action Item 10 = Currently Action Item 9 

 Action Item 11 = Currently Action Item 10 

AAC held their final meeting prior to the Board retreat on July 22, and the final agenda 

item was discussed during this meeting while outlining those tasks that would have been 
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necessary this fall to allow faculty work groups the opportunity to begin developing the learning 

outcomes in the core LEAP areas, and having the system assessment committee develop 

recommendations for an assessment strategy that can be used to replace the CAAP 

examination.  With these conversations underway the final paragraph of the executive summary 

sought approval to move forward with these phases of the work noting: 

 

If the Board of Regents are supportive of the proposed recommendations from the 

steering committee, Phase Two would represent the creation of working groups designed 

around specific goals or learning objectives. Their work would occur between September 

and December of 2015 with a proposed set of recommendations for the changes to 

existing learning outcomes coming forward to the Board in April 2016 for 

implementation into existing Board Policies 2:7 and 2:26. Institutional and system 

curriculum processes would then occur at each institution for implementation for the Fall 

2017 catalogs.   

 

While Board members raised a number of important questions regarding the impact that 

the action items might have on BOR policies, it was noted that each action item was establish in 

such a way that final recommendations would resurface to the Board for final approval.  

Following the retreat, AAC representatives were notified that they should be prepared to discuss 

strategies for moving forward with the action items during their September 1 meeting in 

preparation of the Fall term.  However, following this notification, COPS members indicated a 

number of concerns with this approach noting that: 1) the action items should come forward to 

the council for further deliberation and discussion; 2) an evaluation of the selection process for 

LEAP should be assessed; and 3) a number of action items should be unbundled and be allowed 

to move forward independently.  Furthermore, President Wilson and President Jackson outlined 

concerns with the process currently underway in a document shared with COPS on September 14 

(see Attachment III).     

 

Overall, it may be warranted to re-evaluate why proposed revisions to the existing 

general education curriculum were being considered (i.e., transferability issues, difficulty 

establishing joint degree programs, poorly framed general education structure, desire to replace 

primary assessment mechanism) and whether the existing action items would be successful in 

addressing these challenges.  Additionally, further discussion may be necessary to assess what 

benefits exist for adopting the LEAP framework (i.e., faculty/industry development, intellectual 

and practical skills sought by employers, defined learning outcomes and assessment criteria, 

enhanced transfer opportunities), or whether institutions feel that existing policy structures 

already create the flexibility necessary at the institutional level.  If the goal is to re-evaluate the 

system selection of the LEAP framework, then the steering committee would need to be 

reconvened to evaluate the rationale for moving away from the current general education 

structure. The impact on institutional graduation requirements and the common assessment 

strategy would then hinge on the final recommendation from the steering committee.  Council 

members should be prepared to discuss and select a desired course of action for moving the 

system forward with this process.  
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Initial Draft BOR Retreat Draft 

 Action Item 1: Restructure the current System General Education 

curriculum to align with the skills and content knowledge areas 

proposed through the LEAP Essential Learning Outcomes. 

 Action Item 2: Eliminate the standardization of Institutional 

Graduation Requirements in the Regental system, and designate that 

existing requirements that meet program level requirements 

be retained at the college/department level.  Those that do not serve 

program goals would be eliminated.   

 Action Item 3: Organize the System Graduation Requirements using 

a three tiered structure that allows for the appropriate progression 

through a set of “Foundational” and “Investigative” experiences 

that reflect General Education content areas, followed 

by  “Capstone/Integration” based experiences as they work toward 

degree completion within the major. 

 Action Item 4: Provide for a distinction between students earning an 

associates (24 credit hours) and bachelor’s degree (30 credit hours) 

in both the “Foundational” and “Investigative” tiered structure.  

 Action Item 5: Assign faculty groups to evaluate the application of 

LEAP Quantitative Literacy, Written Communication, and Oral 

Communication foundational skills to designated courses in these 

three subject areas and develop student learning outcomes and 

competencies that can be assessed using approved VALUE rubrics. 

 Action Item 6: Evaluate institutional courses to meet the learning 

outcomes developed for Quantitative Literacy, Written 

Communication, and Oral Communication with the understanding 

that they will be assessed annually using the approved VALUE 

rubrics.  

 Action Item 7: Assign faculty groups to develop student learning 

outcomes and competencies for coursework in the areas of Science, 

Social Sciences, Humanities, Histories, Languages, and the Art.  

 Action Item 8: Assign faculty to align LEAP skills in all core content 

knowledge areas for the designated academic years. 

o 2016-17 – Inquiry and Analysis, Critical and Creative Thinking, 

Information Literacy, and  Teamwork and Problem Solving 

o 2017-18 – Civic Knowledge and Engagement, Intercultural 

Knowledge and Competence, Ethical Reasoning and Action, 

Foundations and Skills for Lifelong Learning 

 Action Item 9: Establish a General Education Council in Board 

Policy that allows for campus representation from each institution 

and ex officio members needed for expertise on particular issues. 

Membership would include faculty appointed by institutional 

leadership and a revolving chair would be designated to provide 

recommendations to the Academic Affairs Council. 

 Action Item 10: Replace the CAAP examination with an objective 

assessment structure that relies upon approved student learning 

outcome and competencies for Oral Communication, Written 

Communication, and Quantitative Literacy beginning with the 2016-

17 academic year. 

 Action Item 11: Establish a system assessment policy that requires 

the submission of student work in designated General Education 

Courses using a mechanism recommended by the System Assessment 

Committee. 

 Action Item 1: Restructure the current System General 

Education curriculum to align with the skills and content 

knowledge areas proposed through the LEAP Essential 

Learning Outcomes. 

 Action Item 2: Assign faculty groups to evaluate the 

application of LEAP Quantitative Literacy, Written 

Communication, and Oral Communication foundational skills 

to designated courses in these three subject areas and develop 

student learning outcomes and competencies that can be 

assessed using approved VALUE rubrics. 

 Action Item 3: Evaluate institutional courses to meet the 

learning outcomes developed for Quantitative Literacy, Written 

Communication, and Oral Communication with the 

understanding that they will be assessed annually using the 

approved VALUE rubrics.  

 Action Item 4: Assign faculty groups to develop student 

learning outcomes and competencies for coursework in the 

areas of Science, Social Sciences, Humanities, Histories, 

Languages, and the Arts. 

 Action Item 5: Align the LEAP “Intellectual and Practical” 

and “Personal and Social Responsibility” skills in all core 

content knowledge areas. 

 Action Item 6: Eliminate the standardization of Institutional 

Graduation Requirements in the Regental system, and 

designate that existing requirements that meet program level 

requirements be retained at the college/department 

level.  Those that do not serve program goals would be 

eliminated.   

 Action Item 7: Organize the System Graduation Requirements 

using a two tiered structure that allows for the appropriate 

progression through a set of “Foundational” and 

“Investigative” experiences that reflect General Education 

content areas. 

 Action Item 8: Provide for a distinction between students 

earning an associate’s (24 credit hours) and bachelor’s (30 

credit hours) degree in both the “Foundational” and 

“Investigative” tiered structure.  

 Action Item 9: Replace the CAAP examination with an 

objective assessment structure that relies upon approved 

student learning outcomes and competencies for Oral 

Communication, Written Communication, and Quantitative 

Literacy beginning with the 2016-17 academic year. 

 Action Item 10: Establish a system assessment policy that 

requires the submission of student work in designated General 

Education Courses using a mechanism recommended by the 

System Assessment Committee. 

 Action Item 11: Establish a General Education Council in 

Board Policy that allows for campus representation from each 

institution and ex officio members needed for expertise on 

particular issues. Membership would include faculty appointed 

by institutional leadership and a designated revolving chair to 

provide recommendations to the Academic Affairs Council. 
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Gen Ed Review – Action Items 

 

What are our primary objectives? 

 

 Enhance the ability for universities to accept transfer credit from other states – including more flexibility 

for individual campus decisions where appropriate. 

 Reduce or eliminate institutional graduation requirements 

 Eliminate low-value CAAP exam 

 

What are our concerns with the process underway? 

 

 The most work in this project – a shift to LEAP – is not focused on our major objectives: transferability, 

IGRs, and institutional flexibility. 

 The current structure of SD Gen Ed Requirements are clear and content based. 

o South Dakota has not allowed premature specialization in general education courses – a trend 

that is more often driven by what faculty want to teach and not what a college graduate should 

know. 

 LEAP, a product of the American Association of Colleges and Universities, was, in part, a public 

advocacy campaign that is not needed for the SD system. 

o It tries to explain why liberal arts matters to a public increasingly skeptical of the value of high 

cost private liberal arts degrees, high student debt loads, and high unemployment rates of college 

graduates. 

o SD Universities are not struggling to make the case for the value of our degrees.    

 From Tom Jackson:  General education is establishing a foundational core within a university for all 

students. LEAP does not distinguish itself as transformative or even evolutionary. Students’ today move 

around. The basic principles of general education are to provide core courses that lead to a degree and 

are transferable between universities and colleges that “generally” meet the standards of a particular 

campus.  

 From Tom Jackson:  LEAP appears to reflect the growing bureaucratic structure of a H.S. school board 

curriculum committee. General education should be simple. A review of several community college and 

universities show how complex universities have made the process. Essentially there are math, writing, 

speech, science, social science, and electives. The number of credits required tends to be fairly standard. 

 LEAP reflects a liberal philosophy of education that “empowers individuals” with “broad knowledge, 

higher order capacities, and real world experience”.  Whether that best fits SDBOR is worth discussion. 

o It is a philosophy of education that, arguably, undervalues rigorous content knowledge. 

o Subject matter is subsumed in broader, general categories that could result in  

 watering down the core general education curriculum in SD over time so that almost any 

course qualifies as “Gen Ed”, or, alternatively 

 a lot of work for faculty teams that just map existing Gen Ed courses to “knowledge 

areas, and higher order capacities” under LEAP. 

o LEAP is less relevant for engineering and science universities and perhaps less relevant for 

R1/R2 research universities. 

o Moving away from the focused, content specific SD Gen Ed requirements to a liberal education 

philosophy is a major decision that presupposes that we really know what this means, why it is 

the right thing to do, and believe that it really is better than the current Gen Ed core. 

 Accreditation requirements drive essential learning outcomes for a large number of BOR programs 

outside the liberal arts 

o These requirements are, arguably, more rigorous than LEAP with respect to content knowledge 

while including the higher order capacities and real world experience that LEAP emphasizes.  

 The LEAP related action items will demand thousands of work hours from faculty and staff with little 

discernible added value to our institutions or the Regental system. 
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 Aligning courses with LEAP will not solve the transfer credit issue or the Institutional Graduation 

Requirement issue that are priorities. 

 

 From Tom Jackson:  The higher education system is structured around the role of the faculty, who 

evaluates student coursework and provides a grade for that coursework, and a process that states if 

enough courses are completed then a degree is granted. Faculty provide the evaluation. Learning is 

determined by the faculty when they assess a grade for the coursework. Whether accrediting agencies 

are “insisting” that another mechanism is “required” or not is arguable. If so, then providing a 

framework in which to evaluate learning outcomes is needed. This does not need to be system-specific 

as the core courses are already established and transferable within each state university in South Dakota. 

Instead, by allowing each campus to establish learning outcomes and connecting those to specific 

general educational courses would be more value-added. 

 

 From Tom Jackson: If accrediting agencies do NOT require another mechanism, then revising the 

process is absolutely not needed. 
 

 
   

Action Item from BOR Paper Recommended Path 
Forward 

1. Restructure the current System 
General Education curriculum to 
align with the skills and content 
knowledge areas proposed through 
the LEAP Essential Learning 
Outcomes 

 On hold 
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2.  Assign Faculty groups to evaluate 
the application of LEAP Quantitative 
Literacy, Written Communication, 
and Oral Communication 
foundational skills to designated 
courses in these three subject areas 
and develop student learning 
outcomes and competencies that can 
be assessed using approved VALUE 
rubrics. 

 On hold 

3.  Evaluate institutional courses to 
meet the learning outcomes 
developed for Quantitative Literacy, 
Written Communication, and Oral 
Communication with the 
understanding that they will be 
assess annually using the approved 
VALUE rubrics. 

 On hold 

4.  Assign faculty groups to develop 
student learning outcomes and 

 On hold – unless campus 
based. 

These action 
items all relate to 
LEAP and should 
be put on hold at 
this time. 
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competencies for coursework in the 
areas of Science, Social Sciences, 
Humanities, Histories, Languages, 
and the Arts 

5.  Align the LEAP “Intellectual and 
Practical” and “Personal and Social 
Responsibility” skills in all core 
content knowledge areas. 

 On hold 

6.  Eliminate Institutional Graduation 
Requirements in the Regental system 
and designate that existing 
requirements that meet program 
level requirements be retained at the 
college/department level.  Those 
that do not serve program goals 
would be eliminated 

 A high priority that 
should move forward and 
does not require 
extensive work to 
eliminate. 

7.  Organize the System Graduation 
Requirements using a two tiered 
structure that allows for the 
appropriate progression through a 
set of “Foundational” and 
“Investigative” experiences that 
reflect General Education content 
areas. 

 Is this intended to allow 
Gen Ed classes to be 
taken later than the first 
60 credit hours?  In a 
four year program, many 
general education 
courses can and should 
be taken in the 3rd and 4th 
year. 

 Timing should be left to 
the campuses and the 
degree.  The issue is the 
structure and sequence 
of courses, which will 
vary from program to 
program.   

 Alternatively, write the 
policy to be more flexible 
for individual campuses 
and programs? 

8. Provide for a distinction between 
students earning an associate’s (24 
credit hours) and bachelor’s (30 
credit hours) degree in both the 
“Foundational” and “Investigative” 
tiered structure 

See above. 

9. Replace the CAAP examination with 
an objective assessment structure 
that relies upon approved student 
learning outcomes and competencies 
for Oral Communication, Written 
Communication, and Quantitative 
Literacy beginning with the 2016-17 
academic year 

Why do we need to replace 
the CAAP with another 
exam? 
Would we be better off just 
ending exams like this and 
focusing on programmatic 
assessment and quality 
improvement processes? 

10. Establish a system assessment policy 
that requires the submission of 
student work in designated General 

On hold.  Terminate task. 
This makes the awarding of a 
degree a system function, 
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Education Courses using a 
mechanism recommended  by the 
System Assessment Committee 

contrary to the general rule 
that course grades and 
learning are a faculty 
decision, not a bureaucratic 
system decision.   

11. Establish a General Education Council 
in Board Policy that allows for 
campus representation from each 
institution and ex officio members 
needed for expertise on particular 
issues.  Membership would include 
faculty appointed by institutional 
leadership and a designated 
revolving chair to provide 
recommendations to the Academic 
Affairs Council 

What would this council do?  
Why is it needed?  The 
current system, recently 
revised, allows campuses 
some flexibility within limits 
concerning Gen Ed courses.  
Perhaps it is time to give 
campuses even more 
flexibility to set our own Gen 
Ed requirements, but this 
committee is a return to 
central control that does not 
add value. 

Transferability This is a priority and there is 
no action item related to it. 
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System General Education Requirements 

 

GOAL #1:  Students will write effectively and responsibly and will understand and interpret the 

written expression of others.  

 

Student Learning Outcomes:  As a result of taking courses meeting this goal, students will: 

 

1. Write using standard American English, including correct punctuation, grammar, 

and sentence structure, 

2. Write logically, 

3. Write persuasively, with a variety of rhetorical strategies (e.g., expository, 

argumentative, descriptive), and 

4. Incorporate formal research and documentation into their writing, including 

research obtained through modern, technology-based research tools.  

 

Each course meeting this goal includes the following student learning outcomes:  

Required:  #1, #2, #3, and #4 

 

Credit Hours:  6 hours 

 

GOAL #2:  Students will communicate effectively and responsibly through listening and 

speaking. 

 

Student Learning Outcomes:  As a result of taking courses meeting this goal, students will: 

 

1. Prepare and deliver speeches for a variety of audiences and settings,  

2. Demonstrate speaking competencies including choice and use of topic, supporting 

materials, organizational pattern, language usage, presentational aids, and delivery, 

and  

3. Demonstrate listening competencies by summarizing, analyzing, and paraphrasing 

ideas, perspectives and emotional content.  

 

Each course meeting this goal includes the following student learning outcomes 

Required:  #1, #2, and #3 

 

Credit Hours:  3 hours 

 

GOAL #3: Students will understand the organization, potential, and diversity of the human 

community through study of the social sciences. 

 

Student Learning Outcomes:  As a result of taking courses meeting this goal, students will: 

 

1. Identify and explain basic concepts, terminology, and theories of the selected social 

science disciplines from different spatial, temporal, cultural and/or institutional 

contexts, 

2. Apply selected social science concepts and theories to contemporary issues, and 
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3. Identify and explain the social or aesthetic values of different cultures. 
 

In addition, as a result of taking courses meeting this goal, students will be able to 

demonstrate a basic understanding of at least one of the following: 

 

4. The origin and evolution of human institutions, 

5. The allocation of human or natural resources within societies, and 

6. The impact of diverse philosophical, ethical or religious views. 

 

Each course meeting this goal includes the following student learning outcomes:  

Required:  #1, #2, and #3 

At least one of the following:  #4, #5, or #6 

 

Credit Hours:  6 hours (in 2 disciplines) 

 

GOAL #4:  Students will understand the diversity and complexity of the human experience 

through study of the arts and humanities. 

 

Student Learning Outcomes:  As a result of taking courses meeting this goal, students will: 

 

1. Demonstrate knowledge of the diversity of values, beliefs, and ideas embodied in 

the human experience, and 

2. Identify and explain basic concepts of the selected disciplines within the arts and 

humanities. 

 

In addition, as a result of taking courses meeting this goal, students will be able to do at 

least one of the following: 

 

3. Identify and explain the contributions of other cultures from the perspective of the 

selected disciplines within the arts and humanities, 

4. Demonstrate creative and aesthetic understanding,  

5. Explain and interpret formal and stylistic elements of the literary or fine arts, and 

6. Demonstrate foundational competency in reading, writing, and speaking a non-

English language.  

 

Each course meeting this goal includes the following student learning outcomes: 

Required:  #1, #2 

At least one of the following:  #3, #4, #5, or #6 

 

Credit Hours:  6 hours (in 2 disciplines or a sequence of foreign language courses) 

 

GOAL #5:  Students will understand and apply fundamental mathematical processes and 

reasoning.  

 

Student Learning Outcomes:  As a result of taking courses meeting this goal, students will: 

 

ATTACHMENT III     11



1. Use mathematical symbols and mathematical structure to model and solve real 

world problems, 

2. Demonstrate appropriate communication skills related to mathematical terms and 

concepts, and 

3. Demonstrate the correct use of quantifiable measurements of real world situations. 

  

Each course meeting this goal includes the following student learning outcomes:  

Required:  #1, #2, and #3  

 

Credit Hours:  3 hours 

 

GOAL #6:  Students will understand the fundamental principles of the natural sciences and 

apply scientific methods of inquiry to investigate the natural world.  

 

Student Learning Outcomes:  As a result of taking courses meeting this goal, students will: 

 

1. Demonstrate the scientific method in a laboratory experience,  

2. Gather and critically evaluate data using the scientific method, 

3. Identify and explain the basic concepts, terminology and theories of the selected 

natural sciences, and 

4. Apply selected natural science concepts and theories to contemporary issues. 

 

Each course meeting this goal includes the following student learning outcomes:  

Required:  #1, #2, #3, and #4 

 

Credit Hours:  6 hours 

 

GOAL #7: Students will recognize when information is needed and have the ability to locate, 

organize, critically evaluate, and effectively use information from a variety of sources with 

intellectual integrity. 

 

Student Learning Outcomes: Students will: 

 

1.   Determine the extent of information needed, 

2.   Access the needed information effectively and efficiently, 

3.   Evaluate information and its sources critically, 

4.   Use information effectively to accomplish a specific purpose, and 

5.   Use information in an ethical and legal manner. 

 

Each course meeting this goal includes the following student learning outcomes: 

Required: #1, #2, #3, #4, and #5 

 

Credit Hours:  0 hours 
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LEAP and SD General Education 

 

 

●The Association of American Colleges & Universities (AAC&U) conservatively estimates more than 500 

institutions (including public and private two and four year schools) are aligned with the LEAP initiative. 

 

●Eleven states are recognized as “LEAP States,” meaning public institution systems in those states have agreed 

to adopt the LEAP framework.1 

 

●LEAP’s broad approach and emphasis on learning outcomes that apply regardless of a student’s chosen major 

make it appealing to institutions of differing size and focus. For example, the LEAP Presidents’ Trust, a 

leadership group of schools participating in the LEAP initiative, includes representatives from seven community 

colleges and twelve institutions classified under the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education 

as RU/VH (very high research activity) or RU/H (high research activity). 

 

●Institutions with specialized missions can benefit from LEAP. As an example, the United States Air Force 

Academy has used LEAP learning outcomes since 2006 to align all elements of the academy’s curriculum with 

common goals and best practices in teaching.2  

 

●Under the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education, 108 currently hold designations as 

RU/VH (very high research activity) and 99 as RU/H (high research activity), for a total of 207 identified 

research institutions. Roughly fifty such institutions are easily identifiable as members of various AAC&U 

projects requiring a commitment to LEAP (e.g., LEAP Campus Action Network3, LEAP Presidents’ Trust4, 

etc.). These institutions include but are not limited to Arizona State, Duke, Georgetown, Michigan, Ohio State, 

Nebraska-Lincoln, Texas-Austin, Texas Tech, Notre Dame, University of Southern California, Virginia, and 

Wisconsin-Madison. 

 

●The LEAP framework and learning outcomes promote the transferability of credits between institutions and 

states: 

-The WICHE Passport project (designed to eliminate unnecessary repetition of academic work after 

students transfer and of which South Dakota is a member) uses the LEAP framework because the broad 

learning outcomes integrate “the knowledge/skill areas that best describe” general education at “a large 

number of institutions.”5 

-Eleven states are currently working as part of a formal collaborative involving two-year and four-year 

schools using the LEAP framework for assessing student competencies to facilitate improved transfer 

policies.6 

-In 2013, Indiana used the LEAP framework to establish a general education core of thirty credits that 

transfer to any public institution in the state.7 Public universities in Indiana vary greatly in mission, 

including Purdue (a land grant institution), Indiana (a multi-campus flagship), Ball State (historically 

focused on teacher preparation), and Indiana State and Southern Indiana (regional public institutions).  

-The LEAP framework supports the Multi-State Collaborative to Advance Learning Outcomes, a 

SHEEO-sponsored consortium of nine states working to develop improve models for learning outcome 

assessment (Connecticut, Indiana, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, Rhode Island, Utah, 

Maine).8 

                                                           
1 http://www.aacu.org/leap/states. 
2 https://www.aacu.org/publications-research/periodicals/commitment-liberal-education-united-states-air-force-academy. 
3 http://secure.aacu.org/imis/AACU/lists/LEAPCAN.aspx and https://www.aacu.org/leap/can. 
4 https://www.aacu.org/leap/presidentstrust and https://www.aacu.org/leap/presidentstrust. 
5 http://www.wiche.edu/passport/facultyhandbook/introduction-to-the-Interstate-Passport-Initiative. 
6 https://www.aacu.org/qc. 
7 http://www.aacu.org/leap/states/indiana. 
8 http://www.sheeo.org/projects/msc-multi-state-collaborative-advance-learning-outcomes-assessment 
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●The LEAP learning outcomes emphasize broad skills over discipline-specific general education courses in 

recognition of the changing demands of the modern workforce. The content a graduate needs to know changes 

rapidly, considering: Today’s students have 10-14 jobs buy time they are 38; 50% of workers have been with 

their employer less than five years; 30 million Americans each year work in jobs that did not exist in the 

previous quarter; 1/3 of the US labor force changes jobs each year.9 

 

●Adopting the LEAP framework does not mean an institution must be adopt LEAP learning outcomes verbatim 

and in whole; rather, the AAC&U notes that commitment to LEAP means “institutions adopt their own version 

of the LEAP essential learning outcomes and make them the focus for student success, faculty work, 

educational designs, assessment, and accountability.”10 

 

●LEAP developed their learning outcomes in consultation with a broad array of parties, including but not 

limited to faculty members, research university presidents (including those from Harvard and Michigan), 

community college presidents, elected officials, workforce experts, and presidents and vice presidents of major 

corporations.11 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

                                                           
9 “Economic Case for Liber Education,” AAC&U, https://www.aacu.org/leap/economiccase, Slide 5. 
10 https://www.aacu.org/leap/can/what-does-it-mean-to-be-a-leap-institution 
11 National Leadership Council for Liberal Education & America’s Promise, College Learning for the New Global Century (Washington: 
AAC&U, 2007). 
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