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Annex 1.1 

Day 1 Recap 
Dean Jocelyn T. Caragay 

College of Social Work and Community Development 
 
 

From VC Pacheco’s Welcome Remarks 
 

 Warm welcome for everyone, thanking all who came, with special mention of colleagues 
from other CUs. 

 Called  on coming together for thoughtful deliberations on how to have a GE program that is 
better able to bridge mind and body, different academic disciplines, UP’s constituent 
universities, and the University and the outside world. 

 Annual UPD GE Conference serves as major multi-, inter-, trans-disciplinary platform for 
discussion of various  GE program concerns 

 Significance of current GE Conference 
- UPD GE Committee formally reconstituted 
- Timely opportunity to consider outputs of 11 mini-conferences on newly proposed GE 

courses plus Rizal course completed three months prior as inputs vis-à-vis UPD’s current 
and future GE curriculum 

- Urgency and focus on challenges: ASEAN Integration, K-to-12 Program, 
Internationalization 

 Objectives: 2014 UPD GE Conference 
- Review past and current GE programs of UP and other institutions 
- Identify the challenges and opportunities for UPD’s GE program  
- Delineate the objectives, performance metrics, and general structure of UPD’s  future GE 

program 
 
 
From Chancellor Tan’s Keynote Address 
 

 Moving towards a transdisciplinary GE program 
- elaborated with an analogy of a gourmet lunch; also referring to the CHE Food 

Conference where the resource persons, a food philosopher and biochemist, had 
different perspectives on food but they showed how food can be taught in a very 
exciting way, as in a transdisciplinary endeavor. 

 Rethink the way GE is thought of right now 
 Distinctions 

- Transdisciplinary:  people from different domains working together from the beginning 
to identify problems and solutions 

- Interdisciplinary: people from a domain working together 
- Multidisciplinary:  people from different disciplines working separately but coming 

together to share ideas 
 Emerging field is psychoneuroimmunology 
 Looking to the future  

- Old problems, new challenges need new ways of thinking 
- New disciplines from neurogastronomy to psychoneuroimmunology 

 Objectives in transition of UPD’s GE Program 
- Nationalism and internationalism 



 

- Development of critical thinking skills towards integrative thinking 
 Shape GE program beyond the four walls 
 Video – How do we transform places into spaces 

 
 
Conference Orientation by VC Pacheco 
 

 2014 UPD GE Conference was reiterated 
 2-day Conference Goal: Synthesis 

 
 
From Dr. Rivera’s Historical Review of GE Program Objectives (Plenary Session 1) 
 

 Presented an overview of the development of GE in the Philippines and the  historical 
milestones of GE in UP 

 Shared that almost conversations on GE lead to a discussion of frameworks 
 
Some GE Historical Highlights in the Philippines 
 

 1950s – idea of GE education in the Phil. gained traction in the 1950s with the creation of 
the Magsaysay Committee on GE 

 1960 – UE published book: “Towards General Education in the Philippines,” majority of the 
chapters of which was written by then Dean Antonio Isidro of the UP College of Education 
and also chair of the committee 

 Inspired by the Greek classic tradition of liberal education, the 20th century American 
concept of general education, and the 1956 Philippine Board of National education, Dean 
Isidro enumerated a list of basic aims of education 

 This was expanded in the Philippine Congress “Concurrent Resolution No. 8” and used as 
basis for a new GE program as laid down by the Magsaysay Committee. 

 
GE Objectives (1960 GE Book) 
 

1. To inculcate moral and spiritual values inspired by an abiding faith in God 
2. To develop an enlightened, patriotic, useful, and upright citizenry in a democratic society 
3. To instill habits of industry and thrift, and to prepare individuals to contribute to the 

economic development and wise conservation of the Nation’s natural  resources. 
4. To maintain family solidarity, to improve community life, to perpetuate all that is desirable 

in our national heritage, and to serve the cause of world peace. 
5. To promote the sciences, arts and letters for the enrichment of life and the recognition of 

the dignity of the human person. 
 
Expanded GE Objectives in Philippine Congress Concurrent Resolution #8 
 

1. To live a moral life guided by faith in God and love for his fellowmen. 
2. To love and serve the Republic of the Philippines as citizens, willingly performing duties, 

intelligently exercising rights, and faithfully practicing the ideals of democracy.  
3. To be able to read and listen understandingly, talk and write intelligently, and think and act 

wisely in solving the problems of daily life.  
4. To be efficient in earning and honest living and to contribute to the economic well-being of 

the Philippines through productive labor and the wise use and conservation of the Nation’s 
resources.  



 

5. To maintain family unity, live a happy home life, and discharge efficiently responsibilities for 
worthy home membership. 

6. To carry on healthful living in a wholesome environment so as to become physically strong 
and mentally fit.  

7. To spend leisure wisely in order to attain self-realisation and contribute to the welfare of the 
community. 

8. To appreciate the arts and letters and to attain self-fulfillment by enriching them with their 
own contribution; to apply science and add to the universal fund of knowledge so that life 
may be made richer and fuller.  

9. To carry on the Filipino way of life, retaining the priceless heritage of our Malayan culture, 
especially the ethical virtues, while using the advantage of valuable experiences of the 
human race.  

10. To understand other countries, develop good will towards their peoples, and promote the 
cause of world peace and the ideal of world brotherhood 

 
Foundations of UP GE 
 

 1960s - GE program set into motion during Pres. Cinco’s term 
 A. Bonifacio’s reflections 

- most college graduates were ill prepared to face social responsibilities 
- “sadly mis-oriented educational scheme” produced “mediocre specialists” lacking a 

well-rounded education 
- incongruous primary and secondary education resulted in  students with weak 

language and mathematical skills 
 Bonifacio’s  mentioned solutions 

- employ rigid entrance examination which he feared would exclude potentially good 
students and curtail its influence on Phil society 

- lower the standards of instruction which would undermine the University’s quest for 
excellence and turn out mediocre graduates  

 Bonifacio’s compromise solution 
- craft less selective examination focused mainly on language qualification 
- re-orientation of instructional techniques and revision of course syllabi 
- courses formerly presented in a highly technical and abstruse manner will be 

reconstructed in such a way that they would be comprehensible to the great 
majority of students 

- author better textbooks 
Lays premise on the hotly contested Inter-disciplinary approach (also integrated approach) that will 
balance “crippling” specialization in higher education, and help produce “well-rounded” graduates. 

 Bonifacio’s 5 important areas of knowledge 
- English language 
- The Sciences 
- The Formal Sciences  
- The So-Called Social Sciences 
- The Arts  
- added basic courses on Philosophy 

This resulted in a core curriculum of 54 units with additional courses from the student’s own 
specialization.  He called for the formation of a GE Committee, ending with the declaration of 
academic freedom and autonomy and the University’s right to determine what is best for its 
students. 

 Leopoldo Yabes 
- defined general education as the endeavour to understand, to live intelligently with, 



 

and to help improve one’s environment  
- classified environment into natural and man-made, or somatic and extra-somatic.  

In other words, general education concerns itself with not only the physical universe but with forces 
that have something to do with the development of man’s culture. 

 Yabes explained  three aspects of culture:  
- technological, which constitutes the basis, and which includes materials, 

instruments, and techniques of use; 
- sociological, which includes economics, politics, kinship, ethical, and professional 

systems; and 
- ideological, which includes beliefs, ideas, knowledge expressed in symbolic form 

such as literature, science, common sense knowledge, history, and legend.  
 Yabes’ four subject matter areas: 

- tools for learning 
- basic or pure sciences 
- social sciences 
- humanities 

Compartmentalization of subject areas were eventually instituted as three “divisions” in the College 
of Arts and Sciences, and later three independent colleges in Diliman: CAL, CS, and CSSP. It also lives 
on as “clusters” in our curricular system: Arts and Humanities, Social Science and Philosophy; and 
Mathematics, Science and Technology. What has disappeared is a separate area “tools for learning”, 
or what we nowadays call “skills courses.” 

 University College Dean Augusto Tenmatay 
- articulated that basic to the concept of general studies is the development of 

effective use of language, reading with understanding, analyses and integration of 
materials into knowledge, and ability to make sound decisions.  

 Tenmatay mentioned the dilemma that general studies was being marginalized by specialist 
studies and courses in professional schools 

- cited a number of ideas that would fuel this basic concept, such as: 
1. education as a lifelong process  
2. the broadening of education 
3. the balance between the free elective system and the rigid curriculum of 

specialization.  
 
Ideas and Strategies Live On 
 

 Concepts in the 21st century RGEP objectives has much in common with original GE 
framework 

- Broad intellectual and cultural horizons 
- Nationalism balanced with internationalism 
- Awareness of various disciplines 
- Integration of knowledge & skills 

 Same can be said of some entries in the 2009 UP System GE Workshop re-examination of the 
RGEP framework, which focused on critical thinking, a sense of humanity and justice, a sense 
of being Filipino, service to the nation, integrity and honesty, and professionalism. 

 Yabes 
“Any curriculum, even if the product of the best judgment of the best curriculum experts, should 
lend itself open to improvement through change by revision or addition or subtraction during the 
course of its development.” 

 Dr. Rivera  
“…I would like to encourage, and challenge all of us to document, consolidate, and make accessible 
our own reflections, arguments, and possible innovations which will articulate a new framework so 



 

that future generations of U.P. faculty may be informed from our experience, just as we are 
illuminated by our predecessors. “ 
 
Discussion Highlights 
 

 On presentor’s reflection on GE:  
- GE and the transdisciplinary approach were not fully understood; an important 

program but not everybody knows about its objective 
- Learning from the past: create our GE committee; create a program for our needs; 

document the whole process 
 On whether GE’s definition in the 1960’s is the same nowadays:  

- Changed over the decade, lot of new terms and issues 
 Are we behind, that’s why we need to change our GE program? 

- Supposed to have planned for a new GE program when K-to-12 was established; 
adopted GE Hybrid in 2012 in response to the CHED memo 

 How far are we in the GE program?  
- Priority has been set whether to go amateur or specialist track.  In the interest of 

students, we have to be aware of the percentage of the curriculum directed to the 
workforce and the direction of the country towards education. 

 
From Dean Matias’ Presentation of the CHED-Mandated GE Framework 
 

 CHED Memorandum Order No. 20 Series of 2013: General Education Curriculum: Holistic 
Understandings, Intellectual and Civic Competencies 

- in pursuit of the on-going educational reforms that include the enhanced basic 
education through K-to-12 which is in its consideration of the College Readiness 
Standards has integrated GE courses in the higher education program in senior high 
school core courses and thus created a window for the revision of the current GE 
curriculum.   

 The new GE curriculum aims to expose undergraduate students to various domains of 
knowledge and ways of comprehending social and natural realities, developing in the 
process, intellectual capacities and civic capacities 

 
Article 1: Curriculum Overview 
 

 Section 1.  Goals and Context of General Education 
 Section 2. General Education Outcomes 
 Section 3. Revised Core Courses 
 Section 4. General Education Electives 

 
Section 1. Goals & Context of GE 
 

 In GE the holistic development of the person takes place in overlapping realms: 
– Individual, where the student is enabled to develop one’s identity as a person, 

conscious of one’s talents, rights, and responsibilities toward the self and others; 
– Filipino society and nation, where the individual is award and proud of one’s 

collective identity, and able to contribute meaningfully to the development of 
Filipino society at local and national levels 

– Global community, where the Filipino student recognizes and respects the 
fundamental humanity of all, respects and appreciates diversity, and cares about the 
problems that affect the world. 



 

 
Section 2. GE Outcomes 
 

 Categorized into: 
1. Intellectual Competencies 
2. Personal and Civic Competencies 
3. Practical Responsibilities 

 
Section 3. Revised Core Courses 
 

 Minimum of 36 units distributed as: 
- 24 units of core courses 
- 9 units of elective courses 
- 3 units on the life and works of Rizal (as mandated by law) 

 The GE courses may be taught in English or Filipino. 
 
Section 4. GE Electives 
 

 A total of nine (9) units, the elective courses, each must qualify as a GE where it must: 
1. Conform to the philosophy and goals of General Education 
2. Apply an inter- or cross-disciplinary perspective; and 
3. Draw materials, cases or examples from Philippine realities and experiences, and not just 

from those of other countries. 
 Electives much cover at least any two (2) domains of knowledge: 

1. Arts and Humanities 
2. Social Sciences and Philosophy 
3. Science, Technology and Mathematics 

 
Article 2: Transitory Provisions 
 

1. Orientation and training of GE Faculty so as to: 
(i) orient them towards the philosophy of liberal education, away from the disciplinal 

and remedial thrust of current GE courses 
(ii) enable them to teach the core courses using new material 
(iii) recognize best practices in general education 

2. Design of new, interesting, challenging elective courses that satisfy the GE criteria, including 
emphasis on competence-based outcomes; 

 
Discussion Highlights 
 

 On differences of GE program implementation in UPD and other UP units: UP System GE 
program proposal 

 On the spirit to harmonize: No intention 
 On the reduction in completion years of College degree programs: 4 year-program will most 

likely be retained; Engineering is exploring the reduction to 4 o the 5- year program, 
technical panels will determine; consider enrichment of programs 

 On the impetus for new GE program:  
- Readiness of our programs, considering K-to-12 curricular preparation for GE 

courses already taught in senior high school problem with accreditation standards 
which would follow the GE system; transferee requirements; as national university it 
has responsibility to harmonize with national education initiatives of CHED; 



 

University should be able to produce outcomes-based education in connection with 
Tatak UP as well as to follow the global needs;  courses were remedial in nature and 
are basic; life-long learning skills are lacking  which prompted GE revision- to make 
students employable after high school 

 Questions/ Concerns Raised 
- Difficult to only have outcome-based education vis-à-vis international standards 
- Whatever influences there are, we have to decide on our own 
- Access to education; i.e., private schools will have the greater facility for GE in senior 

high school, which has implications to UP admission 
- ASEAN blueprint , completion of elementary education 
- GE program should be reviewed in the light problems that dictate the need to revise 

it; Bautista, et al. study cited there are no problems in communication skills but in 
life-long learning, i.e, conflict management 

 Questions/concerns raised on the New GE Program: 
- Is there pressure outside the University? 
- Gender and indigenous peoples should be included in the core (how to promote 

these if they are only electives) 
- K-12 implies there is no need for everyone to go to college, not everyone may not 

have the means to finish senior high school make the University more inaccessible to 
the masses 

- Discussion about GE framework is not only a matter of structure but  addressing the 
question: for what and for whom is education; a matter of political will; the 
philosophy of education; relationships of academic disciplines; UP as national 
university – a social critic to national and global issues  

 
From Dr. Alampay’s UP GE Initiative (Plenary Session 3) 
 

 Presented the overall UP GE program proposal, aims, framework, schedule and logistical 
arrangements 

 Conducted 11 GE mini-conferences that has produced the course outlines for the respective 
GE courses 

 Results of various GE consultation fora will be presented to the UPD community 
 
UP GE Proposal 2013 

 K-12 education in the Philippines 
 Globally: emphasis on greater specialization of disciplines  

- intensified the compartmentalization of knowledge  
 New GE: continue the tradition of liberal education 

- a liberally educated student “is marked by a general cultivation, by certain scholarly 
traits, and by an attitude toward learning and the process of thought” (Tenmatay, 
1961)  

 emphasizes an interdisciplinary approach = link the humanities, sciences, mathematics, and 
the social sciences 

- complements the areas of specializations (major courses) 
 broad perspective  
 engage with issues and realities of their own times as citizens  
 sturdy moral and intellectual integrity  
 enhance the ability to create, innovate, and communicate for the production of knowledge 

and the actual implementation of advocacies and projects  
 inter/trans/multidisciplinary 
 blended learning 



 

 
Aims of GE Program 
 

1. instill a passion for learning and reading, and an understanding of the nature of art, science, 
philosophy, and culture;  

2. develop critical, dialectical, and integrative thinking necessary for examining ideas and 
values and making sound judgments;  

3. inculcate the value of respect for self, others, and the environment;  
4. nurture love for country based on our unique historical experience as the inner source of our 

strength and the basis for our cultural mooring and national identity;  
5. motivate and challenge the student to serve the nation with utmost dedication and integrity;  
6. enkindle an activism strongly founded on moral conviction where one’s action, whether as 

leader or team-player, is rational and responsible; and  
7. foster an aspiration to be a peace-loving citizen of our country and of the world, tolerant, 

compassionate, and judicious in behavior, speech, and action. 
 
UP GE Proposal 
 

 Total number of GE courses = 36 units, 24 units (core) + 12 units (elective)  
 Suggested categories of core courses  

1. Living Art and Culture: Interpretive and Aesthetic Understanding  
2. Self and Society  
3. Mathematics, Culture and Society  
4. Ethics  
5. Living Systems  
6. Understanding the Physical Universe  
7. Science, Technology and Society  
8. The Life and Works of Rizal  

 
Discussion Highlights 
 

 On the basis of the GE framework: guided by the mini conferences, evolving concept; what is 
the GE framework? 

 On the UP system GE proposal: Has the previous GE been evaluated to necessitate the need 
for a new one? What was wrong with the old one?   

 On the operationalization of the transdisciplinary approach:  capability and expertise of 
faculty; retooling of faculty; logistical requirements – API is a window 

 If internationalization is the premise for the GE revision, why are there no courses on Law 
and Economics? 

 
On Prof. Yacat’s: From RGEP to Hybrid GE 
 

 Overall, there seems to be a difference in student perceived outcomes (e.g. critical thinking) 
in the RGEP and Hybrid program. 

 However, direct tests of critical thinking skills of students in the RGEP and Hybrid GE reveal 
no differences when academic performance is controlled. 

 Grades in GE courses and (even course evaluation by students) may not necessarily reflect 
supposed student outcomes in GE. 

 Challenge:  How do we actually know if students are developing the necessary knowledge, 
skills and orientation in the GE program? 

 



 

From Dr. Amor, A Look into the Current GE Courses: Some Performance Statistics 
 

 Provided an overview of the number of GE classes offered, the demand for courses, the 
faculty to student ratio, average grades per domain and its implication to teaching and 
logistical requirements.  

 Some findings reveal that 
- AH offers the highest number of courses than SSP and MST.  There are more the SSP 

and AH choices. 
 
Some Findings 
 

 Demand is always higher than supply.  Should faculty number be increased, class size be 
increased, or student intake be decreased? 

 FN 1 and MS 1 are most in demand (pre-enlistment data) 
 Average grade is slightly higher in hybrid and in AH and SSP 
 Students better performing in Filipino taught courses – implications to language policy 

 
Assessment/Reflection 
 

 Based on grades, students appear to be generally good in the GE courses.  How do we find 
out if they learned the desired GE competencies and values? 

 How is the objective of enhancing competencies of students met by making them take GE 
courses in their first two years? 

 
From Prof. Jay Yacat’s Comparing GE Program Objectives (Session 4) 
 

 Observed common themes in GE program objectives (1958, 1986, 2002 RGEP,  and 
Proposed): 

- broaden cultural and intellectual horizons (knowledge) 
- develop critical thinking to a deepening of the integration of knowledge and skills 

(skills) 
- fostering nationalism balanced with internationalism  (orientation) 

 All are part of the proposed UPD GE program. In addition is the objective of instilling a 
passion for life-long learning and reading 

 Clarified that “goals” are general or broad statements of purpose of an educational program 
and that “objectives” are brief, clear statements that describe the learning outcomes of 
instruction. 

 Noted the above terms are used interchangeably, and that GE program objectives are not 
phrased as outcome statements but as goals. 

 Suggested considering an outcome-based design of the UP GE program and the need to 
specify a set of core competencies and corresponding student outcomes and indicators for 
the relevant GE program goals and objectives. 

 
Workshop 1 
 

 Objectives of the GE program 
 Framework and Metrics of the GE program 
 What is Tatak UP? 

 
 
 



 

Workshop Highlights 
 

 Basis for GE program Revision 
- Needs to assess what happened to necessitate changing the GE program; revisiting 

the program 
- Define parameters for evaluation 
- Performance metrics that need to be determine to ascertain whether objectives 

have been met 
- Look into best practices 
- Needs more time to study and assess 
- Is there a need to change the UPD program objectives? 

 GE Framework 
- UP VMG/GE philosophy/framework (historical) 
- Should produce students with Tatak UP; what  difference  it makes for  a student 

who has undergone  the GE program 
- Objectives of the GE program to produce Tatak UP students 
- How will GE framework compare with framework/objectives of the UP system and 

CHED? 
- What are corresponding measurable expectations that we could set for each 

objective identified? 
- Teaching GE should be in the service of the people 
- Hybrid GE is important because with RGEP courses, anything goes but students need 

basic skills 
- Broad exposure/background/perspective of students  
- GE prepares students to be well-rounded to address the challenges of serving the 

nation 
 Tatak  UP 

- Isang estudyanteng may malalim na pagkilala sa sarili, malay sa kanyang 
kasaysayan, nakalubog sa kanyang kultura, may panlipunang pananagutan at 
makabayang paninindigan. 

- leadership and service to country 
- not exclusivity; excellence, integrity; nationalism (not turning a blind eye on wrongs) 

 
1. Orientation/Attitude 

o Service to the people 
o Critical Filipino and global citizenship 
o Intellectual courage 
o Independent-minded & honorable 
o Integrity 
o Revolutionary 
o Nationalist 
o Proactive 
o Willing to work locally 
o Relevant 
o Respect for diversity 
o Gender sensitive 

2. Knowledge 
o Academic excellence (reflexive) 
o Awareness of state of the art in the field 
o Sapul ang kaalamang local (kultura at teknolohiya) tungo sa paglinang ng 

pambansang kakanyahan 



 

o Grounded, aware of social issues 
o Culturally aware 
o Understanding the past 

3. Skills 
o Critical thinking 
o Strong research culture 
o Creative & innovative 
o Adaptive 
o Effective communicator 
o Sensitive 
o Capacity to formulate problems 
o Leader and team player 
o Think globally, act locally 

 
Workshop Recommendations 
 

 Form a GE committee/task force to address the questions, basis for formulating the 
framework 

 This committee/task force will draft GE Framework 
 
Recurring Concerns 
 

 Basis for the GE curricular revision 
 Where we now as far as the GE program is concerned; need to refer to documentation of 

previous GE conferences; for, are we moving forward or just repeating the previous 
discussions/process 

 GE framework 
- local and global context 
- philosophy of education 
- for what and for whom is the GE program 
- GE “product” TATAK UP 

 GE Committee/Task Force to draft GE framework 
 Faculty capability and readiness for the GE Program 
 Logistical requirements 
 Operational concerns 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Annex 1.2 
Modified GE Framework of UP Manila 
Assistant Prof. Ma. Nora B. del Rosario 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Annex 1.3 
Comparison of General Education Programs  

between Thailand Universities and UP Diliman 
 
 

KhonKaen University [1], 
through the Office of 

General Education  

Mahidol University  
International College [2] 

(2013) 
 
 

Purpose of GE: 
-broadens one’s horizons 
-creates new perspectives 

-deepens one’s understanding 
& appreciation 

Chulalongkorn 
University [3], 

through its 
General 

Education 
Office** 

UP Diliman 
(Present 

Hybrid GE 
since 2012) 

Group # 1 Communication 
and Self – Learning 

(4 subjects) 

English Communications* 
(4 courses, 16 credits) 

 

Language  

Group # 2 Analytical and 
Critical Thinking 

(2 required, 2 electives) 

Natural Sciences  
(2 courses, 8 credits) 

 

Sciences Math, Science 
& Technology 
(3 courses, 15 

units) 
 

``Group # 3 Morals, Ethics & 
Values of Life to Society 
(2 required, 2 electives) 

Humanities  
(4 courses, 16 credits) 

 

Humanities Arts & 
Humanities 

(3 courses, 15 
units) 

 
Group # 4 Cultures & 

Intellectuals 
(2 required, 2 electives) 

Social Sciences  
(2 courses, 8 credits) 

Social Sciences Social Sciences 
& Philosophy 
(3 courses, 15 

units) 
Group # 5 Becoming well-

rounded, adapting to 
Globalization 

(2 required, 4 electives) 

Health Science & Physical 
Education  

(4 courses, 4 credits) 
 

Interdisciplinary [Physical 
Education, 4 

courses, 
8 units, not 

part of RGEP] 
Total: 22 subjects Total: 20 courses (52 credits) 

 
 

Per degree program: 178 – 188 
credits 

(split of credits: GE, Major Field, 
Free Electives) 

Total: 30 credits Total: 45 units 
(+ PE 8 units) 

 
Per degree 

program: 144 – 
178 

Units 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 
From the National Qualifications Framework for Higher Education in Thailand 

Implementation Handbook (November 2006) 
 

Domains of Learnings (Outcomes based) 
 

2006 
Knowledge 
Cognitive skills 
Interpersonal skills & responsibility 
Analytical & communication skills 
Ethical & moral development 

 
 
 
References: 
[1] http://www.genedu.kku.ac.th/GE_en/course2010.html, accessed on 29 October 2014 
[2] http://www.muic.mahidol.ac.th, accessed 29 October 2014 
[3] http://www.academic.chula.ac.th/eng/Distance/General_Ed.htm#, accessed 29 October 2014 
 
*From Ref. [2]:  
“The Importance of English 
Central to our students’ needs is having a high level of English fluency. We live in a globalizing world 
in which competence is written and spoken English is a primary requirement for graduates seeking 
employment in multinational firms and organizations. It is also the predominant language of 
international business and the Internet.” 
 
**From Ref. [3]: 
“The main function of the General Education Office is to manage, organize, cooperate, facilitate and 
give an advice to students, faculty members and others concerning general education. In addition, 
the office also offers interdisciplinary courses, conducts research and data base concerning general 
education.” 
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THE UP GENERAL EDUCATION PROGRAM (2013) 
A Proposal 

 

 

UP’s Liberal Education and the GE Program: A Historical Overview 

Liberal education is the bedrock on which the University of the Philippines rests (Kintanar 1991, 

123).1 It is also the very philosophy that is at the core of our GE Program which, despite having 

been reworked to be more responsive to the changing times, has always  remained true to the 

ideals of liberal education.  

 

Rafael Palma, the first UP president who elaborated on the concept of liberal education also  

articulated its crucial role in the development of the Philippine nation.  In his inaugural address 

in 1925,  he explained that  this kind of education should  not only  provide the students with a  

“’broader outlook on God, man, and events’”  but also develop their  “’acumen and quickness 

of mind,’” a skill which will enable them to fully understand specific  “’practices of a certain 

professional or technical activity. ’” The latter, he claimed, was  “’nothing more or less than the 

specific utilization of general cultural attainment’”(in Kintanar 1991,  124).   Thus, the liberal 

education tradition of UP has,  from its very conception,   envisioned scholars characterized by 

open mindedness and “’strong habits of mental discipline’”( in Kintanar 1991, 124).  This is the 

education that made UP an embodiment of the  people’s  efforts to become a nation.     

 

Twenty-six years later, President Vidal A.  Tan  underscored the importance of liberal education 

in the creation of an educational system that  was “’spiritual and cultural in emphasis.’”  It was 

a kind  of spirituality anchored on the “’deep-seated customs, virtues, and traditions’”( in  

Cortes 1985,  306).  Liberal education enabled the scholar to know  not merely  “’the facts and 

the accomplishments and ideas of the masters’” but also the “’various disciplines’” and 

approaches used in the social sciences, humanities, the natural sciences,  and mathematics.  

                                                        
1 The College of Liberal Arts,  established in 1910, was tasked to immediately “prepare “ the students for the 
professions by providing courses informed by the liberal education philosophy.  These subjects were  Logic,  
English,  History,  Music, all of which had a “humanistic and general culture orientation” (Kintanar  1991, 
122). 
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The “liberalizing influence of great literature” was likewise fundamental in the University’s 

envisioned education (in Cortes, 1985 306).2 

 

Educational reorganization and curricular reforms constituted the primary goal of  Vicente G. 

Sinco who took on the helm as UP President in 1958. To be best institution in the country,  UP 

had to  focus on three main areas, one of which was its liberal or general education program.3  

The times called for a general liberal education program that would be at the core of the 

students’ training in order to be “’enlightened and free citizens” (in Guerrero 1985,  356).   

Every student was expected to understand “materials of great value4,” understand his/her 

history, culture, and society,  perceive “the nature of  science  as an intellectual process,” think 

critically, make sound judgments,   and communicate effectively (in Guerrero 1985,  356). This 

program therefore included “’those disciplines that have relevance to a better understanding of 

man as a unit of civilized society and as a member of a democratic society’” (in Guerrero 1985,  

356).   As a critical component of UP’s education, the GE was conceived as a “’the intervening 

factor that works for harmony, order and understanding among the different elements 

constituting our social system’”(in Kintanar 1991, 130).   

 

In the early 60s, when President Carlos P. Romulo presented his plan to make UP the best 

university for the Filipinos, he explained that a general education went beyond formal course 

work, prescribed syllabi, and classroom attendance.  Liberal education was a way of thinking 

and the liberally educated student had to  “’think and live his education, wherever he is and 

whatever he is doing’” (in Kintanar 1991,  132).  Moreover, it was also important for the GE 

program to  expose the students to the achievements not only of the Philippines, but also of  

those of  its  Asian neighbours.  Such consciousness, complemented by the attitudes and skills 

strengthened by  GE courses,   constituted a  strong foundation   for the student’s “professional 

                                                        
2 Under Tan’s term, the groundwork for a GE program at the College of Liberal Arts  was laid,  but it was the 
next administration that carried out the plans (Kintanar 1991, 129).  
3 The other two were training for the professionals and research work (in  Guerrero 1985, 355) 
4  Its aim was also to expose students to “’the best that has been thought and said” in Asia and in the West’” (in 
Kintanar 1991, 130) 
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pursuits’” and  will eventually be useful “’in any endeavour. ’” Like his predecessors, Romulo 

wanted an education  characterized by a “’spirit of free inquiry,’”  in the context of a strong 

sense of personal and national identity (in Kintanar 1991,  133).    

 

The succeeding UP Presidents recognized the basic tenets of liberal education  in their 

respective efforts to uphold the intellectual integrity of the University.  During the tumultuous 

years of his presidency between 1969-1975,  Salvador P.  Lopez reiterated the core values of 

liberal education:   “’academic  and intellectual freedom, nationalism, and  search for truth’” (in 

Kintanar 1991, 133).  In its aim to achieve academic excellence, it was imperative that UP  

continue in its  “’tireless pursuit of knowledge’”(in Evangelista  1985, 447).  

 

Replacing Lopez in 1975, Onofre D. Corpuz  echoed his predecessor’s ideas on the role of  UP in 

the  search for truth.  Corpuz  pointed out that the “’intellectual life of the University’” was 

grounded on  the continuous “’seeking, and questing, for ideas’” (in Endriga 1991,  505).  

Nonetheless,  he made clear that this “’has nothing to do with warring opinions’” because the 

University must not offer itself as a cockpit  for fighting ideas, especially if those ideas are 

merely orthodoxies for, or orthodoxies against, an issue of partisan nature.’” It was important 

for UP to constantly “’engage in the politics of ideas’” but it should encourage the discussion of 

unorthodox views because as a premiere University,  it was  a “’catalyst and an enriching 

agent’” (in Endriga 1991,  505). 

 

Still reeling from the effects of Martial Law, the University in the 80s experienced major 

changes in its system, both academic and administrative.  Edgardo J. Angara  vowed to make UP 

a “’source of national pride’” and a recognized academic institution in the international 

community;  UP was to be the  “’source of alternative ideas and a crucible for their refinement 

and adaptation to our own Philippine context ‘” (in Bauzon 1995,  548).  The three-way split of  

the College of Arts and Letters was lamented upon by the faculty of Humanities and the Social  

Sciences who felt that this could only result in  the “fragmentation of knowledge in the arts and 

sciences , thus damaging the sense of wholeness and unity which is at the heart of liberal 
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education’” (in Kintanar 1991,  136).  This notwithstanding,  the new GE program  was geared 

towards bridging the arts and sciences.   As a common experience of all UP students, a new 

program was adopted by  all units and had for its major objective the infusion of ““ a passion 

for learning with a high sense of moral and intellectual integrity (in Kintanar 1991,  137).”   

 

The years of Martial Law eroded the democratic ideals and moral fiber of the nation and tested 

the educational institution’s integrity and resilience but the University’s uncompromising 

determination to uphold its ideals prevailed.  In response to the new challenges, UP  

championed “’values that make life humane, meaningful and purposive”  because these “values 

are considered more important educational results than the cognitions which each discipline 

contains and which  may easily be forgotten’” (in Kintanar 1991,137). 

 

It was under Angara’s term that the multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary approaches  of the 

GE program were solidified.  These were  concretized in the coordination of  several 

departments teaching courses in the Sciences and Social Sciences.  For example,  the course 

Science, Technology, and Society was envisioned to be handled by faculty from the mentioned 

disciplines, and eventually from the humanities (in Kintanar 1991,  137).  

 

The dialogue among disciplines  was likewise reiterated  by the  Revitalized General Education 

Program (RGEP)  under President  Francisco Nemenzo’s  administration which    encouraged the 

development of interdisciplinary courses and proposed the creation of a central GE “Council”  

to monitor the GE offerings and programs of the  University.  He was likewise one with 

Romulo’s  idea on basic or general education and its goal to prepare “students for lifelong 

learning” (Re-examining UP’S General Education Program 2010,11).   Like other UP Presidents 

who believed  in providing the students with basic knowledge, Nemenzo stressed  that 

“premature specialization at the undergraduate level might only result in the production of 

half-baked technicians”( Re-examining UP’S General Education Program 2010,11).  This concern 

for liberal education remained at the core of UP education despite the drastic changes in its GE 

program.   
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The changes in the program, according to Nemenzo’s successor,  President Emerlinda  R. 

Roman were  inevitable considering the developments in the liberal education in the United 

States, after which our very own educational system was patterned. The RGEP that the 

University adopted in 2001/20025 (some CUs in 2001, some in 2002) thus reflected the 

“cafeteria model” of the U.S.  GE program approach which  “either specifie*d+ three or more 

subject areas within which courses may be taken or disregard*ed+ requirements all together” 

(Re-examining UP’S General Education Program 2010,11).  UP adopted the latter and gave the 

students the freedom to choose  five GE courses in each of the following domains:  Humanities, 

Social Sciences, and Math, Science and Technology.   

 

Although UPD, UPM, and UPMIN had a slightly different GE framework from UPLB and UPV, all 

units shared the fundamentals of general education earlier articulated by former UP presidents 

in their discussions on liberal education.  The  RGEP had the following objectives: to  broaden 

the students’ intellectual horizons, balance nationalism  with internationalism, develop an  

awareness of various ways of knowing/disciplines, and  teach  integration of knowledge and 

skills.  The latter covered quantitative and other forms of reasoning, interpretative and 

aesthetic modes/approaches, communication skills (both oral and written), and creative, 

independent, and critical thinking. Looking back at UP’s history,  it is clear that the RGEP  also 

embodied the objectives, modes of inquiry and competencies integral to liberal education. 

 

Seven years after the implementation of the RGEP, the  program had to be reviewed in the 

context of its ideals and implementation problems.  Changes were necessary but these had to 

be carried out “without undermining the spirit that underlies liberal education” (Re-examining 

UP’S General Education Program 2010, 24). The efforts to evaluate the program were 

spearheaded by Roman’s administration which studied the results of the cafeteria model in 

                                                        
5 The new Program was a result of the GE review in 2001.  Prior to this, the  program though was also 

revisited in 1991, 1992, and 1995. 
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American universities.6  In 2012, without changing the RGEP framework ,7 UPD  decided to 

adopt a new GE Program which required the students to take a number of specific  courses 

under each domain:  Eng 10, Comm 3, and Fil 40 under the Humanities Domain,  Kas 1 and  

Philo 1 under the Social Science and Philosophy Domain, and STS and Math 1 under the Math, 

Science, and Technology Domain.  The unit felt that students needed these basic courses to 

assure their knowledge in history, literature,  and logic which were to be complemented by 

their skills in communication 

 

It is thus clear in the evolution of UP’s GE program that   despite the changes and modifications 

that have been made over the years, liberal education has  always remained at its core.   

 

This year, the University faces a great challenge.  Anticipating the profound effects of the K12 

program, we now confront the inevitable changes in the country’s educational system.  Many, if 

not most of our higher educational institutions are cynical about the quality of students we will 

have beginning 2018, but this should not deter us from reconfiguring our GE program.  Amidst 

the realities of  our educational system, all of which are results of socio-political and economic 

forces,  we  are placed in a position to rework our GE Philosophy, keeping in mind the essence 

of UP’s liberal education.  

  

                                                        
6 President Roman reviewed some revised undergraduate programs  in the U.S. and discovered that although 
students were allowed to choose their GE courses, some universities started to require courses on “writing, a 
foreign language, and American Government either as part of the GE requirement or in addition to it.” Other 
universities  strongly recommended  the  enrolment in courses in US History, Constitution and American 
Ideals.  In fact, in Harvard University, History was integrated in the new GE program. According to the faculty, 
students  must take “at least one course ‘engaged substantially with the study of the past,  a move that was 
seen as largely symbolic and a concession to those who felt the new curriculum was a present-day 
curriculum’” (Re-examining UP’S General Education Program 2010, 11).  
7 One of the weaknesses of the RGEP administration as noted by  President Roman in her Systemwide 
conference speech “is the absence of an accountable person or unit, i.e. “the unit or person to blame”. Having  
a GE czar—who is  mandated to fight for the GE and Tatak UP vis-à-vis the interests of major disciplines; to 
monitor the teaching of GE and initiate interventions and research that would improve it across units and 
campuses (e.g. mentoring etc); to review courses regularly with the power to delist those that do not hew 
closely to the objectives of the program; to incorporate good features of past GE programs including relevant 
elements of the old university college; and to provide both systems of incentives and penalties—seems to be 
imperative at this juncture.” (Re-examining UP’S General Education Program 2010, 24).   
 



Page 7 of 10 
 

We find ourselves hemmed in by forces of globalization which have pushed for a greater 

disciplinal outlook and strengthened specialization in  learning and production of knowledge.  

Although these have already been problematized since Palma’s time,  the 21st century has 

definitely intensified the compartmentalization of knowledge. At the core of the  the new GE 

Program  we propose is still  the tradition of liberal education, embodying  the belief that a 

liberally educated student “is marked by a general cultivation,  by certain scholarly traits, and 

by an attitude toward learning and the process of thought”(Tenmatay 1961, 34).  

 

In light of the implementation of the K12  that will incorporate the skills courses in the various 

disciplines,   particularly in the last two years of basic education,  eight courses that provide  

broader and integrative perspectives would sufficiently complement the basic education of 

students. As an answer to the problem of excessive specialization of disciplines and the high 

demand for technical skills, the new program emphasizes an interdisciplinary approach, one 

which will link the sciences, social sciences, mathematics, and the humanities. This integrative 

approach  of the GE program,  complemented  by the areas of specialization will ensure that  

UP education  fulfils its mission as an engine of progress in nation building.  

 
General Education Philosophy  
 
At the heart of liberal education is the UP General Education Program which aims to provide 

our students with a broad perspective that would enable them, outside their own field of 

specialization, to engage with issues and realities of their own times as citizens with sturdy 

moral and intellectual integrity. That broad perspective implies various approaches or ways of 

looking at things, concomitant with discernment and good judgment, whereby is enhanced the 

ability to create, innovate, and communicate for the production of knowledge and the actual 

implementation of advocacies and projects. The General Education Program, sensitive to the 

synergistic relationship between the sciences and the humanities, would therefore effect the 

marriage, as it were, of lofty ideals and constructive action for the common good.  
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Although it is obvious that everyone is, from childhood, shaped and continues to be shaped or 

transformed by many factors (one’s schooling not the least), still the General Education 

Program (core and elective courses) aims to:   

1. instill a passion for learning and reading, and an understanding  of  the nature of art, 

science, philosophy, and culture;  

2. develop  critical, dialectical, and integrative thinking necessary for examining ideas 

and values and making  sound judgments; 

3. inculcate the value of respect for self, others, and the environment;  

4. nurture love for country based on our unique historical experience as the inner 

source of our strength and the basis for  our cultural mooring and  national identity; 

5. motivate  and challenge the student to serve the nation with utmost dedication and 

integrity; 

6. enkindle an  activism strongly founded on moral conviction where one’s action, 

whether as leader or team-player, is rational and responsible; and 

7. foster an aspiration  to be a peace-loving citizen of our country and of the world, 

tolerant, compassionate, and judicious in behavior, speech, and action; 

 The qualities of mind and traits of character that the General Education Program aims to 

achieve are precisely the distinctive internalized attributes of the U.P. graduate. Needless to 

say, such an outcome or result of the students’ entire academic course in U.P. depends much 

on the competence and enthusiasm of our faculty and the maturity and diligence of our 

students. Any Program is of course, above all, its faculty and their commitment to teaching and 

scholarship. 
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GE Framework 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Objectives 

1. To instill a passion for life-long learning and reading  

2. To broaden intellectual & cultural horizons 

3. To foster nationalism balanced with internationalism 

4. To deepen the capacity for the integration of knowledges & of skills 

 
Methods of Inquiry  

1. Empirical & Deductive Forms of Reasoning  

2. Interpretive & Aesthetic Approaches 

3. Ethical Reasoning  

 
Competencies and Values 

1. Communication (Oral, Visual, Written, Digital & Performative) 

2. Independent, Creative, Critical, Dialectical and Integrative Thinking 

3. Integrity, honor, and excellence 
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Number of GE Courses 
 
The total number of GE courses is 36 units, 24 units are core and 12 units are elective. 
 

Suggested Categories of Core Courses 
1. Living Art and Culture: Interpretive and Aesthetic Understanding 
2. Self and Society 
3. Mathematics, Culture and Society 
4. Ethics 
5. Living Systems 
6. Understanding the Physical Universe 
7. Science, Technology and Society 
8. The Life and Works of Rizal 
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TUNGPALAN Ma. Theresa V.   College of Social Work and Community Development 
UMALI Amparo Adelina III C.   Center for International Studies 
UMALI Violeda A.     Office of the Director of Instruction 
VALDEZ Adrian Roy L.    College of Engineering 
VALERA Florenda S.    College of Science 
VALIENTES Edwin A.    College of Social Sciences and Philosophy 
VALLEJO Benjamin Jr. M.    College of Science 
VERA Cruz Samuel P.    College of Social Sciences and Philosophy 
VERGARA Norma Jean A.    Asian Institute of Tourism 
VERGEL Karl N.     College of Engineering 
VILLA JUAN Jose Dan V.    College of Architecture    
VILLAGONZALO Cristine D.    College of Science 
VILLASEÑOR Irene M.    College of Science 
VINCULADO Jane O.    College of Mass Communication 
WALO Lailani B.     College of Science 
YACAT  Jay A.     College of Social Sciences and Philosophy 
YAGO Allan Christopher C.    College of Science 
YAMBAO Clod Marlan Krister V.   College of Arts and Letters 
YASOL-NAVAL Jeanette L.    College of Social Sciences and Philosophy 
YÑIGUEZ Aletta T.    College of Science 
ZARCO Mark Albert H.    College of Engineering 
ZAYAS Cynthia N.     Center for International Studies 



 

Annex 5 
 

UP DILIMAN GENERAL EDUCATION CONFERENCE 2014  
 

E V A L U A T I O N  F O R M  
 
 

Please check the column corresponding to your rating of each of the items below.  
 

Items 
5 

Strongly 
Agree 

4 
Agree 

3 
Neutral 

2 
Disagree 

1 
Strongly 
Disagree 

A. Venue 

1. Accessible to the participants      
2. Well-ventilated and lighted      
3. Spacious       

B. Time Allotment 

1. Sufficient for each 
presentation/session 

     

2. Schedule followed as planned      

C. Topics Explored/Discussed 

 Keynote 
1. Relevant to my teaching      
2. With well-defined purposes      

Plenary Sessions 
1. Relevant to my teaching      
2. With well-defined purposes      

Poster Presentations 
1. Relevant to my teaching      
2. With well-defined purposes      

Workshops 
1. Relevant to my teaching      
2. With well-defined purposes      

D. Conference Kit 

1. Systematically distributed      
2. Adequate in content      

E. Food 

1. Palatable      
2. Adequate servings      

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Recommendations/Suggestions 
 
1. Future topics to be explored 

 
 

 
2. Improvements needed 

 
 

 
3. Other comments 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 


