ASCC A&H2 Panel
Approved Minutes

Monday, March 19, 2018





 
   1:00- 2:30 PM
110 Denney Hall
ATTENDEES: Bitters, Blount, Fletcher, Knapp, Oldroyd 
AGENDA: 
1. Approval of 2-12-18 minutes
· Blount, Knapp, unanimously approved 
2. Philosophy 8001 (new course; return)
· In order to address Panel’s concerns about repeatability and maximum credit hours allowed, the department reduced the maximum credit hours to 5 credit hours and maximum repeatability to 2. 
· This course is listed as a required course for the program. This will require a program revision. 

· Knapp, Blount, unanimously approved 
3. Philosophy 8900 (new course; return)
· Department adjusted maximum credit hours to 9 credit hours and maximum repeatability to 3. 

· This course is listed as a required course for the program. This will require a program revision. 

· Knapp, Blount, unanimously approved 
4. Art Education 7711 (new course)
· The Panel would like to discuss this course at the next meeting when Shari Savage is present, as she may be able to clarify the following: 

· If this course is required for PhD students, is it part of a program change in the works? 
· What is the rationale for this course? Where does it fit within the program?

· The Panel expressed some confusion on the purpose of this course – is it general research methods or specific for dissertations? Some of the material seems beyond the focus of dissertations. 

· No vote 
5. First-year Seminar—Jacob Risinger
· The panel suggests adding more park options for the field notes report assignment, since most first-year students do not have cars and may not be able to visit the Metro Parks. 
· Blount, Knapp, unanimously approved with one suggestion (in italics above)
6. First-year Seminar—Pedro Pereira
· Knapp, Blount, unanimously approved
7. First-year Seminar—David Brewer
· The “OSU Standard Grade Scheme” is not official. Add the complete grade scale to the syllabus for students’ reference. 
· Knapp, Blount, unanimously approved with one contingency (in bold above)
8. GE revision proposal
· The Panel looked at how the arts and humanities are described in the proposal, and they examined the learning outcomes and language of the themes.
· The Panel expressed some concern about the learning outcomes in the proposal as well as the role of arts and humanities in the foundations: 

· The Panel felt that the learning outcomes for the arts and humanities categories confuse their goals rather than clarifying them. They also seem underdeveloped, especially in comparison to other categories. Arts and Humanities categories only have 2 learning outcomes each. 

· The Arts foundation is essentially the same as VPA except “literary” has been added to the language. Has literature been dispersed across the humanities foundations? 

· The learning outcomes are essentially repackaged from current ELOs, but they avoid using wording to indicate disciplinary categories –why? 

· Humanities is presented as a synthesis of arts and history and uses the language from cultures and ideas. 

· The three arts and humanities foundations give an umbrella for the arts and humanities departments rather than thinking about what these departments actually do. They do not relate discrete content with the method appropriate for approaching the content. 

· The language for art is too narrow. It only considers art that is experienced – this issue exists in current GE language. 

· The Panel is still unclear about the purpose of the Places and Spaces theme.

· The Panel propose changing Transformative Ideas language to “intellectual, ideological, or technological innovates” to leave more room for arts and humanities. 

· The Panel would also like clarification on what “ideological” means in this context. 
· The Panel expressed other concerns and questions regarding the GE proposal: 
· From an advising standpoint, this GE will be difficult to navigate. It will also become more difficult to determine where exceptions can be made when learning outcomes are so broad. 

· Which panels will evaluate courses for the themes? Will they be evaluated by panels based on their initiating units?

· Are two natural science courses really enough for students?

· The Panel believes foreign language should be included in the proposal, especially if the goal is to produce “educated global citizens.” 

· Perhaps courses in the themes can be opened up to allow foreign language credit?

· The Panel is concerned that students will over-specialize at the theme level, especially given the amount of overlap permitted with majors and minors. 
