ASCC Social and Behavioral Sciences Subcommittee
Approved Minutes
Wednesday, September 24th, 2025						      1:30PM – 3:00PM
CarmenZoom
Attendees: Brello, Dwyer, McKean, Raadschelders, Steele, Valle, Vankeerbergen, Xiao
Agenda 
1. Approval of 09-10-2025 minutes
a. Raadschelders, Brello; approved with one abstention
2. ASC 2500 – New course
a. Contingency: The Subcommittee asks that the unit clarify the prerequisites for the course:
i. In addition to requesting that the department resolve the discrepancy between the prerequisites on p. 1 of the syllabus/curriculum.osu.edu (Stats 2450), and p. 4 of the syllabus (Math 1116, 1130, or Stats 2450), they note that the three possible prerequisites, Math 1116, Math 1130 and Statistics 2450, have very disparate purposes and different levels.  Math 1116 (requires Math Placement Level R) is a terminal course that cannot serve as a prerequisite for any further Math course at Ohio State; this would be problematic for students who must take Math 1151 for the Bachelor of Science.  Math 1130 (requires Math Placement Level N) can only serve as a prerequisite for Math 1131, and also cannot lead to Math 1151.  Statistics 2450, however, itself has a prerequisite of calculus (Math 1131, 1141, 1151, 1156, 1161.xx, or 1181H), and thus is at a very different level than either Math 1116 or 1130.  More information about math sequences at Ohio State can be found on the Mathematics Department website.  
ii. The Subcommittee asks that the department clarify if the unit intends for ASC (CSS) 2100 to be a prerequisite for this course.
b. Contingency: The Subcommittee asks that the unit label the course as “in-person”, (as opposed to “hybrid”, “online synchronous”, or “online asynchronous”) on p. 1 of the syllabus next to “Mode of delivery”.  If the course is a hybrid of lecture and lab experiences, this is best noted on p. 3 of the syllabus under “How this Course is Organized.”
c. Contingency: The Subcommittee requests that the unit amend the table on pp. 2-3 of the syllabus to make the course goals clearer for students.  While they assume that this chart represents components of the goals, outcomes, and proficiencies of the full program, they believe that the students would be better served by a brief (manageable) list of course goals as usually seen in syllabi. Should the department continue to utilize some of the material in the “proficiencies” column moving forward, the subcommittee offers the additional recommendation that the bracketed letters ([B], [P], etc.) be removed, as there is no “key” to explain what these mean to students.
d. Recommendation: The Subcommittee suggests that the unit re-phrase or eliminate the statement on “Credit hours and work expectations” (syllabus, p. 5), as this is part of the old Distance Learning Syllabus template, which was retired in early 2024, and is not conducive to describing an in-person course.
e. Recommendation: The Subcommittee asks that the unit clarify the statement on p. 2 of the syllabus about the course being a part of “a 3-course core sequence”.  Specifically, they would like the syllabus to explain which courses are in the sequence to provide clarity for students.
f. Recommendation: The Subcommittee asks that the unit amend the statement regarding the grading scale on p. 6 of the syllabus, as OSU does not have a standard grading scale; instructors are welcome to use any scale that best fits the needs of their course.  On a related note, they recommend removing the language that refers to grades as a “general guide to how you are doing”, as this language implies ambiguity in the course’s grading.
g. Raadschelders, McKean; unanimously approved with three contingencies (in bold above) and three recommendations (in italics above).
3. ASC 2100 – New course
a. Contingency: The Subcommittee asks that the unit clarify how grades for homework will be calculated.  They note that p. 4 of the syllabus differentiates between “Easy/Medium” and “Hard/Very Hard” homework assignments, the former of which are completed independently and the latter of which are completed with other students.  However, the chart on p. 5 of the syllabus does not explain how the 30% of the grade that is devoted to “Homework activities” will be divided between the two types of assignments.
b. Contingency: The Subcommittee requests that the unit provide more information on the “Technical workshop” that is assigned 20% of the course grade per the chart on p. 5 of the syllabus, as this assignment is not described on p. 4 with the other course components.
c. Contingency: On p. 3 of the syllabus, under “How this Course is Organized”, the Subcommittee asks that the unit specify how long class sessions are intended to be, so that they can confirm that the meeting structure in aligned with the requirements for a 3-credit hour course.  On a related note, they request that the unit re-phrase or eliminate the statement on “Credit hours and work expectations” (syllabus, p. 5), as this is part of the old Distance Learning Syllabus template, which was retired in early 2024, and is not conducive to describing an in-person course.
d. Contingency: The Subcommittee asks that the unit label the course as “in-person”, (as opposed to “hybrid”, “online synchronous”, or “online asynchronous”) on p. 1 of the syllabus under “Mode of delivery”.  If the course is a hybrid of lecture and lab experiences, this is best noted on p. 3 of the syllabus under “How this Course is Organized.”
e. Contingency: The Subcommittee requests that the unit amend the table on pp. 2-3 of the syllabus to make the course goals clearer for students.  While they assume that this chart represents components of the goals, outcomes, and proficiencies of the full program, they believe that the students would be better served by a brief (manageable) list of course goals as usually seen in syllabi. Should the department continue to utilize some of the material in the “proficiencies” column moving forward, the subcommittee offers the additional recommendation that the bracketed letters ([B], [P], etc.) be removed, as there is no “key” to explain what these mean to students.
f. Recommendation: The Subcommittee suggests removing the reference to a final project on p. 4 of the syllabus (under “Prerequisites”), as there does not appear to be a final project in this course.
g. Recommendation: The Subcommittee recommends removing the reference to graduate students on p. 1 of the syllabus, as graduate students should not be a part of the intended audience for a 2000-level course.
h. Recommendation: The Subcommittee suggests correcting the discrepancy on p. 4 of the syllabus regarding the number of exams in the course.  Currently, it says “there are three (4) in-class exams…”.
i. Recommendation: The Subcommittee asks that the unit amend the statement regarding the grading scale on p. 6 of the syllabus, as OSU does not have a standard grading scale; instructors are welcome to use any scale that best fits the needs of their course.  On a related note, they recommend removing the language that refers to grades as a “general guide to how you are doing”, as this language implies ambiguity in the course’s grading.
j. McKean, Raadschelders; unanimously approved with five contingencies (in bold above) and four recommendations (in italics above).
4. ASC 3100 – New course
a. Contingency: The Subcommittee asks that the unit clarify the prerequisites for the course.  They note that the skills gained in ASC (CSS) 2500 seem to be essential to the successful completion of this course, and they ask the department if they would like to reconsider allowing this as a corequisite.
b. Contingency: On p. 1 of the syllabus, under “Course times and location”, the Subcommittee requests that the unit specify how long class sessions are intended to be, so that they can confirm that the meeting structure is aligned with the requirements for a 3-credit hour course.  On a related note, they request that the unit re-phrase or eliminate the statement on “Credit hours and work expectations” (syllabus, p. 7), as this is part of the old Distance Learning Syllabus template, which was retired in early 2024, and is not conducive to describing an in-person course.
c. Contingency: The Subcommittee asks that the unit label the course as “in-person”, (as opposed to “hybrid”, “online synchronous”, or “online asynchronous”) on p. 1 of the syllabus under “Mode of delivery”. If the course is a hybrid of lecture and lab experiences, this is best noted on p. 6 of the syllabus under “How this Course is Organized.”
d. Contingency: The Subcommittee requests that the unit amend the table on pp. 2-3 of the syllabus to make the course goals clearer for students.  While they assume that this chart represents components of the goals, outcomes, and proficiencies of the full program, they believe that the students would be better served by a brief (manageable) list of course goals as usually seen in syllabi. Should the department continue to utilize some of the material in the “proficiencies” column moving forward, the subcommittee offers the additional recommendation that the bracketed letters ([B], [P], etc.) be removed, as there is no “key” to explain what these mean to students.
e. Recommendation: The Subcommittee recommends that the unit revise the “How this Course is Organized” section of the syllabus (p. 6).  They offer the friendly observation that this heading usually refers to the day-to-day logistical concerns of the class (such as what students will do during class sessions, what a typical week might look like, etc.) rather than explaining how the course will meet its goals and learning outcomes.
f. Recommendation: The Subcommittee suggests that the unit amend the statement regarding the grading scale on p. 9 of the syllabus, as OSU does not have a standard grading scale; instructors are welcome to use any scale that best fits the needs of their course.  On a related note, they recommend removing the language that refers to grades as a “general guide to how you are doing”, as this language implies ambiguity in the course’s grading.
g. Recommendation: The Subcommittee recommends that the unit clarify on p. 8 of the syllabus (under “How Your Grade is Calculated”) the percentage of students’ grade that will come from the paper draft itself, and the percentage that will come from engaging with other students’ work as a peer reviewer.
h. Raadschelders, McKean; unanimously approved with four contingencies (in bold above) and three recommendations (in italics above).
5. ASC 3500 – New course
a. Contingency: The Subcommittee asks that the unit label the course as “in-person”, (as opposed to “hybrid”, “online synchronous”, or “online asynchronous”) on p. 1 of the syllabus under “Mode of delivery”.  While the Subcommittee notes and understands the concept of a “flipped” classroom model, “Mode of Delivery” is usually associated with the online/in-person spectrum.
b. Contingency: The Subcommittee asks that the unit clarify the statement on p. 2 of the syllabus about the course being a part of “a 3-course core sequence” and “waived for Statistics minors”, especially when enrollment is not limited to students in the major.  Specifically, they would like the syllabus to explain which courses are in the sequence, and clarify how students in the statistics minor should move through the sequence in conjunction with their statistics coursework.
c. Contingency: The Subcommittee requests that the unit re-phrase or eliminate the statement on “Credit hours and work expectations” (syllabus, p. 4), as this is part of the old Distance Learning Syllabus template, which was retired in early 2024, and is not conducive to describing an in-person course.
d. Contingency: The Subcommittee requests that the unit provide additional information about the course’s homework assignments (syllabus, p. 7), including how often homework will be assigned/how many homework assignments there will be, and whether certain assignments will be “weighted” more than others.
e. Contingency: The Subcommittee requests that the unit amend the table on pp. 2-3 of the syllabus to make the course goals clearer for students.  While they assume that this chart represents components of the goals, outcomes, and proficiencies of the full program, they believe that the students would be better served by a brief (manageable) list of course goals as usually seen in syllabi. Should the department continue to utilize some of the material in the “proficiencies” column moving forward, the subcommittee offers the additional recommendation that the bracketed letters ([B], [P], etc.) be removed, as there is no “key” to explain what these mean to students.
f. Recommendation: The Subcommittee suggests that the course description in curriculum.osu.edu (under “General Information”) and on the syllabus (p. 1-2) be more specific about how the course is different from 2500, as the language is nearly identical.  While they understand that this is a continuation of some concepts, they would like the description to highlight what is unique about this course.
g. Recommendation: The Subcommittee recommends that the department provide page numbers for all readings in the course schedule, so that students have an idea of how much work will be required each week and can plan their time accordingly.
h. Xiao, McKean; approved with five contingencies (in bold above) and two recommendations (in italics above).

6. ASC 4500 – New course
a. Contingency: The Subcommittee asks that the unit revisit the language surrounding prerequisites in the syllabus.  P. 2 of the syllabus notes that this course is a prerequisite for CSS 4900 (presumably 4901 is meant) but the proposal for 4901 does not include 4500 as a prerequisite.
b. Contingency: The Subcommittee requests that the unit provide additional information about the “Participation & Engagement” portion of students’ grades.  Since this makes up 30% of their overall grade, the Subcommittee would like the syllabus to supply additional details for students surrounding the breakdown between discussions, peer feedback, and lab activities, as well as how those activities will be assessed.
c. Contingency: The Subcommittee requests that the unit provide additional information for students about what will happen during class time.  For example, a brief description of how a typical class meeting, week, and/or unit will proceed and whether course sessions will take the form of lectures, labs, group work, etc. would provide clarity for students 
d. Contingency: The Subcommittee asks that the unit remove the references to discussion boards on p. 8 of the syllabus, as it does not appear that discussion boards will be a part of the course.
e. Contingency: The Subcommittee asks that the unit label the course as “in-person”, (as opposed to “hybrid”, “online synchronous”, or “online asynchronous”) on p. 1 of the syllabus under “Mode of delivery”.  If the course is a hybrid of lecture and lab experiences, this is best noted elsewhere on the syllabus in a section such as “How this Course is Organized.”
f. Contingency: The Subcommittee requests that the unit amend the table on pp. 3-6 of the syllabus to make the course goals clearer for students.  While they assume that this chart represents components of the goals, outcomes, and proficiencies of the full program, they believe that the students would be better served by a brief (manageable) list of course goals as usually seen in syllabi. Should the department continue to utilize some of the material in the “proficiencies” column moving forward, the subcommittee offers the additional recommendation that the bracketed letters ([B], [P], etc.) be removed, as there is no “key” to explain what these mean to students.
g. Recommendation: The Subcommittee suggests deleting the sentences on p. 9 of the syllabus that read “Modules 1-5 are required for all offerings.  Modules 6-8 …are provided as examples that may vary slightly by instructor.”, as these appear to be notes for the program proposers rather than information for students.
h. Recommendation: The Subcommittee recommends that the unit reconsider the course meeting times outlined on p. 1 of the syllabus.  3 CH courses typically meet for 1:20 minutes/2x per week, and the current syllabus outlines a schedule of 1:40 minutes/2x per week.  While the Subcommittee recognizes that these standards are minimums and that the unit may have an excellent justification as to why the extra in-class time is appropriate, they note that students may have difficulty scheduling a 1:40-minute course.
i. Raadschelders, Brello, unanimously approved with six contingencies (in bold above) and two recommendations (in italics above).
7. ASC 4901 – New course
a. The Subcommittee asks that the unit label the course as “in-person”, (as opposed to “hybrid”, “online synchronous”, or “online asynchronous”) on p. 1 of the syllabus under “Mode of delivery”.  If the course is intended to be experienced as a seminar, this is best noted on p. 6 of the syllabus under “How this Course is Organized.”
b. The Subcommittee asks that the unit revisit the prerequisites for the course.  They note that “junior or senior standing” is based solely on earned credit hours; many students enter the university at or close to junior standing.  As this is the major’s capstone course, the Subcommittee suggests that the unit consider at least some additional prerequisites to ensure that students enroll in this course at the appropriate time.
c. The Subcommittee asks that the unit amend the table on pp. 2-3 of the syllabus to make the course goals clearer for students.  While they assume that this chart represents components of the goals, outcomes, and proficiencies of the full program, they believe that the students would be better served by a brief (manageable) list of course goals as usually seen in syllabi. Should the department continue to utilize some of the material in the “proficiencies” column moving forward, the subcommittee offers the additional recommendation that the bracketed letters ([B], [P], etc.) be removed, as there is no “key” to explain what these mean to students.
d. The Subcommittee requests that the unit revisit the “How this Course is Organized” section of the syllabus (p. 6).  They note that there are contradictions within the text (e.g. “This is an in-person class that meets once per week.” and “Class will meet twice a week…”), incomplete sections (there is a section for the textbook, but none is listed), and material that seems to have been copied/pasted from other courses.
e. The Subcommittee asks that the unit modify the chart on p. 7 of the syllabus (under “How Your Grade is Calculated”), as currently the course components only add up to 90%.
f. The Subcommittee requests that the unit re-phrase or eliminate the statement on “Credit hours and work expectations” (syllabus, p. 7), as this is part of the old Distance Learning Syllabus template, which was retired in early 2024, and is not conducive to describing an in-person course.
g. The Subcommittee notes that the course schedule (syllabus, p. 9) includes an assignment involving CVs, peer review, and application letters, but this does not appear in the section of the syllabus that explains how students’ grades are calculated (p. 7) or the descriptions of the course assignments (p. 7-8).
h. The Subcommittee is unsure whether the book listed under “Required readings” (syllabus, p. 10) is the course’s required textbook.  If this is the case, they recommend noting this for students earlier in the syllabus.
i. The Subcommittee recommends that the unit provide page numbers for all readings in the course schedule (syllabus, p. 9), so that students have an idea of how much work will be required each week and can plan their time accordingly.
j. The Subcommittee notes that students’ workload in the course seems to start out “light” but ramp up considerably during the semester.  They recommend that the unit try to spread the work more evenly over the course of the semester, or, if such a structure is inevitable, note this planned acceleration for students in the syllabus.
k. The Subcommittee declined to vote on the course at this time
8. Econ 8858 – New course
a. Contingency: The Subcommittee asks that the department obtain a concurrence for the course from the John Glenn College of Public Affairs.
b. Contingency: The Subcommittee requests that the department provide more information on the syllabus (p.1) regarding how often the course will meet and for how long so that the subcommittee can confirm that the course meets the requirements for a 3 CH course.
c. Recommendation: The Subcommittee notes that most of the students’ work is due at the end of the semester, and they recommend that the department consider spreading the work more evenly throughout the semester.
d. McKean, Brello; unanimously approved with two contingencies (in bold above) and one recommendation (in italics above).
9. Political Science 7250 – New course
a. Contingency: As of August 29th, 2025, all syllabi must have either a link to the statements below or these statements written out in their entirety within the syllabus (the statement(s) in bold below are missing from the current syllabus and/or incomplete/out-of-date). Syllabi should link to the Office of Undergraduate Education's Syllabus Policies & Statements webpage and/or copy-and-paste the statements from the Office of Undergraduate Education's website.
i. Academic Misconduct
ii. Student Life - Disability Services
iii. Religious Accommodations
iv. Intellectual Diversity
Instructors are also welcome to include any other standard and/or recommended syllabus statements found on the Office of Undergraduate Education's webpage which they deem relevant for their course. Please also refer to this page to ensure that all other statements are current and accurate.
b. Recommendation: The Subcommittee recommends that the department clarify on the syllabus how the optional readings should be utilized by students.
c. Raadschelders, Xiao; unanimously approved with one contingency (in bold above) and one recommendation (in italics above).

