ASCC Social and Behavioral Sciences Subcommittee
Approved Minutes
Wednesday, October 8th, 2025						      1:30PM – 3:00PM
CarmenZoom
Attendees: Dwyer, McKean, Raadschelders, Steele, Valle, Vankeerbergen, Xiao
Agenda 
1) Approval of 09-24-2025 minutes 
a) Raadschelders, McKean; unanimously approved.
2) Psychology 2303 – existing course with GEN Theme: Health and Wellbeing requesting 100% DL
a) Recommendation: The Subcommittee recommends that the department provide page numbers for the readings on the Course Schedule (syllabus, pp. 22-26) so that students can plan their time accordingly.
b) Recommendation: The Subcommittee recommends that the department consider extending Friday due dates to Sunday whenever possible, as this will give greater flexibility to students in the online environment.
c) Recommendation: The Subcommittee suggests that the department consider the number of weeks in the Course Schedule.  They note that the online version has 15 weeks, while the in-person version has 14 weeks.  Though they understand there are sometimes 15 calendar weeks in autumn semester, the Subcommittee recommends that the two versions be aligned so that the same content is covered.
d) Recommendation: The Subcommittee recommends that the department consider aligning the points in the online version with the points in the in-person version.  While they commend the department for adjusting the assignments in the online version, they note that the fewer number of points may make students think that it will be “easier” to take the course online, and draw enrollments from the in-person course.
e) Recommendation: The Subcommittee suggests that the department consider a different name for the Frankl discussion assignment and the film discussion assignment.  Since these have the word “reflection” in the name and there are also “Reflection Papers”, this may cause confusion for students.
f) Raadschelders, McKean; approved with five recommendations (in italics above). 


3) Civics, Law, and Leadership 2110 - existing course (formerly CIVICTL 2100.01) requesting GEN Foundation: Social and Behavioral Sciences (return)
a) [bookmark: _Hlk163931306][bookmark: _Hlk148978700][bookmark: _Hlk149059041][bookmark: _Hlk177759372]Contingency: The Subcommittee asks that the Center include in the syllabus a complete listing of all goals and ELOS for the GEN Foundation: Social and Behavioral Sciences category, as well as a brief, student-friendly paragraph that explains how this course, in particular, meets those goals and ELOS, per the requirements for all GEN courses.  A complete and accurate listing of the Goals and ELOs for all GEN categories is available in an easy-to-copy/paste format on the ASC Curriculum and Assessment Services website.
b) Contingency: The Subcommittee asks that the Center provide additional information in the syllabus about how the goals and ELOs of the Social and Behavioral Sciences will be central to the course’s assessments (syllabus, p. 2 under “Course Requirements”), so that students have a clear understanding of how they will be evaluated/graded.
c) Contingency: While the Subcommittee notes and appreciates the addition of several social scientists’ work to the syllabus, they still believe that the course is tilted toward a historical and cultural approach to the subject matter rather than viewing the material through the lens of social science, which is required for the GEN Foundation in Social and Behavioral Sciences.  If achieving this foundation continues to be a priority for the Center, the Subcommittee offers the following specific comments/requests:
i) The Subcommittee notes that Day 15 (syllabus, p. 7) does more to achieve a social sciences approach to the analysis of historical documents than do many of the other weeks.  Here, the work of Booth-Chapman and Muirhead/Rosenblum is used to frame questions about Madison’s arguments regarding human behavior in The Federalist Papers.  The Subcommittee suggests that the Center could consider this week as a model when revising the course.
ii) The Subcommittee asks that the course content be amended to include a further grounding in/teaching of social science methods, per ELO 1.1.
iii) The Subcommittee notes that the majority of the “reading questions” on the syllabus (pp. 3-10 under “Course Schedule”) are still focused on historical and cultural issues rather than social science questions.  The Subcommittee asks that these questions be amended to reorient the course.
iv) The Subcommittee notes that the unit has added some social science readings to the syllabus; however, they have not removed any of the readings that were previously present.  Thus, the Subcommittee is concerned that the number of readings (especially on certain days) may lessen students’ abilities to engage meaningfully with the social science presented.  For example, on Day 4, students are asked to read four different selections, three of which are by social scientists.  However, on the following day (Day 5), students’ reading is confined to two sentences from the Declaration of Independence.  This seems to indicate that the social science readings will not receive the same depth of coverage as the historical documents; thus, the Subcommittee asks that the Course Schedule be revisited and rearranged to better balance the course and focus it on the social sciences.
v) There are several instances where the cover letter, the GEN submission form, and the syllabus contradict one another.  For example, the response to ELO 1.1 on the GEN submission form mentions Melissa Schwartzberg, but Dr. Schwartzberg’s work does not appear on the course schedule.  The Subcommittee asks that discrepancies such as these be corrected.
vi) The Subcommittee is aware of the Center’s situation as a new unit within the university; they understand this course may have originally been designed during the summer of 2025 by faculty who may or may not be social scientists.  However, given that the Center now has a full faculty, they suggest that any subsequent revisions of the proposal include the contributions of the social scientist(s) who will eventually teach the course.
d) McKean, Xiao; unanimously approved with three contingencies (in bold above).  The Subcommittee has asked that the revised proposal be returned to the full Subcommittee for review.
4) Integrated Arts and Sciences Bachelor of Arts (review of contingency revision, per request of the chair)
a) The Subcommittee is concerned about possible “creep” in eligibility for this major/program beyond the target audience of students who have “stopped out”.  As such, they ask that there be more detail provided about the expansion of the program to additional populations:
i) On p. 8 of the proposal, the Subcommittee asks that the term “military connected” be clarified.  While they assume that this is confined to the United States military, and that it is limited to active-duty military members and their spouses, in its current form, the proposal may be interpreted as opening the program to veterans, military members serving in the National Guard and Reserves, dependent children, and others who would normally not be eligible for such a major/program.
ii) The Subcommittee asks that the proposers either eliminate or provide further information about the “possibility of waiving the three-year stop out requirement for students who have attended community college” (proposal, p. 8, footnote 4).  They note that this provision could substantially impact enrollment in a number of Ohio State programs, including the proposed program, and steer more traditional students toward a program that will not be as focused on their needs.
