Arts and Humanities Subcommittee
10/28/08

Approved Minutes
Present: Liddle, Williams, Highley, Hubin, Rudd, Bartman, Lee, Carey, Giffin, Lynch, Hahn (Guests from History, Peter Hahn and Joe Lynch)

1. Discussion of the GEC Historical Study category—Guests: Joe Lynch and Peter Hahn
A. Statement from History—concerns about the quality of GEC History courses:

(1) History is not “any course organized chronologically.”
(2) History is a way of thinking, a critical attitude toward the accounts of the past considering the context and its relationship to the present. History courses should be taught by trained historians.

(3) GEC Historical Studies is not only to introduce the past to the students, but also train them in historical ways of thinking and analytical techniques of broader social changes over time.
(4) History agrees that individual departments and disciplines could develop courses of the historical development of their disciplines, but questions whether such courses are suitable as GEC Historical Study courses.

(5) If students gain only the knowledge of history of their own major but not the breadth of historical analysis and ways of thinking, then the GEC objective is not met via such courses. (Example: Engineering 360.01, .02—not introducing historical thinking and analysis, no paper assignment, not using primary and secondary sources.)
(6) Some courses are fine— History has concurred and will continue to concur in their offering as GEC (e.g. Hist of Art 201/202, PAES 210/211).

(7) Enrollment is a concern, but the major concern is the quality of education and the integrity of GEC Historical Study courses at OSU.
B. Discussion:
(1) Brief history of the category: changed from Historical Survey to Historical Study 2 years ago, no more sequence.

(2) Joe: current guidelines are not sufficient. Should have more comprehensive guideline to ensure the integrity of the category. In the past, some courses approved did not seem qualified to be history courses. We want to safeguard the standards of these courses. We should come to an agreement of what a “history” course should be.
(3) If History were to rewrite Engineering 360, the syllabus would be very different— will emphasize the context, not just listing one event after another.

(4) Credentials and qualification of the instructors: the curriculum committees have never exercised oversight on who teaches what courses. It is beyond the committee’s per view. (Joe: We do not ask all courses come from History. All we asked is someone competent.)
(5) Assessment process: all GEC courses has an assessment element, the concern of the course quality is no longer History’s. GEC are being reviewed regularly. If History is concerned about the category, you can ask Alexis Collier to review the Engineering 360 courses.
(6) Possible departmental control: Sensitizing from the Deans and the Chairs to have competent and appropriate people to teach courses. However, how departments control the quality of their courses and instructors is beyond the committee’s per view. It is an existing issue.
(7) Concurrence helps the committee understand other departments’ response.

(8) GEC History courses should not be narrowly about a specific discipline, but also provides breadth and a broader view outside of the discipline. Fritz Graf made a comment that the students of History courses are not all History students; but Engineering 360 course probably has 100% Engineering students. Even so, they still need something else.
(9) Advising concern: the advisors in Engineering might advice the students take their course, and make Engineering 360 “the” Engineering GEC course. The enrollment of GEC courses is open to the entire university, but students will tend to take courses in their own field.
(10) Observation of enrollment migration from 100 to 300 level history courses.
C. Committee response:
(1) Nancy: We understand your concerns and asked that your department put some trust to the committee. We are pretty picky in reviewing proposals, but we cannot review instructor’s credentials.

(2) Joe: We are here to let you know that the Engineering courses troubled us. We just want to make sure that you’re aware of these things. We are here just to sensitize you a little more. It’s your decision. Every field has a history. That is true. But it is different to make a dept. history course a GEC.
2. Classics 324

a. Concurrence issue:

Joe: This is an example of courses that trouble us. It has no paper, just a short essay. This is a good culture course, but not a history course. It takes a topic and looks from different angles. It did not meet the category requirement. (Joe will send a response, to give the verbage of why this course is not a history course.)
b. Should respond to questions on OM p.37-38, Q1-6. Their answers are insufficient. 
c. “Quizzes and Grading” did not take about what needs to be done for the essays. It does not talk anything about the analysis or how primary and secondary sources are used. Needs greater clarification.
d. They are not fulfilling the learning outcomes/using the historical methodology. 

e. this course looks like a Culture and Ideas course. A great topics course.
f. (Highley:) There seem to be a disconnection btw History and the content. 
Sent back.

3. Classics 327

a. GEC learning outcomes are made well and justified

b. No paper required in this course, just essay exams. 
c. Needs greater specificity for the 2 essays. A 300-level course in Humanities should have a formal paper. Hums CC approved it. Cannot interfere instruction.
c. Form: repeatable up to 5 hours, seems odd (should be 0 credit hours); Contact hours inconsistent btw the form and the syllabus.

d. Recommend to add “discussion” into the “38% Daily observations” for clarification
e. OM: opportunities for feedback and revision? The guideline questions seem wrong and different from the GEC ad hoc committee’s draft. Is there any mistake on the OM?
Approved with contingencies.
