Interdisciplinary Initiatives CCI Subcommittee
Approved Minutes

Thursday, February 26, 2009





11:30 AM- 1:30 PM

4187 Smith Laboratory

Present: Krissek, Haddad, Huffman, Mercerhill, Watson, Hallihan, Harvey

AGENDA:
1. Approve minutes from 2/5/09 (attached) - Correction on 2.N.

Motion to Approve: Watson   2nd: Harvey
Unanimously Approved 
2. ASC 800

a. Change number to 600 so both undergrad and grad students can take it so that it can be used in both minor and GIS
b. Who teaches it? Faculty coordinator who oversees the workshop  and assigns grades (Brenda Brueggeman) and it is usually taught  by a visiting distinguished professor

c. Why would this not be a colloquium or colloquium series as opposed to a workshop that gives credit? Possible that this is a way of increasing course offerings in this area that will be with scholars of national rank so that student preparation with such people can be formally noted.

d. The required assignments and grades differentiate it from a colloquium.

e. Community members are allowed to attend and some assignments specifically reflect pedagogically workshop-style teaching.

f. Please change all references of “800” to “600” throughout syllabus
Motion to approve Harvey, 2nd Huffman
Unanimously Approved (with changes to course number in syllabus)
3. Freshman Seminar “Tango” update

a. Course is on track with objectives and content this quarter and will continue to be monitored in future offerings.

b. Based on mid-quarter survey, students seem satisfied with course and content. Surveys show that instructor is following syllabus.
4. Freshman Seminar proposals

a. Returning:

i. Chen Au09 “Chinese Tea Culture”
1. Suggestions had been made to make comparisons among cultures, link tea ceremony to cultural aspects

2. Still seems to be a lack of critical, analytical aspects. Could there be a critique assigned that has to do with meaning of ceremony, fostering cultural awareness and appreciation, readings? 

3. Concern with not having any written assignment until end of course. What does paper entail? Could there be assignments staggered throughout the course? Projects, journals? 

4. No interaction with group to stimulate thinking and processing. 

5. Design of course as explained in proposal (topic is a fine topic) but does not seem to meet implementation proposed description in weekly outline. Does not seem to carry out its own project.
6. Many texts seem non-academic and do not appear to be comparative. Based on professor’s professional background, it is obvious that he does have academic expertise in this area.

7. Reading list not definitive or stated as required. Are there more journal/critical articles that could be required?

8. Seems to be a how-to course, but in many areas, how-to courses are appropriate.
9. Suggestion to revise and resubmit – suggestion to have him use other successful faculty

Motion to Send Back: Harvey, 2nd Watson

Unanimously voted to send back
ii. McGurr Au09 “Pride and Prejudice”
1. Fixed grading scale, fleshed out weekly schedule, added a central question for exploration each week

2. Missed italicization of titles throughout syllabus – please fix

3. Liked extension of last part of course on sequels

4. No reading on Bollywood version – Suggestion to add short comparative readings this film as viewed by various cultures. Are such articles or short contrasting reviews of movies from different cultures? Such an addition could enrich course. Same could hold true for Bridget Jones. 
5. No explicit reference in weekly outline to novel. Committee assumes that discussions are tied to portions of texts and that instructor will point out to freshman audience where connections are.
Motion to approve: Haddad, 2nd Huffmann

Unanimously Approved

b. New:

i. Ferketich Au09 “Public Health”
1. Interesting topic

2. Schedule seems lecture-heavy. Is there sufficient interaction/participation (stated as 40% of grade) with and among students in class and/or on Carmen? What constitutes satisfactory participation? Please clarify.

3. Student choice of 6/10 papers, submitted 2 days before class meets. This could be difficult for students to maintain – submitted electronically on Carmen site. Why? In order for instructor to read? For students to respond/discuss?  Please clarify.
4. For an introductory and interdisciplinary freshmen audience, would it be a better experience for students to turn in papers after lecture so they can incorporate what they learned in lecture? Or write some before and then after so as to refine and incorporate new knowledge? Could there be fewer assignments and make those pre- and post-response papers, thus teaching students how to write response papers? 

5. Are there other readings in addition to text book? 3 articles in syllabus. Could recent articles be posted in Carmen? Or discussed in lecture?

Motion to Send Back: Mercerhill, 2nd Harvey
Unanimous decision to Send Back
ii. Richardson Wi09 “Globalization of Jamaica”
1. Very serious and exciting course, although a bit ambitious for a freshman seminar. Desire seems to indicate to students that although Reggae has many cultural indications, it is an academic topic and should be considered as such

2. Suggestion to send Hip Hop and Anime proposals as examples

3. Level of language in syllabus seems too sophisticated for freshman 

4. Recommendation: Great topic, appropriate and attractive for many students, but committee has concerns with level of language and presentation of syllabus, which seems to assume or imagine a more sophisticated audience than an incoming freshman audience, especially in goals and objectives, language could be made more accessible to audience.

5. Workload seems too heavy – see course requirements and grading structures – emphasis on participation and discussion. How is course going to emphasize discussion? Please provide discussion topics on weekly schedule (see Pride and Prejudice course)

6. What are expectations for assignments?

Unanimous decision to Send Back
iii. Jeffries Au09, “Colin Powell”  137
1. One text. No one text is unbiased, especially biographies.

2. All prior Jefferies courses have been structured this way. SEIs have been very good for previous offerings

3. Questions raised are very appropriate and 
4. Are there other readings to help students gain perspective? Is there exposure to scholarly activity (e.g. reflections on methodology of text, reviews from various kinds of journals, critiques on book)

5. Assignments are ambitious but not unreasonable. What does final exam look like?  Question of % total of grade.
6. Does reading schedule connect with discussion topics? Suggestion to shorten course description and tie questions listed to the weekly topical outline.

7. Description of grade for 4-page assignment. Revision is good, but how does that break down? Are both parts graded? Weighted? 

iv. Jeffries Wi10, “Nuclear Warfare” letter grade
1. Students will know nothing about grade until end of quarter, half grade is participation, no criteria for what constitutes successful participation. Suggestion to give feedback earlier on writing and participation
2. Absence policy: is attendance tied to participation grade? Is absenteeism calculated as part of participation? Please clarify 

3. One text, one viewpoint. If title is an introduction, outside readings and/or other positions should be presented. Suggestion to choose a selection of chapters and supplement with other readings. Or change the title to reflect one viewpoint “The Bush Administration’s Policy on Nuclear Weapons”?

4. Since students must write a critical paper (their only grade), where are the tools for comparison?
v. Jeffries Sp10 “Just War Theory”
1. One text, one viewpoint presented, as with course above.

2. Suggestion to change title to “What is a just war?” or “Is a war just or not?” may interest more students and would take it out of theoretical realm and into practical realm for new freshman audience.
3. How is theory made relevant?

4. One student summarizes chapters each week – how does this teach critical thinking? Comparison would better foster critical and analytical thinking.

Unanimous decision to send all three back (all worthy topics committee felt were interesting)
vi. Rotter Wi10 “The Great Healers”
1. Clearly aimed at pre-med students and sounds interesting and approachable
2. One biography, one view. Add readings to enrich main text?

3. Inconsistency between course policy and grading breakdown. Please clarify.
4. What are expectations for entries in journal and due dates. Please clarify. 

5. Students should get grading feedback before end of term.

6. Oral presentation ambiguity – is it once or twice and what are implications on grade? Are there discussion questions to help students with presentations?
Unanimous decision to send back
c. Greenburg (withdrawn – “ Jews in Old China”)

     5. ASC 338.04 and ASC 338.05

a. Change from variable credit to 2 credits. Correction from original listing.

Motion to approve: Krissek, 2nd Harvey

Unanimously approved
6.  ASC 589

a. Dedicated to one type of internship? Either decimalize or generalize this proposal. This is meant to be very specific because ASC Career Center has 489 which is generalized. If other requests come forward, it could be converted to a generic.

b. Suggestion to make 589 a shell course and make this proposal 589.01

Discussion postponed until next meeting.

