Arts and Sciences Committee on Curriculum and Instruction

Approved Minutes

10/29/10

Bricker 200 9-11am

Attendees: Mansfield, Vankeerbergen, Highley, Mumy, Solomon, Andereck, Masters, Krissek, Gustafson, Bruce, Jenkins, Vaessin, Guatelli-Steinberg
Guests: Collier
1) Items from Chair: Approval of 10/15/10 minutes    
a) Minutes

i) Discussion of Aviation: B 1, labeled as electives instead of core. Previously more free electives but now it is a larger major and these courses are included in the choices. Check the proposal. 

ii)  Motion Masters, Solomon, approved

b) Letter was solicited from Aviation by Deborah Haddad, no response yet

c) Subcommittees should expect to see Semester conversion proposals at their next meetings
2) GE Goals and Expected Learning Outcomes Discussion for Education Abroad 
a) Set of 4 global competencies provided by Global Strategies and International Affairs, base for the Education Abroad learning goals:
i) Ability to work effectively in international settings

ii) Awareness of and adaptability to diverse cultures, perceptions, and approaches

iii) Familiarity with the major currents of global change and the issues they raise

iv) Cpapacity for effective communication across cultural and linguistic boundaries
b) Would like to keep the Education abroad goals in the spirit of these competencies. Some of them are guidelines for internationalizing majors. 

c) Would a class in science that involves study abroad qualify for the GE if it doesn’t include any of these social components?

i) Probably not. The scientific courses would not necessarily meet this goal.

ii) However, a student spending a semester abroad doing research could fulfill the social aspect outside of lab work.

d) Students could need to petition to advisor/committee and ask for an experience to be counted as a GE study abroad for the cultural experience associated with a scientific course, or for a course that has not been pre approved as a study abroad course

e) Replacement for Draft ELO #1 or Draft ELOs #1 and 2 together, Would we like to start with one of the global competencies, and modify it tp meet our needs?

i) What is the purpose of this category? Can a student replace a social sciences course?

(1) No, in the new GE there are 4 opportunities for a student to take approved GE courses of their choice. This is where the Study Abroad category would be used.

f) Question on ELO 4: example of an architecture trip abroad. Course is not focused on culture but the students would still have a cultural experience

i) Idea is that it is not just an academic experience. How does the student’s experience help them understand the subject matter? The joining of the academic and the experiential component. 

ii) Science is a good example of this. Students would spend day in lab, but could still get a cultural experience if the program is structured in a way to give the students the opportunity for significant cultural interactions outside the lab setting.
g) Global Comp 1 seems to be too vague. 
i) Students demonstrate an understanding

ii) Seems to be very similar to ELO #2

iii) Self reflective about your home country, Learned something new about the country visited

h) add history, structures to #2 to make it more complete 

i) What is it we can point to in these goals to make it assessable? 

i) When thinking in these terms every course has to cover the structures, customs, and practices of the host country. Seems too restrictive, some courses would not cover all of these things

ii) What the Study Abroad experience is really trying to capture is how are the ways of life different there than here. And for students to be able to understand how they are different. All of these items are included, structures, customs, practices. Broadly, cultural, political, economic, historical differences. Courses may not meet all of them but would at least cover some.
j) issue is to make sure some criteria are formulated to ensure someone gives thought to the course before it is approved for GE
k) What is the purpose? breadth about culture and diversity that is experiential

l) this is just the framework for instructors to build the courses

m) What does it mean to interact intelligently?

i) Remove this section of the outcome

n) 2nd new ELO

i) Could be a situation where student goes abroad to take a Math course, and experiences would have very little to do with the course itself. 

ii) Replace course’s subject matter with educational experience or global citizenship/interdependencies
iii) Ultimately a student could be there for a course that does not meet study abroad but their experience there could count.

(1) Not sure we would to accept that kind of scenario as a GE appropriate experience

(2) Broad experience should enrich your learning of ‘something’ Could get this from a science or math course, but would like to have a connection between the class room and the GE requirement.

(3) Simply living abroad would not apply to this category. Must connect to educational experience

o) Should all credits for a course count towards the GE?

i) Possible to count only 3 credits from a 5 credit course towards the GE study abroad?

p) Purpose is how your experience abroad has impacted your academics

q) Students articulate how time abroad has enriched their academic experience?

i) Good replacement for the 2nd new ELO of the 3 new ELOs
r) This will be a dynamic document in the short term. Committee should be open to changing the ELO as the courses develop

s) Replace ‘academic experience’ with ‘education as a global citizen’? 

i) some trips would only increase the students knowledge of a subject matter, not necessarily of a global citizen

t) “Students articulate how their time abroad has enriched their General Education experience”

i) General Education is not a term students will understand

ii) Replace with academic
u) Update to include country/countries throughout
v) In the goal, the idea of global citizen is very broad. It is ok to leave out of the course ELO as it is one of the general goals of the GE and college education as a whole. 

i) Remove ‘global citizens’ and replace with ‘become more globally aware’

w) reverse order of ELO 2 and 3
x) Final language for Education Abroad:

By living and studying outside the U.S, students acquire and develop a breadth of knowledge, skills, and perspectives across national boundaries that will help them become more globally aware.

1. Students recognize and describe similarities, differences, and interconnections between their host country/countries and the U.S.

2. Students function effectively within their host country/countries.

3. Students articulate how their time abroad has enriched their academic experience.    

y) Motion Vaessin, Guatelli-Steinberg approved unanimously
3) Advising rules for approving majors
a) Existing rules have been in effect for quite some time. Semester conversion is a good time to review these.

b) Overall, these are considered advising rules. But we approve major programs. At what point, as an advisor does this come into play? Or are these the rules for approval by a committee?

i) These are the rules students must adhere to before they are allowed to graduate. The requirements they must meet to be eligible for graduation.
ii) Document seems to be misnamed. Rules apply to Arts and Sciences as a whole, and are used by advisors to ensure students have met all requirements.

c) majors will still be approved by CCI

i) document should be updated to provide guidelines for CCI approval and as a guide for departments developing majors

d)   Rule 1:
i) Your major program must consist of at least 30 hours of credit in courses numbered 2000 or above as prescribed by your major advisor.  Please note that many major programs require more than 30 hours of credit.

e) Rule 2:

i) Needs to be clearly defined for students. 15 hours or 50% of courses from offering department
(1) Major itself can specify strict percentages. Why establish a rule that will have to use exceptions for interdisciplinary majors? Majors are in the best position to develop their own rules about credit hours from departments.

(2) Departments have a good incentive to keep the majority of course work in the department

ii) Highley moves to delete this rule, Vaessin second

(1) Discussion: 

(2) would like to check with advisors before going forward

(3) Degree audit will alert advisors to a problem, they can review the major.

(4) Jenkins worries if we remove the rule students will try to leverage early graduation.

(5) Do we want major departments to control this rule, or Arts and Sciences as a whole?

(6) Do we have any criterion to say a major with only one course in the department should be rejected?

(a) Yes. Is it a good major or not, as judged during review by CCI.
(7) currently the budget is not based on enrollments, so the motivation to keep all/most courses within a major in the home department has decreased.
(8) Question is called, Fitzpatrick

(9) In favor, 4 Opposed, 4 Tie, not approved
(a) Will discuss at next CCI when additional members are present

(10) Seems rule is not truly necessary but also does not seem harmful to keep the rule

(11)  Keeping the rule could limit the creation of majors and limit the choices of the students.

(a) CCI as a whole can scrutinize the majors as they come through for approval

(12)  most important aspect is if the major is intellectually coherent

(13)  Interdisciplinary majors would be the only exception

(a) What about majors like Biology? There is no home department. 

(i) Is Biology called Interdisciplinary? No. But under the interpretation of this rule it would be called interdisciplinary.

(14) What could happen if a new department is created that absorbs a preexisting interdisciplinary major?  Then, do those departments have to restructure their majors to meet this rule?

(a) Example of Film Studies and International Studies

(b) Focus has been on the courses within Arts and Sciences

(15) Don’t want to keep the rule simply because of possibility of students trying to graduate early

(16) Vaessin, Highley, motion to revote on option 3, rule 2, delete

(a) In favor, 6, oppose, 1, abstain 1 approved
f) Rule 3: required number of hours of upper division courses

i) Maintain the requirement or remove because the nature of programs and students has changed since this rule was written
ii) Previously, GEC courses have fulfilled part of this requirement. In new GE, fewer courses required at the upper level. Will the new set up be too much of a burden on students? Or, will the programs’ rigor fulfill the requirement?
iii) Would only be a potential problem for BA degrees. 

iv) Present students generally meet the requirement because of the set up of the GEC.  If they do not meet the requirement, they generally have 55 hours instead of 60. 

g) What exceptions will we make for specific types of courses if we keep the rule?  For example, will Chemistry courses at the 2000-level be an exception and be considered as upper division courses?
4) Meeting adjourned 11:06
