GEOC Meeting September 21, 2009

In Attendance: Katharina von Hammerstein, Anabel Perez, John Ayers, Rosa Helena Chinchilla, Robert Cromley, Tom Deans, Anke
Finger, Tom Roby, Eric Schultz, Kate Capshaw Smith, Mike Young, Brenna Kelleher, and Bill Lott.
Not Present: Cora Lynn Deibler, Jane Goldman, Doug Kaufman, Murphy Sewall, Xae Alicia Reyes, Niloy Dutta, Sarah Winter.

Meeting called to order at 12:03pm.
1. Minutes of the September 14, 2009 meeting.
Motion to approve minutes as written. Motion carried with no objections or abstentions.

2. Announcements
» Daily Campus article. The Daily Campus ran an editorial piempiang that the general education curriculum does
not benefit students and should be eliminated. i3égtudents and others commented on the artial¢he Daily
Campus website in support of general educatiomtingj to the importance of producing graduates atgowell-
rounded and informed about disciplines outsidéeirtmajors.
* New GEOC Member. The Graduate Student Senate has appointed Bkagllegder, a Ph.D. student in the POLS
department, as their representative on the GEOC.

3. Subcommittee Reports
CA2 Social Sciences
The CA2 subcommittee recommendgabroval of the following course for inclusion in the Soc&iences content area:

WS 3XXX Gender Representation in US Popular Caltur
(This course has already been approved for W. Tlwdree W and non-W versions of this
course.)

Motion to approve the above course for inclusion irCA2. Motion carried with no objections or abstentons.
CAA4 Diversity and Multiculturalism

The CA4 subcommittee recommendgabroval of the following courses for inclusion in the Disgy and
Multiculturalism content area:

International

CLCS 2XXX Intercultural Competence for Global Restives
(not yet approved by CLAS C&CC)

PRLS/SPAN 1009 Latino Literature, Culture and Siycie
(already approved for CA1)

Motion to provisionally approve CLCS 2XXX PROVIDED CLAS C&CC approves the course. This course will
NOT be deemed approved by GEOC until CLAS C&CC appoval is official. Motion carried with one abstenti.

Motion to approve PRLS/SPAN 1009 for inclusion in @4 International. Motion carried with one abstention.

The CA4 subcommittee recommendedision of the following proposal:

MUSI 100X Popular Music and Diversity in Americ&ociety
(Revision of proposal to reflect specific infornmation assessment, including one of the
CAA4 criteria.)

CA4 subcommittee chair Anke Finger noted that CAdoerns about the course proposal mirror thoseeegpd by CA1
at the September 14, 2009 GEOC meeting.

Writing Competency
The W subcommittee recommendsaproval of the following course for inclusion in the W cpatency:




AFAM 4994W Senior Seminar

Motion to approve the above course provided the Hause is included in the syllabus. Motion carried Wwh no
objections or abstentions.

As an update, the W subcommittee reported thatetfisions requested at the September 14, 2009 mgefeti the WS
2105W Gender and Science course proposal havenhaeds, save for the inclusion of the F clause tettlabus. The
course will be forwarded to Senate C&CC as sodha$ clause is added. This course was GEOC appfovéV at the
September 14, 2009 meeting pending minor revisions.

Quantitative Competency
The Q subcommittee recommendaabroval of the revision of the following course:

SOCI 3211Q Quantitative Methods in Social Redearc
(Revision entails the addition of one credit argtdssion sections to an existing Q
course.)

Motion to approve the revision of SOCI 3211Q. Motia carried with no objections or abstentions.

4. Reports and Discussion
Subcommittee Member ship
The following subcommittee membership changes gdies were reported:
« CA4
0 Undergraduate student member Tsa Shelton has eappainted by USG to CA4.

e W
o Still awaiting formal USG reappointment of AY 08-08dergraduate student member to W.
« Q
o0 Need one or two more members, preferably from SGATHEM. Some suggestions were made.
0 Lauren Schlesselman is no longer on the Q subcdsenit
0 A new undergraduate student member is needed.
* Assessment
o Scott Brown and Hedley Freake are no longer om\gsessment subcommittee.
o« L
0 Mike Young reported that this subcommittee is ia tery early stages of planning for the coming
academic year.
« CA2
o0 Need one more person from ECON or SOCI or POLS.eSsumgestions were made.
» CA3:
o No new members needed.
* Tom Deans suggested looking at a list of recepttyited faculty as one way to widen the net wharkihg
about possible new members. It is also a good wayctude younger faculty on the committees.

4-Digit Renumbering in Gen Ed Guidelines and Senate Bylaws

Cosmetic changes need to be made to the Genereht@lu Guidelines and the Gen Ed portion of theaBeBylaws to
conform to the 4-digit renumbering scheme. In addjtone other cosmetic change should be madegat@niversity
Quantitative Center references in the General Bauc&uidelines to University Quantitative Learni@gnter.

Motion to approve renumbering changes to the Genetd&ducation portion of the Senate Bylaws to confornto the
4-digit renumbering scheme. Motion carried with nhoobjections or abstentions.

Motion to approve 4-digit renumbering changes andd change references to the Q Center from “Quantitate
Center” to “Quantitative Learning Center” in the Ge neral Education Guidelines. Motion carried with no
objections or abstentions.

Cross-Content Area Gen Ed (CCAGE) Courses
Main points from previous discussion:




» If a cross-content area course has to fulfill &the criteria for each of the content areas inedlwvhy should a
distinction be made between single-content aremuttiple-content area courses in terms of countigard
students’ Gen Ed courses?

» This raises questions about breadth. Should arstyxdiey the system, he or she would be able to ttzdxenajority
of their gen ed content area courses in one oGi2ot, 2, 3, with two multiple-content areas courigflling
requirements in two CAs.

Discussion:

» Via email: Jane Goldman suggested adding a regainethat students take a minimum of 4 coursesyn an
combination of CA1 and CA2, CAl and CA3, and CAZ &A3.

o Katharina von Hammerstein pointed out that this idanake things very complicated.

0 One GEOC member added that this rule would be eghpdi any combination of two out of CA 1, 2, 3, or
4.

* Via email: Jane Goldman expressed concern thateihneCCAGE plan would allow students to fulfill thegien
ed requirements with half as many gen ed contaatshio one combination of CA1 and CA2, CAl and C&3,
CA2 and CA3. She stated:

0 “Given the plan we were discussing (the one auited by Bill), here is a possible situation. Studén
takes two courses that are both cross listed asa@@ICA2 (which | see as very possible, not ontbef
unusual events Murph was referring to), say o&Bi€ 1000/XYZ1000 and the second is
ABC2000/XYZ2000. ** The 1000-level course also idigersity course. Then in CA3 the student takes
classes in 3 different areas, and the student tahkather diversity course making this his/her satiéa
(discipline). This student will have had a totalBdf contact hours in classes in CA1 and CA2 conabine
As you see, with the new system, as proposed destwill be able to complete requirements acrass t
content areas with half the amount of class tif&é hours of class time as compared to 168 in ouent
system.”

» Rosa Helena Chinchilla noted that Jane Goldmarit#t pdout contact hours is a strong argument
against the CCAGE proposal.

o0 Mike Young argued that colleagues in the NEAG Stleb&ducation advocate that seat time is not a
good indicator of the value of a course. He asked:

=  What would be the credit hours implications foruiag?
=  Would there be resistance from faculty if facukdastime decreased?

» Eric Schultz stated that he believed Jane Goldnmaumeasy with the notion that multiple-contenham@urses
are truly satisfying criteria of each content afbao ways of looking at Jane argument about coritaats are:

o0 1- GEOC is arigorous filter and in order to berappd for multiple content areas the proposals mgkd
to demonstrate that criteria for each content areanet.

0 2- While the GEOC filter may be strong, it is notpletely rigorous and there may be some dilutiion o
learning objectives in the content areas involved multiple-content area course.

» Bill Lott noted that those students taking multiplentent area courses would effectively increaseathount of
gen ed they take because they would still needetet tme 7 course rule.

» Katharina von Hammerstein reminded everyone thattis already a mechanism for approving coursesifoe
than one CA: CAs 1-3 with CA4 and with the competes. She also reiterated that there will probaiotybe
very many course proposals that can be approvedtissying all criteria of CAs 1+2, 1+3, or 2+3.

0 Robert Cromley argued that overlap between CAsaaheBCA4 and W/Q is different than overlap
between CAs 1-3. He pointed out that most oveddikely to happen between CA1-2, and to a lesser
extent, CA2-3. CA2 is caught in the middle andksly to get shut out.

» Eric Schultz stated that it is not productive fd&E@C to speculate on the (im)probability of multilentent area
courses. As soon as the possibility of multipleteaharea courses will be raised, there is goirtgeta strong
interest in developing courses that would appeatudents looking to cross off two gen eds at one.tThere
will be significant skepticism of the CCAGE courggseposal in the Senate, if there is any refer¢othe
possible dilution of CA criteria.

» Bill Lott agreed that innovative faculty would beda to take the opportunity to develop CCAGE cairse

+ Katharina von Hammerstein argued that the 6-sulajesa rule forces students to go outside their odrafeas
and guarantees some breadth in their gen eds.

» Anke Finger asked, if there perhaps should be g@fiechreward system for students taking cross-guraeca
courses. Two options might be to, 1- limit enrahmto cross-content courses to sophomores or highd 2,
limit cross-content area courses to 2000+ level.



o Katharina von Hammerstein wondered about the jaatibn for this differentiation between lower and
upper division and pointed out that this would gdtlanother layer of logistic complexity to the
proposal.

Katharina von Hammerstein noted during a pausésitudsion that while most of GEOC is in supporthef enrichment
that CCAGE courses may provide, it is the mechasifiégsiplementation without limiting gen ed impact students that
is causing the most concern.

Continuation of discussion:

* Brenna Kelleher asked how CCAGE courses would bghta (e.g. team-taught, by one faculty, etc.)

0 Any combination of teaching is okay by GEOC so lasghe course meets the criteria of each of the
content areas for which it was proposed.

* Rosa Helena Chinchilla added that, anecdotallyerséwf her students have waited until the endheirtcareers
to complete their gen ed courses. Some of theseGEC#ourses would be more meaningful to them aettaeof
their career.

» Bill Lott, to address Jane Goldman’s concern, psaggdimiting the number of gen ed courses thatccgal
toward meeting any one content area to 3 cour$bss (vould not prohibit the student from taking méhan 3
courses in a particular CA but those additionakses would not count toward the 7 course gen adnegent.

* Anke Finger raised the possibility of limiting thember of CCAGE courses a student could count s 7
course requirement across 6 different subject areas

» Kate Capshaw Smith noted that courses fulfillindtiple-content areas are going to be very popsae can
envision departments opening large sections okthearses to meet the gen ed seats they neecdetq asdf
determined by their school or college dean), thatroffer as many other gen ed courses. Departnmeigts view
this as an opportunity to have senior faculty tegiche courses and not the gen eds.

o Katharina von Hammerstein argued that in the newagksystem gen ed and major courses are much
more integrated; therefore faculty teach gen edaume the topics are less generic than they udwmal to

* Tom Roby stated that the gen ed rules currentplane are very complicated. The CCAGE proposédbehsre
and as discussed today, does not engage studeteat(ally only 3 courses in 3 areas) becausenitdi student
interaction with other disciplines.

Katharina von Hammerstein pointed to two threadféndiscussion: one about the concept of CCAGEsesuand
another about the mechanics of its potential implaation. The two, unfortunately, cannot be sepdrat

Continuation of discussion:

» Tom Deans suggested not allowing substitutions@AGE courses.

0 However, as Katharina von Hammerstein noted, GE&no authority to limit substitutions approved
by school or college deans.

» Eric Schultz suggested that a requirement be imghéed wherein a student would have to take twosasuin
any two content areas and that students only beved to take a total of ONE CCAGE course, no matteat
the combination. He argued that a slow approaatoi® likely to garner support for innovation in ttend of
Steady Habitshttp://www.cslib.org/nicknamesCT.h)m

0 He argued that limiting CCAGE courses to one coatiasvs the notion of CCAGE to evolve. It
recognizes concern about the effect CCAGE coursgshave (in an unrestricted sense) on students’
breadth in gen eds while still encouraging the tgpreent of the CCAGE idea.

» Bill Lott pointed out that limiting students to o AGE course would be detrimental for studenty ver
interested in interdisciplinarity. He reiterated Argument that capping to 3 courses per conteattarcount
toward gen ed is the best answer. It may not gteeahe four course contact in CAs 1+2 that Jaridr@amn
proposed, but it increases likelihood of this dittrmoccurring.

0 Robert Cromley asked why the total of courses | GA should not be capped at 2 rather 3 per content
area?
= Bill Lott: 3 courses per content area does notdahe rigidity of the existing system.
o Katharina von Hammerstein stated that Bill Lott'sgosal might be a workable solution to the problem
She asked, if anyone had any concerns about tipegeb No one expressed concerns.

Katharina von Hammerstein summarized key pointeendiscussion:
* The integrity of multiple content area courses nigspreserved.



» Courses can count toward two or three content areas
e Student must take two courses minimum per contet; & courses minimum (w/ at least 3 credits efmththe
four CAs, across 6 different subject areas.
0 Robert Cromley asked: if a student takes 4 cours€A3 across 4 departments, that student canmot us
all of these toward the 7 course rule, but they AN them toward the 6 subject area rule. Is figis t
case?

Other points:
» Many other universities have gen ed curriculumgegtéoward identified principles and are not sitosen.
* There is consensus that CCAGE courses could ettrichen ed curriculum but the struggles are wigh th
mechanics of the implementation.

Options under consideration:
» Cap the number of courses per content area to 3?jor

* Limit the number of CCAGE courses a student mag takvard his or her gen ed requirement to 1 (ibdhe of
the content areas is CA4?).

Meeting adjourned at 1:45pm.

Respectfully submitted,

Anabel Perez
GEOC Administrator



