
Curriculum Policy and Planning Meeting Minutes 

September 3, 2018 

 

Present: David Alvarez, Mona Bhan, Jeff Dunn, Tim Good, Anne Harris, Mellasenah Morris, Son Nguyen, 

Zhixin Wu 

 

1. Meeting called to order at 4:04 PM. Jeff will take minutes. 

2. Previous minutes approved.  

3. Discussion of the proposal for an Italian Studies Major. 

a. The committee discussed how this is one instance of more such language studies majors to 

be proposed.  

b. This proposal is possibly difficult to staff with many upper-level Italian courses needed. 

Perhaps a major with four language courses and less top-heavy in terms of 300-level courses 

is more sustainable.  

c. Committee was concerned about the name “Italian Cultural Studies and Leadership” with 

respect to the term “Leadership” since there were no courses in leadership per se. 

d. The rationale for the major mentions immigration, but no courses are listed that address this 

topic. In particular, no courses in the social sciences that address this issue. For some of the 

research topics proposed, it was unclear how DePauw can help students pursue them (e.g., 

physics and Italian).  

e. Questioned whether an internship can count towards a major. There is some precedent for 

doing this via petition, but not built in to a major.  

f. Noted that this kind of major would be appealing for those at the SoM who want to pursue 

a career in opera.  

g. Noted that the rationale talks about exposing students to international culture and global 

learning, but not specifically about Italian. The rationale could be more explicit about the 

need for Italian specifically.  

h. A concern was raised about the total required 300-400 level courses. Seven were listed, but 

the requirement says the number required is six. The committee also was confused about the 

number of courses permitted that are taught in English. The proposal suggests that two 

courses can be taught in English at DePauw, but also mentions the possibility of two 

English-instruction classes off-campus.   

i. Discussed the idea of putting more cultural content at lower levels to get student interest. If 

there are too many upper-level courses, it is hard to attract students to the major.  

j. Wondered whether this major needs to contribute W courses at the 200-level. 

k. Main points: the committee feels there are too many upper division courses, there needs to 

be a consistent rationale that is focused on Italian, this rationale needs to be consistent with 

the courses proposed, and there may be too many required courses in the language. 

4. Discussion of General Education Requirements 

a. Current scenario: 2AH, 2SM, 2SS + PPD + GL + 2 Languages = minimum of 10 courses 

for Gen Ed out of 31 total credits to graduate, which is roughly ⅓ of total requirements. 

b. One can distinguish between distribution requirement approaches to Gen Ed vs. core 

approaches. On the latter approach, you have special Gen Ed classes, e.g., GEN 101. On 

our former approach, certain classes are designated as fulfilling the requirement (e.g., PHIL 

100). In our approach students are exposed to majors they might not otherwise encounter. If 



we’re aiming to serve students who haven’t been exposed to a wide array of disciplines, then 

the distribution approach might work better. 

c. Allowing students more autonomy to pick classes within 2+2+2 since 2010 has not resulted 

in as much experimentation with other classes as we hoped. The proposal from Pam 

Propsom and Jackie Roberts for revising the SM requirement reflects this kind of worry.  

d. Discussed whether it is best to add more gen ed classes or instead keep the same number but 

better direct students towards particular classes. For instance, we could require one arts and 

one humanities class (rather than 2 AH) in a way similar to which the SM proposal proposes 

to break out experimental science and mathematics/computer science. 

e. Recapped some talking points about Gen Ed requirements.  

i. There is a concern that there are fewer entry points to humanities courses.  

ii. STEM faculty concerned that 14% of students graduate without taking any class in 

the life/physical sciences.  

iii. SM majors take on avg of 2 fewer AH courses than pre-2010. (Perhaps some of this 

is explained by hidden courses in a major due to pre-requisites.)  

iv. Time banks with labs may contribute to difficulty for students to break out of their 

major area of study. 

f. Our Gen Ed requirements perhaps incentivize students to pick what seem to be easy 

courses, and take the path of least resistance.  

g. Discussed whether to make Gen Ed requirements required in the first or second year to avoid 

seniors in 100-level Gen Ed courses.  

h. It was suggested that any change to distribution areas have names where students can 

identify the main focus of that area of study. For instance, it is not clear that students know 

what ‘humanities’ refers to. 

i. Noted it is important to compare our data about major distribution within DePauw to the 

national picture of major distribution.  

j. Noted that there is a distinction between number of majors for a department and number of 

seats that a department is able to fill. The committee will try to get historical data on how 

many seats fill up in different courses across departments.  

k. Next steps:  

i. Perhaps could solicit feedback from department chairs about their concerns/ideas 

about Gen Ed. One concern is that by going to departments we might further 

intrench divisions we might not want to further intrench. However, it still might be 

useful to know what departments think about Gen Ed.  

ii. Perhaps do something like the August 2015 divisional meetings about Gen Ed. One 

concern is that faculty are tired of these right now. Proposed to do something like 

this later in the semester. At such a meeting it will be important to provide groups 

with something concrete to respond to with respect to the learning outcomes and 

goals for Gen Ed.  

5. Discussion of developing a structure for coordinating efforts and vision between the academic 

program and the centers 

a. What is the Commitment for? One suggestion is that it is for the following three things:  

i. To address student recruitment. (Questions were raised about whether it was 

effective in this, given the large number of students lost over the summer.) 



ii. Equity of co-curricular opportunities to students (networks, internships, etc.) 

(Noted that this aspect has not as yet been touted as one of the goals, but perhaps it 

should be.) 

iii. To help us figure out what to do with the Centers. (Not clear that the Commitment 

has answered this yet.) 

b. It was pointed out that the Commitment requirements are optional and only required if a 

student is to be eligible for the guarantee. Concern that this is not generally known. 

c. Discussed the Centers Council. President and cabinet make decisions about membership on 

this council.  

d. Concern raised about the 120-hour “Connect” experience as being too demanding for full-

time students in their senior year.  

e. We plan to take up this topic in more detail next time. 

6. Meeting adjourned: 5:38 PM. 

 

 


