Educational Policy Committee (EPC)

April 29, 2009
Present:  Professors CJ Koepp, Ted Lossowski, Ernie Olson, and Sandy Shilepsky; Student Representative Martina DiMeglio '10; Dean Leslie Miller-Bernal; Associate Dean Cindy Speaker.
The meeting was called to order at 10:00am.  Sandy Shilepsky took minutes.

1. The minutes of 4/22/09 were unanimously approved. 
2.  Dean Miller-Bernal encouraged members of the Committee to look over the material on the globe that faculty members were asked to read for this afternoon’s meeting. Cindy Speaker put the document together and smoothed out parts of the formal reasoning section, as suggested at our last meeting.
3.  Sandy Shilepsky mentioned the concern of some of the members of the Formal Reasoning Subcommittee that there were insufficient resources to make a significant addition to the formal reasoning requirement. Committee members felt that some improvements could be made by being creative and looking at different ways of meeting the formal reasoning objectives. Committee members also stressed that EPC should plan for the ideal, even if funds were limited at this time.
4.  The Committee briefly discussed how EPC and Curriculum Committee would work together in the area of general education.  This topic will be part of a more general discussion of the issues raised at the recent meeting of the Curriculum Committee and EPC.
5.  The Committee discussed a timetable for bringing its general education proposal to the Faculty.  The goal is to have the Faculty vote on the proposal so it could be in the 2010-2011 Catalog.  This would require a vote in the April, 2010 Faculty meeting.

6.  The following comments were made while discussing the afternoon meeting:
· General education is a piece of the educational process that students share.  It is not just content.

· Wells 101 gives a model where writing is not just the responsibility of one major. Many faculty members contribute and the result is an effective use of faculty resources.

7.  For the rest of the meeting The Committee discussed the Subcommittee Report for the Modern Language Requirement.  Unlike writing, QR and CAR , language requirement responsibilities are not easily shared among the faculty.  It is a major part of what the language faculty does.  Majors in the languages generally do not take the lower level language courses. The Committee made the following changes or suggestions:
· Replace the heading “Rationale…” with the “Learning Objectives” to be consistent with our other requirements.
· Delete the objective that mentions decision-making.
· Replace the word “emphasizes” with “demonstrates” in the objective that discusses the relationship between language and culture.
· Reword the objective about the “interdependent world.”

· Delete the two objectives related to attending graduate school.
· Retitled the list that follows the objectives.
· Revise that retitled list to match changes in the Learning Objectives.

· Rewrite the Rationale for the working text for number 3 to make it more positive.
After the meeting, Ernie Olson modified the report. The new version is below.
The meeting adjourned at 10:58am.

Respectfully submitted,

Sandy Shilepsky

SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT FOR MODERN LANGUAGES GENERAL EDUCATION REQUIREMENT

MEMBERS:

Professors Scott Heinekamp, Nancy Gil, Amy Staples, Sarah Malena, and Ernie Olson Student Representative from EPC  Martina DiMeglio

DRAFT OF PROPOSAL

OVERVIEW OF LANGUAGE STUDY AT WELLS

1. Wells has moved away from classical languages

2. Wells has lost modern languages as well (for example,  Russian) (German as a major)

3. Modern languages can be expanded in the future as needed (say, Chinese,  in connection to any development of an Asian Studies program, major, or minor) (see national trends)  (Arabic might be another example of a possible addition in the future if need/interest increased) (also compare with current Japanese courses at Wells)

4. Wells will continue its current offerings for the foreseeable future with some  with possible expansion

THE SUB-COMMITTTEE’S PROPOSAL = KEEP THE LANGUAGE REQUIREMENT AT WELLS

LANGUAGE SUBSTITUTIONS: The subcommittee had a lengthy, initial discussion of the longstanding practice of allowing a range of substitutions for fulfillment of the requirement. Over the years, many substitutions have been allowed for students for whom English is not a first or primary language. Examples of substitutions include Chinese, Onondagan, Greek, Latin, and American Sign Language. 

The subcommittee recommends that these allowances continue to be an option for fulfilling the language requirement. 

LEARNING OBJECTIVES FOR THE MODERN LANGUAGES REQUIREMENT

The subcommittee also had a lengthy discussion of reasons for keeping the language requirement (see page, 34 of catalog = 1. FOREIGN LANGUAGE: Two courses at the college level in a single foreign language). 

As an integral part of a liberal arts education, the study of languages other than English …

-develops analytical and critical capabilities, aesthetic awareness, and creativity

-fosters awareness of and sensitivity to social diversity

-stimulates intellectual curiosity 

-creates greater knowledge about one’s first language

-demonstrates the relationship between language and culture

-encourages awareness of our interdependent world 

-promotes a global perspective on world events and the challenges of our complex world

-promotes intercultural exchange and dialogue

CONNECTIONS TO THE LIBERAL ARTS
Students of languages other than English…

-learn and practice the ideals of the liberal arts

-appreciate complexity and difference

-embrace new ways of knowing 

-appreciate the interdependent worlds to which they belong

-understand that the study of languages is part of life-long learning

PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE WORDING OF THE REQUIREMENT  (again, see page 34 of 2008-9 catalog:

 FOREIGN LANGUAGE: Two courses at the college level in a single foreign language). 

1. ‘Foreign language’ should be changed to ‘in a single language other than English’ 

2. “two courses” should be changed to “6-8 semester hours” to make it clear that two 1-2 credit courses will NOT fulfill the requirement. 

3.We feel the need for a clearer, more complete catalog explanation for why we have a language requirement.  

Here’s our “working text” for number 3:

Rationale:  Students will attain a basic foundation in a particular language from this experience. At the same time, students will gain an appreciation for the complexity of languages, the connections between  language and culture, and the rich diversity of languages  in a global context . 
or

Placement through examination at the 200-level.

Rationale: Students who can demonstrate expertise at this level will have already developed the skills and approaches stated above and will be able, as unique individuals (have taken a less typical path), to transfer these things outside of a language classroom in order to enrich our community and introduce others to diversity in both academic and social settings, thus illustrating the positive outcomes of the practice of the liberal arts.

ASSESSMENT

Professors Staples and N. Gil have provided a brief verbal outline of current assessment strategies in teaching languages other than English, and we can assume continued development of assessment for individual courses and majors within the area of Modern Languages. 

Respectfully submitted,

Professor Ernie Olson

Chair, subcommittee, EPC

