
 
 

 
 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
TO:   APTF Curriculum Working Group 
FROM:   Committee on Academic Policies 
SUBJECT:   Report on the curriculum proposal 
DATE:   February 11, 2013 
 

 
 
The Committee on Academic Policies thanks the Curriculum Working Group for the 
considerable thought and effort that went into the crafting of the curriculum proposal.  There are 
many positive features in the proposal, but from the feedback we’ve received from faculty, there 
some areas which we believe need further clarification.  In order that faculty can make an 
informed decision when they cast their votes for or against the proposal, we ask that you respond 
to the areas of concern.  CAP will hold another round of open hearings for faculty to discuss 
your responses. 
 
 
This report is divided into several parts, presented in increasing order of level of detail. 
 

I. Areas of significant faculty concern 
II.  Expanded comments and questions on the general areas of concern 

III.  Summary of all comments made by faculty at open hearings or communicated by e-mail. 
 
We have attempted to organize the comments and questions topically, but you will certainly find 
some overlap between these categories.  In separate documents, we have provided department 
and individual statements from those who elected to have their comments submitted to you 
verbatim. 
 
 
  



I. Areas of significant faculty concern 
 

A. Conceptual framework of the proposed core 
1. Many faculty are unconvinced that such wholesale core revision is necessary. 
2. There is concern about the level of interdisciplinarity in the proposal, both in 

terms of why it is necessary, and in terms of implementation. 
3. The lack of required courses in History, Literature, and Mathematics, which many 

consider to be important aspects of a liberal education, is troubling to some 
faculty.   

4. There is confusion about the meaning and role of  “quantitative literacy,” and its 
relationship to mathematics. 

5. Faculty need clarification of the terms “global,” and “globalization,” as well as 
their relationship to diversity, and the role of all three in the proposed core 

6. There are a number of concerns around the structure of the proposed language 
requirement. 

7. Many faculty have questions about the “Jesuit Heritage” component of the 
proposed core; in particular, the grouping of disciplines in that component. 

8. The proposal mentions required elements of the core within individual majors, but 
no details are given. 

 
B. Logistics and implementation of the proposed core 

1. Many faculty have expressed anxiety about the ability of the University to deliver 
the proposed core.  This reaches across many areas, in particular:  budget, faculty 
development and compensation, and faculty interest and ability to teach in the 
proposed core. 

2. There are questions about administration and assessment of the proposed core. 
3. There is confusion about what level of “double dipping,” i.e., using one course to 

satisfy more than one requirement, is permitted between areas of the proposed 
core and between the core and majors or minors. 

4. Given the large number of students who come to JCU with college credit from 
various sources, there is concern about how the proposed core will affect transfer 
students. 

 
  



II. Expanded comments and questions on the general areas of concern 
 

A. Why this level of core revision? 
1. If the justification depends on the mapping exercise related to the academic 

learning outcomes and the current core, there should be a discussion of the 
mapping process and its validity. 

2. How does the proposed core compare with the core curricula at other Jesuit 
institutions? 

 
B. Issues surrounding interdisciplinarity 

1. There should be a clearer rationale for why an integrative core will serve students 
better than a distributive core. 

2. What intellectual “competency” will students gain from the integrated courses? 
3. There should be evidence that sufficient numbers of faculty are willing and able 

to teach the integrated courses long-term.  Ability to teach these courses is multi-
faceted:  the faculty member’s yearly course load must allow him/her time to 
teach an integrated course; and in the case of the linked courses, there must be 
another faculty member willing and available to teach suitable partner course. 

4. How will faculty course loads be determined for the integrated courses?  (Will 
both faculty teaching a team-taught course get credit for the full number of hours 
of the course?) 

5. There should be evidence that the intricacies of scheduling  the various core 
courses, particularly the integrated courses, along with required courses for 
majors and minors, will not be overwhelming for either students, department 
chairs, or the Registrar. 

6. The explanation and description of the linked courses in the core should be 
expanded. 

7. The definitions of social science, natural science, and humanities need to be 
clarified – which departments fall into which category?  (For example, could a 
Psychology course linked with a non-science course work for the “Exploring the 
Natural World” category?) 

8. If a student fails or drops one of a pair of linked courses, what happens in relation 
to the other course? 

9. What is the role of diversity in the linked courses? 
10. Could a student take just one of a linked pair of courses, if he/she were not using 

it to satisfy a core requirement? 
11. What are the required components/prerequisites for the linked courses?  (Can they 

have disciplinary prerequisites?  Must the natural science course have a QL 
component?  Must one or both courses explore contemporary issues?  Must the 
human condition course have a diversity component? 

12. What is the desired/appropriate level of linking between the two courses in a 
linked pair?  How will this linkage be ensured?  (How will we avoid forced or 
artificial linking?) 

13. Is the expectation that all departments will offer some linked courses?  Will 
individual departments be required to offer a minimum number of sections of 
linked courses? 



 
C. Traditional liberal arts courses 

1. Rationale should be given for the removal of required courses in History, 
Literature, and Mathematics from the proposed core. 

 
D. Quantitative Literacy 

1. Quantitative literacy (or quantitative analysis) should be defined more clearly, and 
the role of mathematics in this competency area should be clarified. 

2. The implementation of the QL requirement should be clarified.  What criteria will 
be used in determining if a course is designated as QL?  Is this requirement to be 
fulfilled by an entire course in QL?  Or is a disciplinary course with a QL 
component sufficient?  Is a single QL course sufficient for “competency”? 

3. What level of expertise in QL is required of a faculty member who teaches a QL 
course?  Are there sufficient numbers of faculty with this expertise in order to 
teach the necessary number of QL courses?  And what level of interest do those 
faculty have in teaching QL courses? 

 
E. “Global/globalization” and the “Engaging the Global Community” courses 

1. The definitions of “global,” “globalization,” and “diversity” should be clarified. 
2. The proposal should clarify the role of diversity, particularly as it pertains to 

graduates’ ability to understand, accept, and interact with others at the local level. 
3. Is the focus of these courses primarily on contemporary issues? 
4. What are the required components of these courses (Ethics? Diversity? etc.), and 

what are the prerequisites (Foundational writing course? Language/culture 
course?)? 

5. The role of the writing assistant should be clarified, as should the relationship to 
the Writing Center. 

 
F. Language 

1. The rationale for requiring one semester of language for students who place at the 
200-level should be expanded.  

 
G. Jesuit Heritage 

1. Isn’t liberals arts a “Jesuit Heritage”?  What is the rationale for the name of this 
category of the core? 

2. The rationale for the inclusion of fine arts in this category should be clarified. 
3. What are the required elements for core courses in each of the disciplines listed 

here?  (Is every Art History or Philosophy or Religious Studies course a core 
course?  Or must core courses have some features that are not necessarily required 
in other courses in the disciplines?) 

4. What is the rationale for not requiring a course in Ethics? 
 

H. Components of the core within majors 
1. How will oral expression be demonstrated in the major? 
2. What are the required components of the writing intensive course within the 

major?  What is the approval process for these courses? 



3. The “capstone experience” within the major needs a more detailed description.  
Must it be at the senior level?  Must it be a common experience for all majors in a 
particular discipline (i.e., a common senior seminar, or a research requirement in 
the major, etc.)?  What are the goals?  What’s the rationale for the requirement?  
How many credits must it be?  Is there an approval process for capstone 
experiences? 

4. Double dipping between the major and the core is prohibited for the foundational 
writing and oral communication courses, but not for the QL course.  Why? 

 
I. University resources 

1. What are the projected budget implications of the proposed core, both for the 
initial implementation and for year-to-year maintenance?  There should be a 
formal indication from the Budget Committee that the University has the 
necessary funds, without decreasing the budgets of other continuing programs. 

2. There should be an estimate of the impact of the proposed core on individual 
departments.  Which departments would see their seat counts go up/down in 
traditional disciplinary courses?  By approximately how much?  In what areas 
would the University need to hire more faculty?  Roughly how many linked 
courses would each department be expected to offer each year?  Roughly how 
many faculty would each department be expected to contribute to teaching 
courses in “Engaging the Global Community”?  How will offering core courses 
affect departments’ ability to continue to offer courses in their majors, minors, 
and other interdisciplinary programs?  (Although it may be possible that some 
linked courses satisfy major requirements, it would not be practical for students to 
satisfy all of their major requirements through linked courses.) 

3. How will implementation of this core impact long-term hiring decisions and the 
use of part time faculty?  If full-time faculty are teaching the integrated courses 
for nonmajors, who will teach the courses for majors? 

4. Will there be faculty development opportunities (in the form of grants, course 
load reductions, etc.) to compensate faculty for the time they will devote to 
teaching integrated courses, particularly if such courses differ greatly from 
courses they currently teach. 

5. Will time spent on course development be valued at the same level as 
scholarship/research during a faculty member’s annual evaluation?  (Will faculty 
be penalized for doing course development instead of spending that time on 
scholarship?) 

 
J. Administration and assessment 

1. By what means will the proposed core be administered?  Will there be a 
committee analogous to the current UCC?  What will be the charge of this group?  
To whom will it report? 

2. What will be the approval process for core courses, particularly the integrated 
courses? 

3. How will individual courses be assessed within the core, particularly the 
integrated courses? 

4. How will the proposed core as a whole be assessed?  How often? 



5. How will the iteration of the foundational competencies throughout the core be 
tracked?  (Will students have to “collect” a certain number courses that 
incorporate each competency?  Or are there particular courses, or categories of 
courses, that have required competency components and that all students are 
required to take?) 

 
K. Double dipping 

1. The extent to which double dipping is allowed within the core, and between the 
core and majors, should be a separate section of the proposal, instead of being 
mentioned piecemeal within the descriptions of the various components of the 
core. 

2. Rationale should be given for restrictions on double dipping. 
 

L. Transfer credit issues 
1. What, if any, exceptions or substitutions will be accepted for students who enter 

JCU with credit from other sources (transfer credit, AP, IB, etc.)?  This question 
is particularly relevant as it pertains to the integrated courses.  (What happens to a  
student who has transfer credit for a traditional version of one half of a linked pair 
of courses?) 

2. How will the proposed core affect students who elect to study abroad? 
 
 
  



III.  Summarized comments and questions from faculty and department 
 (Note:  Some of these comments also appear in Parts I or II.) 

A. Positive aspects 

1. Reduction in credit hours, both for the core and for graduation requirements. 
2. Under the current core, some majors don’t allow students much flexibility in their 

choice of core courses.  The proposed core allows for more student choices. 
3. Offers more flexibility for faculty in course offerings; increased opportunity for 

creativity in designing courses, since we won’t need so many disciplinary courses at 
the introductory level. 

4. Interdisciplinarity and Integration 
5. Recurring emphasis on writing and oral expression 
6. The senior seminar 
7. Global Community course 
8. Linked courses and the accompanying faculty development can energize faculty. 
9. The ways in which the proposed core maps to the academic learning outcomes. 
10. Course in QL (distinct from mathematics) 

B. Why is wholesale core revision necessary? 

1. We could be more intentional about implementing and portraying the current core. 
2. If we make the core more meaningful, maybe we can cut down on the amount of 

transient credits students earn elsewhere. 
3. Lack of current flexibility to earn minors, etc., is due to major requirements, not core 

requirements.   
4. The mapping exercise of the institutional outcomes of learning objectives to our 

current core that was done by the APTF Curriculum Working Group was insufficient. 
This mapping should be done again, by faculty actively teaching the relevant courses 
in the current core.  Are there courses we currently teach that could be added to the 
current core curriculum that would reinforce the learning outcomes?  This should be 
part of the mapping exercise. 

5. One of the criticisms of the current core is that students view it as a “laundry list” of 
requirements.  What’s to prevent the same thing happening in the proposed core?  If 
students can “count” one course for more than one core requirement, or for the core 
and their major, they’ll be more inclined to try to take that course, regardless of their 
level of interest in the subject.  

6. A comment was made that the proposed core would halt or reverse declining 
enrollment.  Is there data to support this?  What are the selling points of the proposed 
core to prospective students?  Were current students consulted as to whether the 
proposed core would make them more or less likely to attend JCU? 

7. Do the majority of prospective students express interest in traditional departmental 
majors?  Might a highly integrative core be off-putting to those students? 

8. Revision of the current core could, for example, make QL a required component of 
Division III or IV courses, or add QL as a “letter” course distinct from a core 
division.  Similarly for Fine Arts. 



9. Faculty could vote to eliminate specific requirements of the current core if they feel 
those components are no longer necessary or desirable. 

10. Criteria for core courses under the current core could be rewritten if necessary to 
better fit the institutional academic learning outcomes. 

11. The current core gives students a great deal of flexibility to choose groups of courses 
that complement each other or the students’ major or minor; indeed, many students 
discover interest in a minor by taking core courses.  Does the proposed core really 
offer the same level of flexibility? 

12. Is our current core really “too big”?  Students, even those in majors with large 
numbers of required courses and support sequences, manage to graduate on time, and 
many also complete minors or second majors, and still have time to participate in 
extracurricular activities.  And with more students coming to JCU with AP and other 
forms of transfer credit, we already have many students taking fewer courses at JCU 
than was the case in the past. 

13. In the comparison of the size of core curricula on page 27 of the proposal, there is no 
indication of the extent to which the core curriculum hours may overlap with major 
requirements.  Without this and other information, it is difficult to determine what 
this data really means.  And why not apply the 2/3 conversion to the number of hours 
for the schools on the quarter system? 

14. What evidence is there that students would find the proposed core more relevant or 
less burdensome than they do the current core?  To what extent is attitude about the 
core curriculum (whatever that curriculum might be) part of the John Carroll 
academic climate? 

C. Alternate core models 

1. Given that the APTF Curriculum Working Group, early in the process, indicated that 
they would present multiple core models for faculty to choose from, many faculty 
have expressed concern that there is not an alternate proposal under consideration. 

2. How does this hybrid model provide a better learning experience for our students than 
a distributive or fully integrated model would? 

3. Several faculty have suggested alternate configurations of required core courses.  
These sample cores are in the appendix to this report. 

D. Disciplines 

1. Movement away from disciplinarity is not good. E.g., students whose only exposure 
to a history course is part of a linked course aren’t really getting an introduction to the 
discipline of history. 

2. Some student awareness of disciplinary distinctions is important.  (Why an AC class 
isn’t an MT class; why some other course isn’t a PL course.) 

3. The only two disciplines the proposal recognizes as distinct are RL and PL.  All 
others are either linked as a category, or linked within courses. 

 

 



E. General 

1. Faculty need to be able to see how/where they fit into the proposed core, so there 
should be flexibility in the way in which we define boundaries. 

2. Under the proposed core, some faculty’s current courses will be eliminated or the 
number of sections will be dramatically reduced.  The common answer to the 
question of what these people will teach in exchange has typically been “linked 
courses.”  This presupposes that the affected faculty are interested in teaching linked 
courses, and that they teach subjects that can be linked to courses by other existing 
faculty (and that those other faculty are willing to teach those linked courses). 

3. By what means will the proposed core be administered?  Will there be a committee 
analogous to the current UCC?  What will be the charge of this group?  To whom will 
it report? 

4. There is concern that this proposal will pass solely because enough faculty support 
the reduction in hours.  Can we make sure that faculty who vote are considering the 
academic merits of the proposal? 

5. In the short term, what is our capacity for teaching courses required for both the new 
and old core, along with major requirements, simultaneously during the transition 
period? 

6. Many aspects of the current core will be lost under the proposed core.  What are we 
(students and faculty) getting in the new core in exchange for these losses?   

7. Some departments will experience little to no change under the proposed core, while 
others will have to dramatically reduce their offerings while their faculty will be 
forced to teach integrated courses.  How will this change affect departmental 
offerings for majors, and faculty scholarship? 

8. What is meant by a “high impact pedagogy”?  (Page 1 of the proposal) 
9. The map of learning outcomes on pages 21-23 of the proposal shows remarkably few 

learning outcomes addressed by the major.  Is that because the map only considers 
aspects of the major that are discussed in the proposal?  If so, that should be made 
clear. 

10. The lack of required courses in History, Math, and Literature is seen as troubling.  
These are distinctly part of the Jesuit Heritage, and eliminating them is seen by some 
to be sacrificing some of the greatest strengths of our current core. 

11. Students need an historical perspective.  They need to recognize that their actions 
occur in not only an  historical as well as social and political context. 

12. Where does Cleveland’s rich cultural history have a place in this core? 
13. Where are the opportunities for experiential learning? 
14. There should be a timetable and mechanism for evaluating the core once it’s 

implemented. 
15. The Common Core State Standards state that at most 30% of the “literature” that 

students study in high school should be fiction.  Our future students will be coming to 
college underexposed to literature, so we need to fill the gap with (at least one) 
required literature course. 

16. The core disposes of the idea that there is a common body of knowledge that 
university-educated students should have to know.  There is merit to requiring a 
“Great Books” or “Western Civilization” course. 



17. Even though our students have taken many years of math courses before coming to 
JCU, school mathematics is different a university level mathematics experience.  
University level mathematics teaches students about sophisticated reasoning.  
Mathematical thinking is fundamentally different than other types of thinking – this is 
why many students typically don’t want to take mathematics.  Isn’t it our 
responsibility to ensure that they experience this type of thinking? 

18. All mathematics courses address the learning outcomes of:  2) Develop habits of 
critical analysis and aesthetic appreciation; 3) Apply creative and innovative thinking;  
4) Communicate skillfully in multiple forms of expression;  and as such, have a 
valuable place in the core curriculum 

19. The 27 other Jesuit institutions have a Mathematics requirement or a QL requirement 
that includes mathematics.  Some have both a QL and a Mathematics requirement.  
Do we really want to be the only one of the 28 that doesn’t allow Mathematics as part 
of the core curriculum? 

20. Mathematics is part of the Jesuit Heritage; it is part of the original Liberal Arts. 
21. Why does the “Exploring the Natural World” course not require a lab component? 
22. An “anchor” for first year students, that helps them transition from high school to the 

intellectual and academic environment of the university.  This could be a graduation 
requirement as opposed to a core requirement, but we should have the discussion. 

23. The focus on interdisciplinarity in this proposal seems extreme. 
24. This proposal doesn’t take interdisciplinarity far enough.  (We heard this only once.) 
25. The Curriculum Working Group met with individual departments early in the 

development process to discuss broad ideas about the core curriculum.  Now that a 
more complete proposal exists, should they meet again with departments, or groups of 
departments, to discuss more specific details? 

26. There are a lot of “moving” parts that will make scheduling difficult, from both the 
student and faculty perspective, especially for students whose majors require large 
numbers of support courses or labs.  Linked courses are essentially a 6-credit block 
that students have to take in a single semester, and schedule around their other 
courses.  The Registrar seconds this observation, from the point of view of classroom 
scheduling.  Another concern is that faculty teaching a linked course can’t teach at the 
time their partner is teaching the other section of the linked pair.   

27. Providing linked science courses to provide enough flexibility for the 100 or so BL 
and CH majors who graduate each year will put a strain on those departments. 

28. When would students declare their majors, and how does that relate to the core? 
29. The proposed core would require more intense, intentional academic advising.  What 

support and faculty development will be available for this?  How will we ensure that 
advisors are advising students well? 

30. We need to be aware that the transition period between the new core (whatever it may 
be) and the current core may well be more than two years:  What will happen to 
students who enter the university under the current core, leave for a while, and are 
readmitted after the new core goes into effect?   

31. The transition committee (or whatever it will be called) will need to consider which 
core (old or new) applies to transfer students (with 30+ hours?  with 60+ hours?) who 
enter the university at the time the new core is implemented. 



32. The burden of teaching courses in the proposed core, particularly the global studies 
course and the linked courses, will fall to departments with low numbers of majors or 
whose majors require a relatively small number of hours.  What will be the effect on 
these departments’ abilities to maintain and expand their major and minor programs 
and to develop new courses within their majors? 

33. “Any move towards interdisciplinarity must logically begin with the interrogation of 
disciplinary boundaries, of the very concepts of disciplines and departments.  That 
interrogation would then also entail a critical examination of our major programs.  It 
appears instead that a decision was made to revise the core without requiring any 
revision of major programs.  Does the APTF plan to address the issue of major 
revision at all?” 

34. “Page 4 of the proposal states:  “We believe that the design of the entire core 
underscores essential principles of Ignatian pedagogy. With its emphasis on currency, 
relevance, communication skills, care for the learning of each student, discernment, 
and justice, the proposed core draws up and prizes the rich history of Jesuit 
education.”  This seems to use alternative language, and is lacking in completeness.  
Why not use the IPP (Ignatian Pedagogical Paradigm) language?” 

F. Faculty Interest 

1. Working Group members indicated that they had a desire to gauge the level of faculty 
interest before “pricing out” the proposed core in terms of staffing and budget issues.  
Many faculty have expressed concerns about the university’s ability to deliver the 
proposed core, and so some of these issues must be addressed before a vote can be 
taken. 

2. There are various estimates of the number of faculty required to teach the 
interdisciplinary courses in the proposed core: 

3. at 28 sections per year for an incoming class of 700 students, 56 faculty will be 
required to teach the global community course 

4. 30 sections of linked courses (times 2, since they’re in pairs) needed every semester 
5. 78 faculty each semester, on a continuing basis, to teach the global studies and linked 

courses.  (The Registrar agrees with these staffing estimates.) 
6. We understand that this staffing need is not in addition to current faculty, because a 

number of courses, or sections of courses, that are currently being taught would be 
eliminated under the proposed core.  But it shouldn’t be taken for granted that faculty 
are willing to trade their current courses for new integrated courses. 

7. We need hard evidence that we can we “deliver” this core long-term.  (I.e., are there a 
sufficient number of faculty interested in teaching these courses, and are there 
financial resources available to not just get the core curriculum off the ground, but to 
keep it functioning well for the next 15-20 years)? 

8. Faculty approval of this core is not synonymous with being enthusiastic or even 
willing to teach in it. 

9. What is the level of interest in teaching QL courses among faculty in departments 
outside of MT/CS? 

 



G. Impact 

1. What is the long term impact of this core on the shift in faculty course rotations and 
department schedules?  Will there be pressure on faculty to teach integrated courses 
because courses they have traditionally taught will no longer be offered?  How will 
this affect faculty retention? 

2. What will be the impact on departments with small numbers of majors, whose 
primary role in the past has been to support the core? 

3. How will the demands of teaching in the core affect the ability of departments to offer 
courses required for other programs (majors/minors)? 

4. How would this core impact transfer students?  And students with AP credit? 
5. How would this core impact students who study abroad?  (Currently, students usually 

take core courses during their study abroad experiences.  But many of the courses in 
the proposed core wouldn’t be an option while studying abroad.) 

6. How will implementation of this core impact long-term hiring decisions and the use 
of part time faculty?  If full-time faculty are teaching the integrated courses for 
nonmajors, who teaches the courses for majors? 

7. There would have to be investigation to determine the appropriate number of, for 
example, literature or AH courses should be offered each semester in order to meet 
demand.  Department chairs cannot rely on data from the current core for these 
scheduling decisions. 

8. Assuming that most students will need to take two semesters of foundational writing 
courses, the EN department does not currently have the resources needed to provide 
writing assistants for the globalization course. 

H. Guarantee of support 

1. At the December Board of Directors Meeting, some board members expressed 
concerns about the cost and staffing of the proposed core. 

2. Working Group members have indicated that they’ve heard from John Day and others 
that implementation and budget details “will be taken care of.”  Some formal 
commitment of resources is necessary. 

3. What resources will be necessary for faculty development surrounding the teaching of 
integrated courses?  (For example, some faculty may have to “retool” in order to 
teach these courses.)  Can and will the University provide these resources?  And will 
this support come at the expense of existing programs and departments? 

4. What level of long-term support is the University willing and able to commit to this 
core, in the sense of full time faculty hiring if necessary? 

5. What support and incentives will be offered to faculty for creating integrated/linked 
courses?   

6. What guarantee is there that course development will be rewarded as part of the 
faculty evaluation process?  (Why should faculty divert their limited time away from 
other forms of scholarship when the CAS dean has indicated that course development 
does not “count” as scholarship, and scholarship is necessary for salary increases?) 

 



I. Number of hours 

1. What is the (academic) rationale for the decrease in number of hours in the core 
curriculum?  Is there evidence that our current core affects enrollment? 

2. Has anyone mapped out a sample timeline for students’ completion of this core in 
addition to their major requirements?  (To make sure that it’s possible to schedule 
everything in four years.) 

3. Will the reduction to 120 hours required for graduation have a “real” impact on our 
students?  Many of them are in majors that have course requirements bearing credit 
loads of other than 3 credits, and the proposed global community course is 4 credits, 
so many students will still have semester when they are carrying 16+ credit hour 
loads. 

4. The current core requirements overlap with requirements in many majors, whereas 
the proposed core does not provide as much overlap.  So the reduction in hours in the 
proposed core may not translate to a real reduction in required hours outside of a 
student’s major. 

5. For most students, the reduction of hours in the core and the reduction in hours for 
graduation will be approximately equal, so there is not really any more freedom for 
students to pursue minors, etc. 

J. Diversity 

1. Our students need more intentional education related to diversity and inclusion.  The 
current diversity courses in the core typically don’t address race at all. 

2. Many of the incidences of bias that occur between students on campus happen 
because the “majority” students don’t understand or recognize why what they’re 
doing is wrong. 

3. Our students of color experience events very differently than other students.  
Awareness of these differences should have a place in the curriculum. 

4. Students may see the global studies course as about people who live in “other places”; 
our students also need to learn about diversity among the people they live and interact 
with on a regular basis.   

5. It is possible for students to complete the global studies course in a valid and valuable 
way without having to address issues of diversity and inclusion that will confront 
them in everyday life. 

6. Should issues of diversity, inclusion, and marginalization be a required component of 
the “Examining the Human Experience” linked courses?  If so, this should be written 
explicitly in the proposal, and in such a way that these courses will address diversity 
more effectively than the “D” courses in the current core. 

7. Students need experiences with contemporary diversity.  (So a while a course that 
deals with diversity in 16th century England may be interesting and valid for 
satisfying other parts of the core, it is not sufficient for preparing students to live it 
modern society.) 

8. That said, we shouldn’t define diversity in solely in terms of current events.  There is 
a historical component to diversity that cannot be overlooked.   

9. As with writing, oral expression, and QL, students need iterative exposure to issues of 
diversity; diversity should be a “core cultural competency.” 



10. Education in diversity must include exploration of identity and difference.  Our 
students experience anxiety about difference on campus, and that should be addressed 
in the curriculum, not just in occasional workshops. 

K. Foundational competencies 

1. What (if any) specific courses would students be expected to take to satisfy these 
requirements?  Or can students satisfy these through a wide variety of courses? 

2. Why isn’t language/culture a “foundational competency”? 

L. Writing 

1. How does the reduced number of required courses in composition help with our 
students who, as a whole, don’t write well?  Are writing experiences in other content 
courses more effective than additional courses where writing is the main focus? 

2. The approach to writing seems random.  There should be a four-year plan for types of 
writing:  an outline of specific skills students should have after their first year, after 
their second year, etc.  There should be intentional reinforcement of what students 
learn in their writing courses.  Should there be a writing component in the linked 
courses? 

3. Will adding formal writing requirements and expectations to more courses decrease 
faculty interest in teaching those courses? 

4. The increased writing requirements across the curriculum will foster discussions 
between other departments and the Department of English. 

5. Will the first writing course be housed in the Department of English?  Does it need to 
be? 

6. What level of placement will permit students to take just a single foundational course 
in writing?  The EN department recommendation is that students who currently place 
into EN114-116 could be served by a single course, but students who place at the EN 
111-112 level really do need a full year of writing instruction, and students who place 
at the EN 103-104 level have sufficient deficiencies in writing that they require an 8 
hour sequence instead of just six hours. 

7. The addition of a writing assistant who is not a primary instructor seems to separate 
the writing component of the course from the content. 

8. Currently, the Writing Program doesn’t have a separate budget.  If the writing 
requirement in the core is moved away from the Department of English, then the 
Writing Program will need its own budget. 

9. What is the role of the Writing Center in the proposed core? 
10. Any new writing courses beyond the first year should grow out of the curriculum 

students experience as part of the first-year writing program.   
 



M. Quantitative Literacy 

1. Should require a higher level of engagement from students:  “Quantitative Analysis.”  
Students should be able to put quantitative information into context and make sense 
of it; they should be able to understand the “story” that the data is telling.  They 
should learn to not jump to a conclusion based on quantitative information without 
first thinking deeply about that information. 

2. The proposed core requires “foundational” courses in writing and oral expression, 
(presumably) taught by experts in those areas.  Why is there no “foundational” course 
required for QL? 

3. Should be reiterated throughout curriculum, in the same way that the other “core 
competencies” are.  One or even two courses is not sufficient for developing 
“competency,” particularly since the way that quantitative information is used and 
interpreted varies greatly depending on context.  Ways in which this competency is to 
be achieved should be explicit in the proposal.  (Is the “natural world linked” course 
required to have a QL component?  What about the global studies course? Should 
either or both of these have a QL prerequisite?)  Students are not as comfortable 
working with quantitative information as they are with writing, so QL should be 
reinforced throughout the curriculum, just as writing is. 

4. Most institutions that have a QL/QA/QR requirement allow students to satisfy that 
requirement with a course in Mathematics.  The complete elimination of Mathematics 
from the core curriculum is nonstandard. 

5. Examples of courses that would satisfy this requirement would be helpful in defining 
it. 

6. Why is Calculus explicitly excluded?  Wouldn’t this create a problem for students 
whose majors require Calculus? 

7. Is this requirement to be fulfilled by an entire course in QL?  Or is a disciplinary 
course with a QL component sufficient?  Note:  There is disagreement on the answer 
to these questions, even within the Department of Mathematics and Computer 
Science. 

8. The QL requirement should not come at the expense of a Mathematics requirement. 
9. A QL requirement that cannot be satisfied by a course in Mathematics will actively 

discourage non math and science students from taking Mathematics courses.  How is 
this good for the University, or for those students? 

10. What criteria will be used in determining if a course is designated as QL? 
11. The determination of whether a course satisfies the QL requirement should be made 

by a committee of people who are experts in QL, not by a general core committee. 
12. QL as a requirement is a new idea at JCU.  Implementing this requirement will take a 

large, concerted effort by the entire faculty.  There should be a specific plan for 
educating faculty and implementing courses. 

13. At least one (the first) QL course should be taught by faculty who have significant 
expertise in this area, in the same way that the first writing course should be taught be 
people who have deep technical knowledge of writing.  While there are many faculty 
who use quantitative information (and writing) regularly in their work, they do not 
necessary have the background to teach the “nuts and bolts” foundations of QL (and 
writing).  What evidence do we have that we have sufficient faculty with the 
necessary background to teach this foundational QL information? 



N. Integrated courses 

1. In team-taught courses, will the enrollment threshold be higher than in courses with a 
single instructor? 

2. In team-taught courses, how will faculty teaching loads be counted?  (Does each 
faculty member who participates in teaching one section of a the global community 
course get credit for teaching a four credit course?) 

3. Will department budgets be tied to seat counts?  (And how are seat counts computed 
for interdisciplinary courses?) 

4. Members of the APTF Curriculum Working Group have said that all departments 
could participate in linked courses.  Would all departments be required to support the 
core by participating in integrated courses if their departmental offerings are not part 
of the core?  (e.g., BSOB, ED) 

5. What happens when a student finds it necessary to drop one course in a linked pair?  
This is particularly relevant for students taking fewer than 18 hours, as dropping six 
credits means they are no longer full-time students.  This can have serious financial 
aid repercussions. 

6. What happens when a student fails one of a pair of linked courses?  (If dropping one 
of a pair of linked courses requires dropping both courses, we’re likely going to see a 
larger number of failures than we would otherwise, due to the other implications of 
dropping six credits in one semester.)  Would the student need to retake both courses 
in the pair, or could they just retake the course they failed? 

7. Intentional interdisciplinarity and linked courses can be done within the current core. 
8. The current core is already interdisciplinary in Division IV.  There are opportunities 

to evolve the current core for more interdisciplinarity in MT, HS, Literature. 
9. The definitions of social science, science, and humanities need to be spelled out – 

which departments fall into which category?  (For example, would a Psychology 
course linked with a non-science course work for the “Exploring the Natural World” 
courses?)  Where do the Boler School of Business and the Department of Education 
fit in? 

O. Engaging the Global Community 

1. An APTF Curriculum Working Group members commented  in an open hearing that 
There would be a philosophy component that would offset the reduction in required 
courses in philosophy.  If so, this should be specified as a required component of the 
course. 

2. Given the evident “failure” of the restructuring of FYS to engage faculty interest, 
what evidence is there that this course, which has many structural similarities to FYS, 
will be successful?   

3. This course could, in fact, be much more difficult to teach than FYS, since students 
can take it at any point during their time at JCU. 

4. What criteria must be met by a proposed course in “Engaging the Global 
Community”?  (A similar question should be answered for the linked courses.) 

5. Would the “writing assistants” for the global studies course be the faculty and 
graduate students who are displaced from the lack of a second required composition 
course?  How would their course load be determined? 



6. Why not make the global community course a sequence of linked courses?  I.e., why 
is this course different than the other integrated experiences in the proposed core? 

7. Why is this the only team-taught course among the integrated courses? 
8. Why is this a four-credit course? 
9. This course should have a writing course as a prerequisite.   
10. Should it also have a QL prerequisite? 
11. What is the geographical scope of “global learning”?  Does it require areas separated 

by an ocean? 
12. This course was described in an open hearing as promoting an awareness of an area 

“outside”; it should discuss a process of interconnectedness involving the economy 
and ethics.  If this is in fact what the Curriculum Working Group envisions, it should 
be spelled out in the proposal. 

13. Must this course deal with contemporary society?  What about a historical perspective 
on globalization?  (In the current core, international courses can be historical in 
nature.)   

14. We need definitions, or at least illustrative examples, of “global,” “globalization” and 
“diversity.” 

15. Should the global studies course include a lab component, which would force the 
inclusion of time for students to working on writing during class meetings? 

16. Forcing team-teaching doesn’t necessarily force interdisciplinarity and integration, 
particularly without faculty development support. 

P. Linked Courses 

1. Under “Expectations” in the descriptions of the two pairs of linked courses, we see 
“These courses should not be an introduction to a discipline, but rather an exploration 
of a particular topic.”  Why shouldn’t these courses be introductory?  The current 
description prohibits linkings such as Calculus and Physics, which are two disciplines 
that are so linked as to be practically intertwined.  To what extent will this description 
force science majors to take yet another science course on top of their major 
requirements?  

2. Students currently decide for themselves to take sequences of related courses (they 
provide the “linkage” themselves, in ways that interest them).  The proposed core 
would limit these students’ options to a specific pair (not three or four) of courses 
based on faculty interest, which must be taken in the same semester, instead of spread 
out over several semesters. 

3. The linkage between these courses should be even more intentional than described in 
the proposal:  should be team-taught, or at the very least the instructor of the other 
course should be available to visit as needed; should be taught back-to-back; both 
courses should be the creation of both faculty members involved (this could rule out 
the conversion of existing courses to linked courses); the courses need to model the 
integration of disciplines for the students. 

4. Many linked courses (MT was presented as an example) would have to be at a low 
level, since students wouldn’t have the necessary prerequisite knowledge for deeper 
study. 



5. The proposed manner of linking courses makes problematic assumptions about the 
interconnectedness of knowledge. First, “obvious” connections (such as between 
philosophy of mind and psychology) are privileged over more subtle connections 
(such as between philosophy of mind and astronomy—or whatever else a student 
might choose to take instead). Second, it is assumed that valuing connectedness and 
integration in learning is more important than, for example, contrast and variety. 
Third, the ends (of providing connected learning experiences) are assumed to justify 
the means (of forcing it). In sum, then, the proposed linkage system runs the risk of 
undermining rather than promoting connectedness in learning.  (Copied directly from 
the PL department statement.) 

6. Make it clear that a pair of linked courses must be taken by a student in the same 
semester. 

7. Make it clear that linked courses are in pairs only.  E.g., students can’t take BL 100 
and choose whether to link it with either PS 100 or SC 100. 

8. Make it clear that sections of linked courses are paired.  E.g. if the BL 100/SC 100 
pairing is offered twice in the same semester, students in BL 100-51 must register for 
SC 100-51. 

9. There is concern that, with current staffing, adding AH linked courses to the 
curriculum would make it difficult or impossible to offer sufficient sections of AH 
courses for majors and the “Jesuit Heritage” part of the core. 

10. For faculty teaching linked courses, the option of who to link with depends on the 
other person’s availability to teach linked courses, given their departmental 
obligations to majors or stand-alone core courses.  So the opportunities for linking 
courses may be fewer than the Curriculum Working Group envisions. 

11. If students are going to satisfy their core requirements intentionally, they’ll need to 
know several semesters in advance what linked courses are planned, and in what 
semesters they’ll be taught.  Is it feasible or even possible to plan the integrated 
courses that far in advance?   

12. What happens when a faculty member teaching a linked course goes on medical or 
family leave (often unplanned)?  Or a faculty member planning to teach a linked 
course gets a Grauel Fellowship?  How does that affect the students who were 
planning to take the courses? 

13. There is an expectation that linked courses will be taught by full-time faculty.  How 
will that impact the sciences (or at least BL), where many of the courses for 
nonmajors are now taught by part-time faculty?  Biology estimates that it will require 
two additional full-time faculty lines in order to teach its share of integrated courses 
while maintaining its commitment to the BL majors. 

14. Can a pair of linked courses be from the same discipline (e.g., History)?  Or a pair of 
science courses (e.g., BL-CH)? 

15. What happens with a transfer student who has already taken one of a pair of linked 
courses elsewhere? 

16. Would departments be given a “quota” of integrated courses that they must teach in a 
given semester? 

17. Don’t forget about EN 291 (Environmental Literature) as a possibility as part of an 
“Exploring the Natural World” linked pair. 



18. There is a collegiality aspect to teaching linked courses.  Just because two faculty 
members individually teach subjects that could be linked doesn’t mean that they can 
agree on how to link their courses, or that they get along well enough to provide a 
good experience for their students. 

19. Teaching linked courses with the same partner faculty member may get old after a 
while, but may be unavoidable for some faculty with limited linking opportunities. 

20. If transfer students are required to take both pairs of linked courses at JCU, that could 
add a semester to the time required to graduate.  Would this deter transfer students 
from coming to JCU?   

21. How do we guard against forced or artificial linking of courses? 

Q. Language 

1. What is the rationale for having a two-tiered language competency requirement – 
third semester competency for some students, and second-semester competency for 
others? 

2. For students who take three semesters of language under the proposed core, the 8 
hour decrease in required core credits exactly matches the 8 hour decrease in required 
credit for graduation.  How does this give students more flexibility to complete 
minors, second majors, etc.? 

3. The increased emphasis on global learning is paired with a decreased emphasis on 
foreign language. 

4. Students who continue their language from high school may resent having to take 
three semesters of that language in college. 

5. For incoming students who place into a higher level language course, there is 
decreased motivation to study a new language in college. 

6. As an alternative, leave the language requirement as it currently is, but devise ways to 
actively prevent students from “cheating the system” – i.e., retaking language at a 
lower level than necessary. 

7. The current language requirement exposes students to language and culture.  Students 
who place out of lower level language courses in the proposed core will have less 
exposure to culture. 

8. The “pedagogical arc” in Modern Languages is one year in length, so requiring three 
semesters of a language is problematic.  Suggest changing the requirement to two 
years at the level of placement for students continuing the language they studied in 
high school (even if this is the 100-level); students who place at the equivalent of the 
third year level may elect to waive the requirement.  The opportunity to waive the 
requirement may persuade students to not intentionally do poorly on the placement 
test so that they can have an “easier” language experience by retaking language at a 
level they’ve already mastered. 

9. Study of another language and culture gives students insights into their own language 
and culture.  (Not sure what point this person is trying to make – simply that study of 
language is important, or that there should be a deeper language requirement?) 

10. The ability to test out of multiple semesters of the language requirement assumes that 
the student’s high school language experience had a cultural component.  Can we 
guarantee this was the case?  Perhaps students who place above the 201 level should 
be required to take an additional course that focuses on culture? 



11. The current core makes exceptions for students with certain types of disabilities, and 
for students for whom English is a second language.  Would the proposed core allow 
for those or similar exceptions? 

12. Under the proposed core, language placement testing procedures would have to 
change:  the placement test would have to be given on campus during student 
orientation, instead of online before students arrive on campus; we would have to 
come up with placements tests for the 6  languages we teach for which we do not 
currently have a placement test. 

13. Should the language placement test require a spoken component?  Is that feasible? 

R. Jesuit Heritage 

1. Is there a rationale for the specific number of courses required in each of the three 
areas? 

2. The focus on competence instead of exploration is contrary to the premise of a liberal 
education. 

3. This phrase suggests that the courses in this category have no contemporary 
relevance; they are included for nostalgic purposes. 

S. Philosophy 

1. Alumni report that their PL courses were one of the most valuable aspects of their 
JCU education, so there is concern about the reduction in the PL requirement.  In 
particular, BSOB students learn valuable writing and logic skills in these courses. 

2. Students do a significant amount of writing in their Philosophy courses, so decreasing 
the Philosophy requirement decreases students’ exposure to writing. 

3. Why not require a separate course in Ethics, rather than just making Ethics a 
component of the introductory course?   

T. Religious Studies 

1. The rationale for Theology and Religious Studies includes “... there is particular 
attention to the Roman Catholic tradition.”  Does this mean that every core RL course 
must do this?  (What about a course in Buddhism, for example?)  This requires 
clarification. 

2. In the learning outcomes map on pp. 21-23, RL courses satisfy 2C, 3B, 3C, 5A, 5B, 
6A, 7A 

U. Fine Arts 

1. Fine Arts should include Dance. 
2. The Art History, Literature, Film (criticism) component of this requirement should 

include Music History. 
3. Art History and Literature aren’t really Fine Arts; Fine Arts require creative 

expression. 
4. Art History isn’t part of the “Jesuit Heritage” and shouldn’t be labeled that way.  

More generally, what is the relationship of Fine Arts to the Jesuit Heritage? 



5. A single course requirement doesn’t reflect commitment to the development of 
“aesthetic competency.” 

6. There is concern that the rationale for including this area in the core will not seem 
compelling to students. 

7. If Literature fulfills an “aesthetic appreciation” requirement, then so do History and 
Mathematics. 

8. There is concern that if we define a “Fine Arts” component that includes areas like 
Art History and Literature that don’t require any creative acts on the parts of students, 
then there will not be sufficient incentive for the institution to invest in “real” Fine 
Arts in the future. 

9. Classifying Literature as a “Fine Art” makes no sense to many faculty. 
10. This section does not distinguish between historical arts and creative arts. 
11. JCU doesn’t currently have sufficient faculty and space to provide Fine Arts as a core 

requirement.  This would require significant investment in full-time faculty in the 
areas of Studio Arts, Music, etc.  Using only part time faculty to teach these courses 
creates a divide with full time faculty, and sends the message to students that these 
courses are not an important part of the curriculum/mission of the University. 

12. We currently have only one space for teaching studio arts, and it has no natural light.  
What resources are available to allow us to teach more studio arts courses? 

13. It would be wrong to have the creative arts (studio art, music, dance, etc.) taught only 
by part time faculty, who do not participate in faculty discussion and who tend to not 
see their place in the “big picture” of the student academic experience. 

V. Relationship to Major 

1. The “capstone experience” within the major needs a much more detailed description.  
Must it be at the senior level?  Must it be a common experience for all majors in a 
particular discipline (i.e., a common senior seminar, or a research requirement in the 
major, etc.)?  What are the goals?  What’s the rationale for the requirement?  How 
many credits must it be? 

2. Double dipping between the major and the core is prohibited for the foundational 
writing and oral communication courses, but not for the QL course.  Why? 

3. Is each discipline expected to develop a QL course? 
4. Are there guidelines for how the oral expression and presentation component should 

factor into the major?  Is a power point presentation in one course sufficient? 
5. The required writing component within the major needs to be more flexible than the 

“W” course in the current core.  Some aspects of the current requirements, such as 
peer review, are why some departments do not currently have “W” courses in their 
majors. 

6. The capstone experience will probably come at the expense of courses currently 
required for the student’s major.   

7. Departments with large numbers of majors probably do not have sufficient faculty to 
direct individual research projects for all of their students (particularly given the 
institutional history of not giving teaching credit for directing student research).   

8. Again, departments with large numbers of majors would have to teach multiple 
sections (3-5) of a senior seminar, which takes faculty away from teaching other 
courses within the major.   



9. A capstone experience required at the senior level will reduce seniors’ opportunities 
to take courses their senior year that are offered only once every two years, as 
happens with courses in many majors.  This is particularly relevant to students in the 
sciences, who cannot generally take courses at the 300 and 400 level until their junior 
year, when they’ve satisfied the prerequisites. 

10. Would departments with multiple majors have to offer separate capstone experiences 
for each major? 

11. Under the current core, some departments with small numbers of majors can still 
offer a variety of upper level courses that satisfy both major and core requirements.  
The reduced emphasis on discipline-specific courses in the proposed core will have a 
negative impact on those departments’ ability to serve their majors.  (Since students 
cannot take just one in a pair of linked courses, it is impractical to expect students to 
satisfy their major requirements through a large number of linked courses, which is 
presumably what those current upper-level core courses will be replaced by.) 

12. For students with multiple majors:  Must they have a capstone experience in each 
major?  A writing intensive course?  An oral expression component?  If the answers 
are affirmative, what impact will this have on students’ desire/ability to complete 
multiple majors? 

13. “Neither the foundational course in written expression nor the foundational course in 
oral expression may be counted toward the major.”  (p. 13)  Is the intent that there is a 
common foundational course in each of these areas that will be taken by all students?  
If not, what happens when a student takes a foundational course that’s not required 
for his current major, but later changes to a major that does require that foundational 
course.  Would he be required to take another foundational course?  

14. Would/could the writing intensive course in the major be the same as the “critical 
writing and research methodology course” in the major?  If so, would the Creative 
Writing course in English lose its “W” designation? 

15. Could the writing intensive course or critical writing and research methodology 
course in the major be the capstone experience, or would it have to be taken earlier? 

16. Would students be required to take the writing intensive course in their major, or 
could they take a writing intensive course from another department? 

W. Double Dipping 

1. The proposal states that “None of the integrated courses may simultaneously count 
toward other components of the core.”  This is inconsistent with comments made by 
APTF Curriculum Working Group members at open hearings.  (In response to the 
question “Could Jesuit Heritage courses be linked?,” at the February 1 hearing, one 
member responded “Yes.”)  The extent to which double dipping is allowed within the 
core, and between the core and majors should be a separate section of the proposals, 
instead of being mentioned piecemeal within the descriptions of the various 
components of the core. 

2. One faculty member suggested that “double-dipping” be allowed within the core, 
with the provision that students must take a fixed number of core courses.  E.g., if a 
student takes a linked RL course that satisfies the RL requirement, they may have to 
take an additional PL or fine arts course. 



3. Another faculty member suggested that a limit be placed on the number of 
requirements that could be satisfied through double-dipping. 

4. To what extent can core courses satisfy major requirements? 
 
 


