IMPAC Annual Report 

Cluster: Language Discipline: English Date: May 26, 2006 

Summary of Identified Issues 

English participants at regional meetings and the statewide meeting discussed the following issues: 

1. Intersegmental Articulation Projects:
a. CSU's Lower Division Transfer Pattern (LDTP) Project
At all IMPAC meetings this school year attendees were briefed on the general progress of CSU’s LDTP and more specifically on its requirements for English majors planning on transferring to a CSU campus for upper division course work. At last year’s IMPAC meetings, attendees were informed about the 45 units required systemwide (39 units for GE breadth or IGETC and 6 more units of any courses acceptable for an English major). It was also announced at last year’s meetings that 15 units would be determined locally, between individual CSU campuses and their feeder community colleges. 
At this year’s meetings none of the participants reported any activity for determining the 15 units locally. CSU participants indicated that at the campuses they represented community college courses completed by English majors were accepted without noticeable problems. They also conceded that the LDTP project is not likely to affect community college English major transfer students.  
Kate Clark, the sole English faculty member representing all California community colleges on the English LDTP group, noted the following potential problems for community college English major transfer students to CSU: 

· The CSUs are considering literature-based descriptors for 1A and 1B that may replace the CAN descriptors for these courses currently used to articulate community college courses to CSU campuses. 

It was noted that community college first- semester English composition courses are not usually literature based. Community college second- semester composition courses, which are usually IGETC approved, are most often not literature-based.
· The 15 “flexible” units in the 60-unit pattern pose a problem because they are to be determined by individual campuses, where there is considerable local variation. 

· LDTP requires students to commit themselves to a campus and a major, even though students may not be able to attend that campus and may therefore enter an alternative CSU campus, where an LDTP agreement established for the first-choice campus may not be recognized.  

· Articulation of English courses is threatened because less than a year remains for the revision of course outlines before CAN descriptors become obsolete.  

Participants agreed that if the point of LDTP is ease of transfer, the lack of clarity and the uncertainty about guaranteed admission are hindrances and that relatively few students will actually be served by the LDTP agreements.  

Participants were urged to include their campus articulation officer in English department meetings to help guide faculty in developing courses that will be likely to successfully articulate. It was pointed out that the Shakespeare course might be a particular locus for concern:  there is no agreement on whether the Shakespeare course belongs in lower division or upper-division and whether it should be required of English majors.  Participants were reminded that when CAN expires, only two courses (1A and 1B) will be numbered, and we will no longer have transfer agreements on any other courses.
b. UC’s Streamlining Project
No progress has been made on this project, although it is under discussion in the context of ASSIST. The concept remains that a community college course will articulate with all UC campuses when that course is articulated with any four individual UC campuses, with an “opt out” opportunity that a campus may choose. 
2. Course Descriptors
· ENGL 1A Objectives: Participants reviewed the objectives for English 1A (ENGL CAN 2) developed last year and recommended as an addition to the CAN course descriptor (see Appendix A). No action was taken as a result of our recommendation. Participants at this year’s meeting accepted the objectives as a recommendation that may be communicated to the CSU LDTP English group.  

· World Literature I & II: Participants reviewed the course descriptions of the World Literature I and II and suggested minor changes (see Appendix B). A recommendation that these courses be accepted by LDTP for articulation as fulfilling a degree requirement will also be communicated to the LDTP English group.

· Second-Semester English Composition: Participants proposed to LDTP a course description for any Second-Semester English Composition Course so that English composition requirements for any discipline’s required English composition course may be satisfied by either a literature or non-literature-based second semester English composition course. The description is a follows:

An intermediate (second-semester) expository writing course based on reading and analysis of literature or non-fiction works representing a diversity of traditions and intellectual and cultural perspectives; minimum writing requirement of 8,000 words in a number of revised, polished essays of varying lengths.  The course covers critical reasoning, argumentation, evaluation, and analysis at an advanced level. It builds on the research skills covered in the first-semester course.  
3. Prerequisite for literature courses
Whether literature courses have prerequisites varies from campus to campus. It is not an issue at the four-year school because students who enroll in literature courses at those campuses have generally completed freshman composition. So literature courses at the four-year colleges do not usually have prerequisites, and the community college courses that articulate with these courses, then, do not generally require a prerequisite to articulate. In the community colleges the prerequisites for literature courses vary, often depending on whether the course is a general education introductory course that may not require much writing or a course designed more for English majors. A developmental course in literature is another type of literature course for which a prerequisite may not be appropriate. The group felt that no recommendation on this matter was appropriate.
4. CSU’s Integrated Teacher Preparation (ITP) Program
After hearing a report that the new ITP program, designed to allow students to complete their degree in four years instead of the five that it currently takes, some participants were concerned about the program’s lack of required English courses.  This program is designed to prepare teachers for teaching English at the secondary level but includes only two upper-division English literature courses and one composition course. Also, the stated outcomes seem to have been watered down. 
5.
CSU’s Early Assessment/Placement

Participants at the southern regional meeting discussed CSU’s Early Assessment Program (EAP) in high schools throughout the state. CSU is considering using the California High School Exit Exam (CHSEE) as a placement test for incoming CSU freshmen. Community college matriculation officers have noted that if this were to happen, the community colleges would be pressured into using this test to place students who passed this test but chose to enroll in a community college instead of a CSU campus. The reason for this is that if a student could use his/her CHSEE score to enroll in freshman composition at a CSU, that student could reasonably expect that it would also be a valid test at a community college. For that reason, a community college would find it difficult to deny enrollment in its freshman composition course to a student who passed the test even though the community colleges must use validated tests and multiple measures for placement. Many agreed that Early Assessment/Placement programs should be used for advisement, not placement.  

6.
Student Learning Outcomes vs. Course Objectives 
At all IMPAC English meetings student learning outcomes (SLOs) were discussed. There is some confusion between the terms course objectives and SLOs.  Course objectives tend to be specific skills students learn; SLO’s are more overarching and may include objectives. Assessing SLOs among multiple sections of a course requires care and expertise. Those on visiting accreditation teams will ask how SLOs were developed and how the college plans to use assessment of SLOs to improve instruction. Community College participants at all meetings exchanged information about how SLOs were developed and used on their own campuses. One major concern about SLOs is being able to involve part-time faculty, so many of whom teach community college composition classes.  

It was pointed out that that accreditation visiting teams look for the following:

· evidence of broad dialogue in developing SLOs

· the process of developing and measuring (or observing) SLOs  

· whether the SLO’s are being used to improve learning.
Visiting teams are not charged with evaluating the SLO’s; each faculty is free to develop what it thinks are useful SLO’s. The team is charged only with verifying how they have been developed, implemented and used to improve learning. 

The following are excellent sources of information on SLOs: 1) Janet Fulks’ website on Student Learning Outcomes at jfulks@bakersfieldcollege.edu , and 2) the Academic Senate’s paper The New Accreditation Standards: the Faculty Role in Accreditation (2005). 

Meeting with other disciplines 

English and ESL IMPAC faculty met jointly at the statewide meeting. ESL faculty reported on the results of a survey conducted by the ICAS ESL Task Force.  This survey offers a great deal of information about support services for and placement of ESL students statewide.  The survey findings indicate that CC support for second language students, many of whom are immigrants, varies widely, with significant gaps at many campuses.  One recommendation of the survey is to develop a website for use by ESL professionals from all three segments.  The website would include information about best practices for ESL students.

English participants asked questions including why we seem to see an increase in ESL markers in the writing of native speakers.  ESL faculty suggested that all of our students need work in language.  Many writing classes focus so exclusively on rhetorical concerns that language and grammar are neglected.  English and ESL faculty discussed other problems, especially the difficulty of placing second language learners in appropriate classes. 

ESL faculty suggested that one faculty member in English should have ESL training.  ESL strategies can help all students. Resources for English faculty interested in helping ESL students were suggested (They appear in Appendix C).
Identified Trends/Future Directions 

1. English faculty discussed how the Lower Division Transfer Patterns (LDTP) project may affect articulation. Many uncertainties remain, such as what descriptors will be used once CSU no longer recognizes CAN descriptors and how they will be developed. Currently only English composition course descriptors are recognized by CSU. Other descriptors will need to be developed and accepted and all community college English courses re-submitted for articulation. The latter task will be done primarily by CSU staff.
2. The University of California's streamlining effort (Executive Order 477) may provide community college students with some systemwide articulation agreements for their lower division English courses if the UC Office of the President implements that program. 
3. Student learning outcomes (SLOs) will continue to be a focus for all community college courses.  
4. Developing ways to better serve second-language learners and generation 1.5 will continue to become more important as the colleges are faced with an increasing number of second-language students. Some colleges can be identified as having excellent programs for serving ESL students, but others offer very little in the way of curriculum and support.
Recommendations for the Discipline 

1. The English IMPAC faculty renews its recommendation from last year’s annual report for the CSU LDTP English group to accept the course objectives for English 1A (CAN 2). 
2. The English IMPAC faculty renews its recommendation from last year’s annual report for the CSU LDTP English group to accept the new descriptors for a two-course sequence of World Literature I & II (See appendices A & B). 

3. The English IMPAC faculty recommends that LDTP discipline groups adopt the course description for any Second-Semester English Composition Course (see above description under “Summary of Identified Issues,”  Item 2) so that English composition requirements for any discipline’s required English second-semester composition course may be satisfied by either a literature or non-literature-based second semester community college English composition course. 

Recommendations for Support Courses 

No particular support courses for English majors were identified. 
Topics for further discussion: 

The English faculty agreed that further meetings sponsored by IMPAC should be local or regional meetings that focus primarily on articulation of English courses that count toward fulfillment of the English major. In addition, English faculty agreed that there is a need for local or regional meetings to help develop more effective curriculum and support for second language learners 

Outreach Presentations made by this group: 

Appendix A 

ENGL 1A (CAN 2) Proposed Objectives to Add to Course Descriptor 

ENGL 1A (CAN 2) 

Upon completion of the course, successful students will be able to 

A. Critically read, analyze, and evaluate a variety of primarily non-fiction texts for their rhetorical and technical merit, with consideration of the principles of unity, coherence, tone, persona, purpose, methods, and the effects on a target audience 

B. Write an analytical or argumentative essay, consisting of introduction, body, and conclusion, with an arguable thesis and persuasive support 

C. Write a unified, well-developed, well-organized, and clearly written essay of at least 1000 words 

D. Use sentences of varying structure and type in order to emphasize meaning, relationship, and importance of ideas 

E. Organize paragraphs into a logical sequence, developing the central idea of the essay to a logical conclusion 

F. Find, analyze, interpret, and evaluate outside sources, including online information. Incorporate sources as appropriate, using MLA or APA documentation format. 

G. Integrate the ideas of others through paraphrase, summary, and quotation into a paper that expresses the writer's own voice, position, or analysis 

H. Use a variety of rhetorical strategies, which may include textual analysis, comparison/contrast, causal analysis, and argument 

I. Revise, proofread, and edit their essays for public presentation so they exhibit no gross errors in English grammar, usage, or punctuation 

Appendix B 

Proposed Descriptor 

World Literature Courses 

Proposed Course Objectives

Revised 1-29-06

World Literature I & II 
Course Description: A comparative study of selected masterworks of world literature in translation from antiquity to the seventeenth century (for WL II -- from the seventeenth century to the present). 

Upon completion of this course, the student will be able to do the following:

1. Analyze significant texts and authors from antiquity to the seventeenth century (for WL II – “from the seventeenth century to the present”). 

2. Differentiate between prominent literary forms, such as epics, lyric poetry, tragedies, comedies, memoirs, sacred texts, satires, tales, essays, novels.

3. Employ techniques of close textual reading, analysis, and interpretation.

4. Compare and contrast texts of various world cultures, including Middle Eastern, Mediterranean, Asian, European, African, and The New World.

5. Determine the relationship between literary works and their historical, philosophical, social, political, and artistic contexts.
6. Evaluate the ideas that have shaped literary works and historical events.
7. Conduct extensive research on a topic of world literature. 

8. Write critical analyses that reflect the student’s ability to synthesize ideas and themes from original texts and secondary sources.
Appendix C

Resources Useful for Developing Student Learning Outcomes

The Oxford Dictionary of Collocations (a corpus-based dictionary of conventional word collocations)

The Academic Word List by Avril Coxhead, the Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English

Gerald Graff and Cathy Birkenstein’s recent They Say, I Say: The Moves that Matter in Academic Writing (Norton, 2006).  

Interactive exercises in Diana Hacker’s A Writer’s Reference, which has tips for ESL writers.

