MINUTES OF MEETING 
English 

South Regional Meeting

Sutton Place Hotel

New Port Beach, CA

November 15, 2003

Participants:

Additions to the Agenda

English Lead Mark Snowhite discussed the agenda and asked for additions. Community College Academic Senate President Kate Clark introduced two additional items for the agenda: 1) the tension between English being viewed as a discipline that primarily serves the writing needs of other disciplines (If English is viewed as primarily a service discipline, fewer sections of courses that our English majors need for transfer will be offered.), and 2) CSU English programs’ requiring lower division courses in English that community colleges do not offer. The following additional items were added: 1) the effect of distance education on English courses and 2) support for raising the requirements for the associate’s degree to transfer-level English. 

Minutes of Bay Area Meeting (October 25)

Snowhite referred to the minutes of the October 25 meeting for English and ESL, which were emailed to participants. He indicated that those at that meeting made no recommendations. He suggested that because English is meeting for the first time this year, we should not expect concrete recommendations.

Introductions

Participants introduced themselves and indicated their main interests. 

CAN descriptors
Snowhite introduced the current CAN (California Articulation Numbering) descriptors. Michael Stephans, Articulation Specialist and English Professor, explained the newly adopted process by which courses will be evaluated by CAN before they are given CAN numbers. He also stated that students were beginning to understand CAN numbers. As students become more aware of the meaning of CAN numbers, they will be more likely to enroll in CAN (i.e., transferable) courses, thereby increasing our enrollment in such courses.

Snowhite indicated that any ideas to change current CAN descriptors or develop new ones could be circulated among IMPAC participants via a list-serve, although he did not know whether such a list-serve had been set up. Participants may use the IMPAC web site (under “English”) for information. 

Snowhite indicated that some disciplines (e.g., business) have moved towards increasingly more comprehensive descriptors similar to course outlines, which include a great amount of detail about content and also specify student learning outcomes. This point stimulated questions about elements in course outlines.

Outlines now include learning objectives. Clark explained that our outlines are read by various people for different purposes. They are used by the Accrediting Commission to show that courses require student learning outcomes (SLOs) and by CSU and UC faculty, for course articulation. The essential elements of current outlines include expectations of incoming students and outcomes of successful students (in terms of Blum’s Taxonomy). It was pointed out that we must balance what we would like students to learn with what we find to be reasonable expectations.) It was also pointed out that the elements of the outline must be integrated so that the course content, for example, is aligned with learning objectives and means of evaluation. There was a brief discussion about how CSU determines the acquisition of SLOs by capstone experiences. These include capstone  courses, interviews, and portfolios. Portfolios take lots of time to evaluate and therefore have been losing favor with faculty at CSU Long Beach.

Suggestions for CAN descriptors

Snowhite turned attention back to the CAN descriptors and asked whether they appeared complete and whether we should consider additional descriptors. There was a suggestion to add “critical thinking” to ENGLISH CAN 4, the rationale being that such an addition would qualify it as satisfying the IGETC intermediate composition/critical thinking course. Some felt that this addition is not necessary since the current descriptor includes a reference to “reading and analysis.” David Samuelson, CSU Long Beach, explained that the addition of “critical thinking” would not be sufficient to qualify the course as satisfying IGETC because a course in literature could not also satisfy the requirement for critical thinking course content. 

There were two suggestions to add courses to the list of English CAN courses: 1) World Literature and 2) Introduction to Literature (not a composition course). Suggested descriptors can be circulated via email for comment.

Developing a grid 

Snowhite pointed out that a grid of courses acceptable for transfer from each of the community colleges to each CSU campus had not yet been developed for English because this is the first round of meetings for the discipline. Michael Stephans then explained how grids are used but why they become inaccurate right after they are developed. When any articulation agreement changes, the grid needs to be changed. This can happen if we use electronic grids. We also need historical and narrative information to explain some of the complexities that are important but not apparent on a one-dimensional grid. 

Problems English transfer students encounter (CSU/CCC Teacher Prep. Program)

Snowhite provided background about the CSU/CCC Teacher Preparation Program (see handout). He explained that SB 81 (Albert) requires that all CSU campuses and community colleges in their regions (currently being defined) develop a curriculum whereby those who intend to complete a teacher preparation program at CSU can attain a bachelor’s degree and a teaching credential within four years, instead of the five that it now takes. Thirty of the required lower division units will be set at the state level. Fifteen to thirty additional units will be agreed upon regionally, and the remaining units will be agreed upon by the CSU campus and each feeder community college. 

Participants had many concerns. Can faculty develop a curriculum for English majors that provides for sufficient preparation of those who will go on to teach in the discipline? Should we cooperate in such a program if we feel that students cannot be sufficiently prepared? It was pointed out that our professional organizations (the CSU English Council and the English Council for California Two-Year Colleges) could take positions opposing this mandated program. It was also pointed out that this limited curriculum would not allow for students to explore other disciplines. 

Meeting with history faculty

After lunch English participants met with history faculty, who discussed the success of learning communities (at Compton College/UCLA), in which a transfer-level history class was paired with a writing class one level below transfer-level. This arrangement provided students with content for their writing assignments in the English class and improved the writing of history papers. There was some concern that such an arrangement creates a sense that English is a service discipline for content disciplines. 

A very different approach that has worked well is writing-across-the-curriculum. This approach relies on English faculty helping faculty in other disciplines teach writing. Since English faculty do not usually have sufficient background in other disciplines to teach how to write papers in those disciplines, a writing-across-the-curriculum approach is more effective. Others expressed the idea that English faculty could teach writing in other disciplines if that writing was intended for a general audience. In developing research papers, English faculty can help students develop a paper with the required standard format and rhetorical strategy; the faculty in the content area discipline would check the paper for accuracy of the content and the quality of thought. 

The group felt that learning communities and writing across the curriculum are not opposing strategies. Each has its place in our institutions. 

Meeting with ESL faculty

ESL faculty joined the English group to discuss common problems. ESL students who transfer from the community colleges to CSU often fail their junior writing proficiency test. It was agreed that ESL students be given the grade they earn and that they be required to do some in-class writing. It was acknowledged that one chronic wide-spread problem at the community colleges is ESL students’ not taking the ESL courses that they should according to assessment exams. Also, ESL students who enroll in a CSU and do not pass the English Placement Test (EPT) often complete a community college English course to satisfy their remedial English requirement without sufficiently learning English writing skills.

The group recommended the following practices:

· Use cohorts of ESL students instead of mainstreaming at the developmental level.

· Schedule at least one hour a week with the instructor or tutor to address specific skills areas.

· Initiate small-group or individual tutorials focused on reading and vocabulary skills building.

· English instructors and tutors should have information about ESL students.

Raising the Title 5 requirement for English 

The group discussed whether a college-level writing course should be a requirement for the associate’s degree. Some felt that writing courses in disciplines other than English could satisfy such a writing requirement. Others felt that traditional English 1A should be the associate’s degree requirement. Some community colleges, such as Cerritos, have an associate’s transfer degree, which requires English 1A. Snowhite took a straw vote asking who favors requiring college-level English composition course as a requirement for the associate’s degree. Nearly half voted in favor, no one voted in opposition, and slightly more than half abstained.

Closing

Snowhite indicated that the meeting provided an occasion for the discussion of issues important to the English discipline and helped define what other regional meetings might build on. Participants will receive the minutes of this meeting. Information about the other regional meetings and the statewide meeting will be available on the IMPAC web site (www.cal-impac.org).

Snowhite thanked everyone for participating.

Submitted by

Mark Snowhite

November 18, 2003 

