Freahmen English Policy Committes Heseting
Pebruary 15, 1978 .
Perlin 8B, 11:00-12:00 L '
Members present: Kinneavy, Trimble, Creel, Wainwright, Saldivar,
o Camsron, Ruszkiewiecz; Henry, Haney
‘Agenda:  (starred items deferred) et
‘Approval of minutes : ’
Reports of standing committees
Program Evaluation :
Variant Courses '
# Reports of special committees 53
Other business S '

#  Apprentice Program .

# TAC statement on TA probatien

* Participation in PERA project

%. FBPC proecedures :

1. The committee ipprovad the minutes of the meetings listed bslow

@s distributed): :
November 4, 1977
Hovember 18, 1977
. December Y, 1977
February 3, 1978.

2. The Progream Bvaluation gave a prslimizary report in response

the charge given it by the PEPC im a motion passed Nevember 4, 1977
asking for a statement of the goals of the Freshman program im gen~
eral which identified the comntents of sach course and which estab-
lished a ratiomale for ths courase sequences. Janice Haney addressed
the first half of the cherge, notiag that the statement on sequencing
would come later. She reviewed ths history of the report, seying
that the need for it aroup out of the diffieulty of choosing texts
for courses for which there was ne sylisbus. Since there is now &
syllabus for each Freshman course, the committees needing overviews of
those coursss can cousult the proper syllabus.

Jena Weinwright reviewed the major courses, noting that for the
most part; each syllabus defines course objectives on the first page.
The present EJOSPC syllnsbus i8 am exception to that rule and needs
revision. Kimneavy merntiomed that he hopes to have Budd) Timberg
revise the PC syllsbus this summer--if fuads can be securrd to hire
Buddy to de it. . o

© Kimneavy them revimced the need for rhotorice im each course:

306 ® both a rhetoriec and & handbook, amd the MODERE PRGLISH HANDe
BOOK not work well ss sither; j07 could use & rhetoric like [ &
Ir L? GUIDE; 308 should have a rhetoric that is strong in

ar J08PC nesds a rhetoric, though there may not Ls one

the course. A brief discussion emsued about the
diffioulty of fimiing a rhetoric thet is entirely compatible with

to Al alnwright noted that THE WRITING COMMITMINT
surface G be useful im the 306-308 sequemce, but that
. percvanien/argunentation wakes it useful in nel ther.
Kinnsavy thea sugge thit the textbook committee serd out & ques-
tionaire sskiag the nlty-what they wvant im a hendbock.

Haney reviewed handiook needs im the sequemce. She suggested
that306 is a hendbook course, meeding something like the HARBRACE.
The other courges, though,.may have more need for a worlibook which
teechers could wse for remedistiom; no sctual classroom time is al-
jotted im those courses for handbeck work, but some students still

need to do exercises im wpecific problem areas.
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: Saldivar thanked the committee for its report, saying that this
is the kind of statement the textbook committee can make good use of.
He reiterated a previous text cosmittee position that the textbook
committee should not establish poliecy. Cameron agreed, and asked for
further clarification on a few points.. Noting that the MEH had been
chosen last year primarily because of its testing package, he asked
if the text committee should address the question of department-wide
testing next year: should the committee look foi* a handbock which is
accompanied by tests? ' ' o g
_ Heney then outlined the second half of the committee report which
will coms later. A general discussion followed im which various

kinds of courses for the Freshman sequence .were suggested.

: Trimble suggeated that the evaluation committee address the actusal

contents of the syllabi in its discussions. He said that, for

. instance, while the 307 syllabus suggests comtent for teacher lecturae
and teacher-led discussion, it makes few substantial suggestions to the
inexperienced teacher about how to teach students composition.

- Kinneavy asked whether the syllabus should be directed to the teacherg
-(and new teachers specifically) or to the students, since we are L
talking about publishing our own student eyllabi. Trimble suggested -
we need both, one for the student and amother more elaborate statemafit
with background discussion and handouts for the already overburdened
teacher and the inexperienced TA. L

2. The variant courss committee reported that they had decided not

to recommend a variant course proposed by Terry Brogan. Ruszkiswicz
noted that they were not sure of .Brogan's terms regarding the kind of
writing he would have the students do and the system -of contract

grading he hoped to employ. He said they would ask for clarification
of those terms and would make & recommendation to the committee at

& later date., Kinmeavy poimted out that Brogan'a grading policy should

2: compatible with our soon»to»be-publiahed_.tata-ent on grade infiz-
don. ‘ , : .

3. Though there had been no actual protest votes on the grade infla-~
tion etetement which had been circulated to each member before the
meting, the committee considered the Grading Criteria list once again.
Trimble brought with him te the meoting an enlarged statement for
consideration, and the committee once again functioned as a committeu-
of-the-whole to discuss the matter. Members were in general agresment
that the elaborsted statement further improved the document, and,
after discussing and emending the new iist, approved it as revisad.

A copy is attached to these minutes, and a copy of the complete

:::u-ont, distributed to all Preshman faculty, has been.placed em
®o ' . 3 .




F paper:

D paper:

C paper:

B paper:

A paper:

GRADING CRITERIA

Its treatment of the subject is superficial; its theme lacks discernible
organization; its prose is garbled or stylistically primitive. Mcchanical
errors are frequent. In short, the ideas, organization, and style fall
far below what is acceptable college writing.

Its treatment and development of the subject are as yet only rudimentary.

While organization is present, it is neither clear nor effective. Sentences
are frequently awkward, ambiguous, and marred by serious mechanical errors.
Evidence of careful proofreading is scanty, if nonexistent.. The whole

piece, in fact, often gives the impression of having been conceived and written

in haste.

It is generally competent--it meets the assignment, has few mechanical
errors, and is reasonably well organized and developed. The actual infor-
mation it delivers, however, seems thin and commonplace. One reason for

that impression is that the ideas are typically cast in the form of vague
generalities--generalities that prompt the confused reader to ask marginally:
"In every case?" . "Exactly how large?"” . "Why?'" '"But how many?! 'Stylistically,
the C paper has other shortcomings as well: the opening paragraph does
little to draw the reader in; the final paragraph offers only a perfunctory
wrap-up; the transitions between paragraphs are often bumpy; the scntences,
besides being a bit choppy, tend to follow a predictable (hence monotonous)
subject-verb-object order; and the diction is occasionally marred by un-
conscious repetitions, redundancy, and imprecision. The C paper, then,

while it gets the job done, lacks both imagimation and intellectual rigor,
and hence does not invite a rereading. ’

It is significantly more than competent. Besides being almost frce of
mechanical exrors, the B paper delivers substantial information--that is,
substantial in both quantity and interest-value. Its specific points arc
logically ordered, well developed, and unified around a clear organizing
principle that is apparent early in the paper. The opening paragraph draws
the reader in; the closing paragraph is both conclusive and thematically
related to the opening. The transitions betwcen paragraphs arc for the most
part smooth, the sentence structures pleasingly varied. The diction of

the B paper is typically wuch more concise and precise than that found in

the C paper. Occasionally, it even shows distinctivemess--i.c., finessc

and memorability. On the whole, then, a2 B paper makes the rcading cxpericnce
a pleasurable one, for it offers substantial informatiom with few distractions.

Perhaps the principle characteristic of the A paper is its rich content.
Some people describe that conteant as "meaty,” others as "dense,” still
others as "packed.” Whatever, the information delivered is such that one
feels significantly taught by the author, sentence after sentence, paragraph
after paragraph. The A paper is also marked by stylistic finecssc: the
title and opening paragraph are engaging; the transitions arc artful: the
phrasing is tight, fresh, and highly specific; the sentence structurc is
varied; the tone enhances the purpeses of the paper. Finally, the A paper,
because of its careful organizatiom aand development, imparts a feeling of
wholeness and unususl clarity. Not surprisingly, them, it leaves the reader
feeling bright, thoroughly satisfied, and eager to rewead the piece.




