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ENGLISH DEPARTMENT ANNUAL REPORT, 2005-06
I. Goals and Accomplishments for Current Year

The academic year 2005-06 was one of substantial change in the English department. We submitted a complete curriculum revision at the beginning of the academic year, we conducted a successful search to fill two vacant faculty positions, we revised our Bachelor of Arts degree schedule and documented our Bachelor of Science degree, we rewrote our promotion and tenure guidelines from the bottom up, we revised all catalogue copy, we further developed the vertical writing curriculum, we began gathering material for our self-study (the report is to be written this summer), and we even wrote a first draft of catalogue copy for our expected Ph.D. in Rhetoric, Writing & Culture. With the cooperation of Dean Riley and Provost Schnell, who allowed us to use our salary savings, we have been able to design a wireless lab and instrumented classroom in South Engineering 314. Also with salary savings, we were able to put in place a re-training program for our lecturers to prepare them to teach more effectively in the vertical writing program. 
We have several goals for the coming year: initiating the Ph.D. program, working to assure the tenuring of two faculty, undergoing our ten-year review, learning to use our new lab in SE 314, and implementing the new vertical writing requirement that becomes effective fall 2007.
A. Instruction and Student Success

The English department prides itself on being a leader in education in the University. This year, its faculty and lecturers participated in university-sponsored programs like the CCLP (learning communities) and problem-based learning. It led the way in developing writing-in-the-discipline courses, and many of our teachers made use of cutting-edge developments in instructional technology. We have an excellent training program for our Teaching Assistants, and scores on SROIs are high. Our excellence in teaching has been recognized by the College of AHSS and Graduate School this year: Melissa Vosen won the teaching award for graduate students.
1. Teaching initiatives. 
CCLP Participation. This was our third year of participation in CCLP, and more of our teachers participated this year than the first two years (Linda Fricker, Jo Cavins, Maureen Scott, Kaye Temanson, Deona McEnery, David Martinson, Louise Hall, and Elizabeth Ecker). This program has run out of its Bush Grant funds, so we will no longer offer CCLP sections of writing classes. 
Writing and Reading Partners. Amy Rupiper Taggart once again coordinated Writing Partners, a program that links college student writers with elementary school writers. This year 20 sections of writing participated, and approximately 800 students at Ben Franklin were involved.
Writing in the Disciplines. This year we were able to get three 300-level writing courses (Engl 321, Engl 324, Engl 358) approved for the new General Education vertical writing requirement which takes effect Fall 2007. We offered a pilot section of English 324, Writing in the Sciences, for the first time. We also offered a pilot program for participating colleges in which students with high enough scores were released from English 110. With salary savings, we granted a one-course release to our most senior lecturers in exchange for their upgrading their professional profile in anticipation of teaching WID classes. Four attended the national Conference on College Composition and Communication (a first for all of them), and six attended a summer school graduate class on WID, in which we explored WID theory and practice over the past century. These lecturers are now much more fully informed about WID, and part of their professionalization expectations is that they will contribute to building a common WID resources website. Work is in progress on that site presently.
Service Learning. Several of our teachers (about five to seven a semester) require service-learning participation from their students. Most of these classes are first-year writing classes, but Amy Taggart also requires it in her upper-division writing classes as well.

Field Experience. Although we do not believe it is time for us to push for a full-blown internship or co-op program, Amy Taggart is now routinely assigned as the faculty member responsible for the field experience course at both the graduate and undergraduate level. Students are beginning to use this class more extensively. For instance, one graduate student worked with the YWCA to write a history of the local organization, and she received field-experience credit. Others are working in the community as writers and researchers and signing up for this class. We plan to use it to mentor advanced graduate students to teach 300-level writing classes. Two have signed up for that experience this summer.
Distance and Continuing Education. The English department expanded the number of classes offered through the Department of Continuing Education, including sections of English 110, 120, 220, 320, 321, and 333. We had expected to continue adding classes to this list at a rate of one or two a year, hoping to eventually make it possible for someone to finish the major on line; however, the new arrangements, which now require staff in the English office to monitor enrollments, send out contracts, figure continuing changes in pay as students drop, and submit paper work every two weeks, have caused us to reconsider whether or not we can expand or even maintain or current level of involvement due to the increased work this arrangement has added to our already overtaxed staff.
2. Incorporation of technology into courses and programs.

Use of educational software and websites. Almost all of our writing teachers, whether lecturers, TA’s or faculty, use the web in their classes, mostly taking advantage of BlackBoard educational software. 
Use of PowerPoint. Unfortunately, the use of PowerPoint is proliferating in our classes. Although this program can be an effective aid to teaching if used imaginatively and in moderation, many novice users succumb to the temptation to use it for nothing more than to list the speaker’s outline on a series of slides. Fortunately, some teachers continue to resist its use altogether, while others are gaining enough proficiency and understanding to use it effectively.
Laptops for TAs. As you know, Kevin Brooks wrote a grant and was funded to buy laptops for each of our Teaching Assistants a couple years ago. These laptops have proven to be effective aids in student conferences and in class interactions. The department continues to try to buy laptops to replace ailing laptops whenever we can find a little extra, unencumbered money.
New wireless lab. In May of 2005, we began exploring the possibility of developing a wireless lab and instrumented classroom combination. We wanted to experiment with a new teaching environment, one in which tables and chairs could be easily rearranged for different learning experiences and in which laptop computers could be networked with one another and linked to the internet. We have been fortunate in gaining tech fee support and in gaining permission to use some salary savings in order to have South Engineering 314 transformed into this new environment. Work is in progress this summer, and the room will be ready by Fall; however, we were not able to schedule classes in it until Spring 2007.
3. Advising efforts.

This is the second year Eunice Johnston has been our adviser for first-year and second-year students. She also keeps our list of majors and assigns students to advisers when they are not in the first two years. This arrangement is much better than the old system. We plan to expand this arrangement next year so that Debra Peterson will be the adviser for third and fourth year students.
This past year, all senior faculty continued to advise graduate and undergraduate students, averaging about 10 students each. Rick Shaw advised nearly all of the English Education majors. Most untenured, tenure-track faculty served only on graduate committees, but we are beginning to assign them to be academic advisers for graduate students as well. We have developed a better record-keeping system so that we know who is working with whom now.
4. Curriculum development, including new programs, deletion of programs, administrative changes.

Last academic year we worked internally to revise the entire English curriculum, including the undergraduate and graduate degrees and course offerings. We submitted the revised curriculum very early in September. The AHSS Curriculum Committee and the College approved the entire revision early in fall semester. However, the academic affairs committee was much slower in the approval process. Approvals were still being sent to the Senate as late as the last Senate meeting in May. We think all of the changes have now been approved.
At the beginning of the spring semester, we discovered that we technically have a BS degree in English and that some students have graduated with it over the years, despite the department’s never having documented it. The faculty decided to document the degree and to revise both it and the BA degree, revising the list of core courses and survey courses, and adding a cultural diversity requirement. Both degrees are now identical, except the BA requires two years of a foreign language and the BS requires a minor, but not the foreign language. The College Curriculum Committee held these program changes up almost long enough to keep us from meeting the Registrar’s deadline for such changes, but they finally approved the changes.

We began work on writing the handbook and  catalogue description for the PhD in Rhetoric Writing and Culture, hoping that it would be approved in time for students to begin work in fall 2006. When the proposal was pulled back from the State Board in mid spring, we left off working on the description and handbook, but we have made considerable progress on the catalogue description.
5. Accreditation and other reviews.

North Central came to NDSU this year and, as we all know, their review was very positive. During their visit, they asked to see assessment reports from around campus. The English department was able to produce thorough recent reports, helping with others to demonstrate that assessment is an active and ongoing process at NDSU.
We were notified early in fall semester that we would undergo our ten-year review in 2006-07. The department has been busy trying to assemble materials for the self-study report due September 1, 2006.
6. Activities in student recruitment/retention, enrollment management, and other student activities.

As department head, I met regularly with prospective students and their parents when they came to campus. Although we have not had any planned recruitment activities or mailings, enrollment in the English majors is going up quite rapidly, at least in comparison to the flat line over several preceding years. Although we have not interviewed the new majors, it seems likely that this increase can be attributed to our revision of the majors, our increased emphasis in writing, and our new and energetic faculty members’ enthusiasm and teaching excellence.
7. Employment of Graduates
The University, College, and English Department do not track our graduates, so my information is spotty. Graduates from our English and English Education degrees find employment in a variety of careers. Sharli Ziebarth, for instance, is mortgage processor in Billings, MT; Kristie Sullivan teaches 9th and 12th grade English in Grand Forks. Three of our graduates, whom we know of, are going on to graduate school, one to law school.

Similarly our graduate students do a variety of things once they complete their studies. Alisa Priebe works as a receptionist at Warner and Company Insurance, Josh Hernandez is director of giving at the University of the Incarnate Word in San Antonio, TX. Kelly Cameron is going to TCU for PhD work and Melissa Vosen plans to stay here to pursue our degree in Rhetoric, Writing & Culture. One of our international graduate students is returning to France.
8. Senior professors teaching first-year students and transfer students.

Presently all tenure-track and tenured faculty teach first year writing courses or service writing courses like Business and Professional Writing or Writing in the Humanities and Social Sciences. The courses required of our majors when they begin their studies, English 271 and 275, are taught by faculty, and our 200-level American and British literature survey courses are as well.  Most of our faculty teach two service-writing sections a year.
9. Summer school activities.

For summer school 2006, we offered one section of 110, College Composition I, two sections of 120, College Composition II, one section of 220, one each of 220, 320, 331, 322, 323, 345, 482, 682, and 758. DCE also offered two sections of 320, 
B. Research/ Scholarship

Department faculty, lecturers, and graduate students have been busy writing articles and giving papers. Although in the past we have tended to focus on regional rather than on national venues, faculty members have now begun to shift their efforts toward national venues. 
Members of the English department either publish or had accepted for publication 3 books, and they edited 2 special issues of national academic journals. They published or had accepted for publication 22 refereed articles or chapters, 8 invited publications, and 12 other publications ranging from encyclopedia entries to short stories to poems. They gave 21 presentations at national or regional professional conferences. Publication and presentations are listed below.
Fellowships
Garry Totten held a Larry Remele fellowship for 2005-06.
Books and Edited Journal Issues
Helstern, Linda. Louis Owens. No.168. Boise: Boise State University Western Writers Series, 2005.

Rupiper Taggart, Amy. Co-Guest Editor of Special Issue on “Rewriting the Community Writing Course.” Reflections : A Journal of Writing, Service-Learning and Community Literacy 5 (Spring 2006). (With H. Brooke Hessler). 

Salter, John. A Trout in the Sea of Cortez. Counterpoint/Perseus Press. Forthcoming.

Sullivan, Dale L. Guest Editor of Special Issue on “Conversations about Dietrich Bonhoeffer: Theologian and Rhetorician.” The Journal of Communication and Religion. 28.2 (November 2005).

Totten, Gary, ed. Memorial Boxes and Guarded Interiors: Edith Wharton and Material Culture. Tuscaloosa: U of Alabama P, 2007 (forthcoming).
Refereed Publications (Chapters, Proceedings, Articles)
Aune, Mark. “Elephants, Englishmen and India: Early Modern Travel Writing and the Pre-Colonial Moment” Early Modern Literary Studies , 11.1 (May 2005)  http://www.shu.ac.uk/emls/11-1/auneelep.htm.
Birmingham, Elizabeth. “The Case of Marion Mahony Griffin and the Gendered Nature of Discourse in Architectural History.” Women’s Studies: An Interdisciplinary Journal 35.2 (March 2006): 87-123.
Birmingham, Elizabeth. “Shifting Discipline in Women’s Studies: Studies of Masculinities, Pornographies, and Sexualities.” Review essay.  NWSA Journal 18.2 (2006): 189-96.
Birmingham, Elizabeth. “Modernity and the Renegotiation of Gendered Space.”  Review essay. NWSA Journal 19.1 (2007): (Forthcoming: 15 ms pp)
Brooks, Kevin. “Changing the Ground of Graduate Education: Wireless Laptops bring Stability, not Mobility, to Graduate Teaching Assistants.”  Going Wireless: A Critical Exploration of Wireless and Mobile Technologies for Composition Teachers and Scholars.  Forthcoming: Creskill NJ: Hampton Press. 

Brooks, Kevin with Michael Tomanek, Matthew Warner, Rachel Wald, Brianne Wilkening  "What's Going On? Listening to Music, Composing Videos" Computers and Composition Online; late fall or spring 2007 publication. 

Brown, Muriel. "'Sarazins' in 'King Horn' and Chaucer's "Man of Law's Tale.'" 
Proceedings of the 13th Annual Northern Plains Conference on Early British Literature, 13-21. 
Helstern, Linda.“My Antonia and the Making of the Great Race.” Western American Literature. Forthcoming.
Krishnan, R. S. “Exotic Travels and Traveling Exotics: Satire and Nationalism in 

Goldsmith and Hamilton.” Lamar Journal of the Humanities. 30:1 (Spring 2005): 5-15.



Krishnan, R.S. “Paradigm Lost: Mediation, Narration, and Vision in V. S. Naipaul’s A Bend in the River.” Atlantic Literary Review. 6: 1-2 (Jan-March/Apr.-June) 2005: pages NA.
Nichols, Cindy. “Uppity Subalterns and Brazen Compositionists: Confronting Labor Abuses with Theory, Rhetoric, and the Potent Personal.” Gypsy Scholars, Migrant Teachers and the Global Academic Proletariat. Eds. Rudy Teeuwen  and Steffen Hantke Rodopi. Press. Forthcoming.
O’Connor, Robert. “Baz Luhrman’s Moulin Rouge: Orpheus Again Descending.”  Lamar Journal of the Humanities (Forthcoming 2006).

O’Connor, Robert. “Strategy in Philip K. Dick’s The Game-players of Titan: Competing in the Rigged Game.” Games Science Fiction Writer’s Play.  Lublin, Poland: Maria Curie-Sklodowskiej UP, Forthcoming 2006.

Peterson, D.K. Rev. of Film Genre III edited by Keith Grant. Scope: An Online Journal of Film Studies 4 (March 2006). <http://www.scope.nottingham.ac.uk/>.
Rupiper Taggart, Amy. “Stasis and the Reflective Practitioner: Experienced Teacher-Scholars Sustain Community Pedagogy.” Reflections: Writing, Service-Learning, and Community Literacy 5 (Spring 2006): 153-. (With H. Brooke Hessler).
Rupiper Taggart, Amy. “Pentadic Critique for Assessing and Sustaining Service-Learning Programs.” Reflections: A Journal of Writing, Service-Learning, and Community Literacy. Special Issue on Professional Writing and Service-Learning. Eds. Jim Dubinsky and Melody Bowdon. 2005. 

Sullivan, Dale L. “Reading Dietrich Bonhoeffer’s Life Together in the Contexts of Monastic Literature and The Communion of Saints.” The Journal of Communication and Religion 28.2 (November 2005): 188-205.
Totten, Gary. “Dreiser and the Writing Market: New Letters on the Publication History of Jennie Gerhardt.” Dreiser Studies 36.2 (Summer 2005): 28-48.

Totten, Gary. “‘American Seen’: The Road and the Look of American Culture in Theodore Dreiser’s A Hoosier Holiday. American Literary Realism (forthcoming).

Totten, Gary. “Introduction: Edith Wharton and Material Culture.” Memorial Boxes and Guarded Interiors: Edith Wharton and Material Culture. Ed. Gary Totten. Tuscaloosa: U of Alabama P, 2007. 27 manuscript pages (forthcoming)

Totten, Gary. “The Machine in the Home: Women and Technology in The Fruit of the Tree. Memorial Boxes and Guarded Interiors: Edith Wharton and Material Culture. Ed. Gary Totten. Tuscaloosa: U of Alabama P, 2007. 35 manuscript pages (forthcoming).
Invited Publications 

Aune, Mark. Review Essay (invited) published “Early Modern European Travel Writing After Orientalism” Journal of Early Modern Cultural Studies, 5.2 (Fall 2005): 120-38.

Aune, Mark. Review (invited) published of Cosmographical Glasses: Geographic Discourse, Gender, and Elizabethan Fiction by Constance C. Relihan, Renaissance Quarterly, 58.4 (Winter 2005): 1435-36.
Birmingham, Elizabeth.  “Marion Mahony and the Magic of America: Visiting the Text.”  Wright Angles 31.3 (Fall 2005): 3-8.  Featured cover article of special issue on Marion Mahony Griffin.
Brooks, Kevin. “National Culture and the First-Year English Curriculum: An Historical Study of “Composition” in Canadian Universities.”  Composition in Canada.  Eds. Roger Graves and Heather Graves. In Press, Winnipeg: Inkshed, 2006. Reprint of American Review of Canadian Studies article, a 2002 publication. 

Helstern, Linda. “Dark River.” Encyclopedia of Native North American Literature. New York: Facts on File. In press.

Helstern, Linda. “The Light People.” Encyclopedia of Native North American Literature. New York: Facts on File. In press.

Krishnan, R. S. Review of Neil Ten Kortenaar, Self, Nation, Text in Salman Rushdie’s Midnight’s Children. International Fiction Review. Forthcoming.
Sullivan, Dale L. “Mediating Controversial Technology: The Case of Monsanto’s Attempt to Introduce Genetically Modified Wheat in North Dakota.” Hermes. Forthcoming 2006.

Other Publications

Hanson, K. C. “Gulf” (a story). Ginosko. Forthcoming.

Martinson, David. “Hinges” (a poem). Un-Named Anthology. Ed. J. Bradley. Copper Canyon Press. Forthcoming.

Nichols, Cindy. “To Rozanne.” Painted Bride Quarterly. Rutgers University. Forthcoming.

Nichols, Cindy. “Ex Voto.” Karamu.  19:2 (2005): 28.
Nichols, Cindy. "Pedagogy and the Secret Syllabus" and "Dear B (Lines)." Writing on the Edge 15:2 (2005): 59-66.
Rupiper Taggart, Amy. CCCC 2005 Conference Review of Chair’s Address—“Who Owns Writing?” Across the Disciplines (March 24, 2005). Online available <http://wac.colostate.edu/atd/reviews/cccc2005/cccc2005.cfm>

Rupiper Taggart, Amy. CCCC 2005 Conference Review of Session D01—“Across the Drafts: Responding to Student Writing—A Longitudinal Perspective.” Across the Disciplines (March 24, 2005). Online available <http://wac.colostate.edu/atd/reviews/cccc2005/cccc2005.cfm>

Rupiper Taggart, Amy. “Langston Hughes.” The Modern Age, 1914-2000: A Biographical Dictionary. Ed. Joe Nordgren. (Accepted for collection; collection in development).

Rupiper Taggart, Amy. “Maya Angelou.” The Modern Age, 1914-2000: A Biographical Dictionary. Ed. Joe Nordgren. (Accepted for collection; collection in development).

Rupiper Taggart, Amy. “Toni Morrison.” The Modern Age, 1914-2000: A Biographical Dictionary. Ed. Joe Nordgren. (Accepted for collection; collection in development).

Salter, John. “Captain America” (a story). Meridian. U of Virginia. Spring 2006.
Dale Sullivan. “Technical Communicators as Facilitators of Negotiation in Controversial Technology Transfer Cases.” 2005 IEEE International Professional Communication Conference Proceedings. 353-358.
Conference Papers 

Aune, Mark. “Teaching Travel Literature: the Graphic Novel and the Visual Other,” Modern Language Association convention, 27-30 December 2005, Washington, DC.

Aune, Mark. “British Shakespeare and American Shakespeare: Stage Beauty and the Formalist/Realist Transition,” Group for Early Modern Cultural Studies conference, 1-4 December 2005, San Antonio, TX.

Birmingham, Elizabeth. “Assessing the Impact of a Learning Community: an Academic/Student Services Collaboration.” The Collaboration, Bloomington, MN, February 2005 (with Kathy Enger, Jennifer Krueger, and Bill Slanger)

Brooks, Kevin. “Chipping the Ice off the Institutional Windshield: Coalition Building and Resistance to a Vertical Writing Curriculum.” Conference on College Composition and Communication.  Chicago IL, March 23-25, 2006.

Brooks, Kevin. “Multimodal Composing, Bad Things Are Good, and Copyright Instruction: A Look at Composing Music Videos with PowerPoint.”  [With Michael Tomanek, Matthew Warner, and Brianne Wilkening.] Great Plains Alliance for Computers and Writing, North Dakota State University April 7 & 8, 2006.
Brooks, Kevin. “Changing the Ground of Graduate Education: Wireless Laptops Bring Stability, not Mobility, to Graduate Teaching Assistants.” Great Plains Alliance for Computers and Writing, Minnesota State University, Mankato, April 14-15, 2005. 

Brooks, Kevin. “Scott McCloud’s Big Triangle and New Media Composition.” Computers and Writing National Conference, Stanford University, Palo Alto CA June 16-19, 2005. 

Brown, Muriel, “‘Sarazins’ in Chaucer’s Man of Law’s Tale and the Middle English ‘King Horn.’” Northern Plains Conference on Early British Literature, University of Minnesota, Morris, April 15, 2005.
Cavins, Jo Wana. “I Suppose That’s Your Lecturer There in the Woodchipper?” Conference on College Composition and Communication. Chicago, March 26, 2006.

Helstern, Linda. “The Smoking Gun Pipe: Detecting the Mystery in Stephen Graham Jones’ The Bird Is Gone: A Monograph Manifesto.” Native American Literature Symposium. Mystic Lake, Minnesota. April 2005.

Helstern, Linda. “Scaling the Human in the Poetry of Gary Snyder.” Association for the Study of Literature and the Environment. Eugene, Oregon. June 2005. 

Helstern, Linda. “The Past Is Another Country: Gerald Vizenor’s Hiroshima Bugi: Atomu 57. Western Literature Association. Los Angeles, California. October 2005.  

Helstern, Linda. "Beyond Aesthetic Victimry: Disability and Race in William S. Yellow Robe's Grandchildren of the Buffalo Soldiers and Gerald Vizenor's Hiroshima Bugi: Atomu 57" Native American iterature Symposium. Pleasant, MI. April 2006.

O’Connor, Robert.  “Strategy in Philip K. Dick’s The Game-players of Titan: Competing in the Rigged Game.” Conference of the Science Fiction Research Association, Las Vegas, 24 June 2005. 

Rupiper Taggart, Amy. “And You Were with the Little Guy? Reinventing First Year Writing.” Conference on College Composition and Communication. Chicago, IL. March 2006.
Rupiper Taggart, Amy. “Advocates for Sustainability: Service-Learning Advisory Boards and Cross-College Consortia.” Conference on College Composition and Communication. Service Learning Special Interest Group. San Francisco, CA. March 2005. 

Sullivan, Dale L. “Paulo Freire’s Basis for Intervention in Public Life.” 12th Biennial Conference of The Rhetoric Society of America. Memphis, May 27, 2006.

Sullivan, Dale L. “You Don’t Need That: Secret Meetings and Doctored Contracts.” 2006 Conference on College Composition and Communication. Chicago, March 26, 2006.

Sullivan, Dale L. “Researchers’ Role in Creating Public Awareness.” 32nd Annual Council for Programs in Scientific and Technical Communication Conference. Lubbock, TX, October 21, 2005.
Sullivan, Dale L. “Technical Communicators as Facilitators of Negotiation in Controversial Technology Transfer Cases,” 2005 IEEE International Professional Communication Conference. Limerick, Ireland, July 12, 2005.
Totten, Gary, “Technologies of Uplift: Race and Beauty in Wharton’s Twilight Sleep,” Modern Language Association Conference, Washington, DC, Dec. 27-30, 2005

C. Outreach

Because of their active involvement and service, members of the English department at NDSU are a significant presence in their professional organizations, the University, and the community. 
1. Professional, University, College, and Community Service. 
Faculty and Lecturers in the English Department serve on several University and College committees and hold offices in national professional organizations. A list of service appears below.
Editors
Amy Rupiper Taggart co-edited with Brooke Hessler a special issue on “Rewriting the Community Writing Course.” Reflections : A Journal of Writing, Service-Learning and Community Literacy 5 (Spring 2006). 
Dale Sullivan edited a special issue on “Conversations about Dietrich Bonhoeffer: Theologian and Rhetorician.” The Journal of Communication and Religion. 28.2 (November 2005).

Referee Readers/Editorial Board Service/Professional Review
Elizabeth Birmingham. Manuscript Reviewer, The Boundaries of Her Body: The Troubling History of Women’s Rights in America by Debran Rowland.  Boston: Allyn-Bacon Longman.

Elizabeth Birmingham. Manuscript Reviewer, Fight Like a Girl by Megan Seeley, New York University Press.

Elizabeth Birmingham. Site search team for National Women’s Studies Association Journal’s new home.

Elizabeth Birmingham. Reviewer, NWSA Journal (National Women’s Studies Association).

Elizabeth Birmingham. Reviewer, Problem Based Learning Clearinghouse, University of Delaware.
Linda Helstern. Editorial Board, Boise State University Western Writers Series.

Linda Helstern. Manuscript reviewer, PMLA (Publications of the Modern Language Association).

Linda Helstern. Manuscript reviewer, Studies in American Indian Literatures.

Dale Sullivan. Manuscript reviewer, Quarterly Journal of Speech.

Dale Sullivan. Manuscript reviewer, Rhetoric Society Quarterly.
Dale Sullivan. Manuscript reviewer, Technical Communication Quarterly.

Dale Sullivan. Manuscript reviewer, Journal of Communication and Religion.
Gary Totten. Executive Committee, MLA Discussion Group on Travel Literature, (2005-2010)

Gary Totten. Editorial Review Board, College Literature, 2001-present

Conference Planners

Kevin Brooks. Great Plains Alliance for Computers and Writing Conference, Spring 2006.

Officers of Professional Organizations

Mark Aune was Vice president of MLA Travel Literature Discussion Group.
Elizabeth Birmingham. Board of Directors, NWSA Journal (National Women’s Studies Association).

Kevin Brooks. Links Editor, WAC Clearinghouse.

Kevin Brooks. Chair of Great Plains Alliance for Computers and Writing.

University Service
Elizabeth Birmingham. Advisory Board for Student Affairs.

Elizabeth Birmingham. General Education Committee (University Senate Committee); Assessment subcommittee (Chair);Humanities, Fine Arts, and Communications subcommittee (Chair).

Elizabeth Birmingham. Faculty Development Committee (University Senate Committee).
Elizabeth Birmingham. Bush Grant, CCLP—Learning Community Program, (assessment team).
Elizabeth Birmingham. WISMET—Women in Science, Math, Engineering, and Technology.
Elizabeth Birmingham. ADVANCE Team—NSF grant research and writing team (Submitted 3.75 million dollar grant July 23).
Elizabeth Birmingham. Women’s Studies Advisory Board.
Elizabeth Birmingham. Tapestry of Diverse Talents award committee.
Elizabeth Birmingham. Fulbright Program selection committee (Chair).
Elizabeth Birmingham. NSEP Scholarship (National Security Education Program) selection committee.
Elizabeth Birmingham. Rhodes Scholarship interview committee.
Kevin Brooks. University Senate, College Representative.  

Kevin Brooks. Technology Fee Advisory Committee.  

Kevin Brooks. Ad hoc Wireless Task Force Committee.  

Kevin Brooks. IT Governance Review Team.  Reviewed and refined CIO Moberg’s plan for NDSU IT governance.   

Muriel Brown. Member of the Arts and Humanities Summit Committee, sponsored by the North Dakota University System.

Linda Helstern. Coordinator, NDSU Regional Studies Lecture 2005-06.

Robert O’Connor. Program Review Committee member.

Robert O’Connor. Anime Club Faculty Advisor.

Debra Peterson. Member, Black History Month Planning Committee.

Amy Rupiper Taggart. Member of the campus service learning advisory committee.
Amy Rupiper Taggart. Member of quad-college consortium (MSUM, NDSU, Concordia, UND) for community service-learning (this committee seems to be lying fallow)

Amy Rupiper Taggart. Faculty Advisor, Harvest Field, student organization. (Fall 2003-present).

Amy Rupiper Taggart. Presenter. “Best Practices in Service-Learning.” NDSU Service-Learning Faculty Development Workshop. Fargo, ND. October 2005. (Invited).

Dale Sullivan. Member. North Dakota Humanities Summit Planning Committee.

Gary Totten. TOCAR Committee.

Community Service and Outreach
Mark Aune. Grandma’s Chase Race 7 May 2005.

Mark Aune. Fargo Marathon 14 May 2005.

Mark Aune. HCMC Monster Dash 5K 29 October 2005.

Mark Aune. Participated in marathon reading of Don Quixote 17 November 2005.

Mark Aune. 4th Annual Run Through SU 5K 27 August 2005.

Kevin Brooks. Coach: Red River Soccer and Fargo Parks T-Ball.

Kevin Brooks. Board Member, Fargo Theatre. 

Muriel Brown. Literacy Committee of Delta Kappa Gamma.

Linda Helstern. Board of Directors, Heritage Hjemmkomst Interpretive Center, Moorhead, Minnesota.

Cindy Nichols and David Martinson continue to work with Poetry on Wheels for metro bus system. 
Cindy Nichols and Maureen Scott participated this spring in the North Dakota Reads initiative (part of the NEH's "We the People" grant program).
Robert O’Connor. Guide for the Detroit Lake Birding Festival.

Robert O’Connor. Guide for the Prairie-Pothole Birding Festival (Carrington, ND).

Robert O’Connor. Fargo/Moorhead Christmas Bird Count Coordinator.

Debra Peterson. Member, Film Selection Committees: Animation, Experimental Films, and Narrative Shorts. Fargo Film Festival, Fargo, ND.
Amy Rupiper Taggart. Member, Advisory Board, Write to Succeed, Inc. 

Amy Rupiper Taggart. Member, Board of Directors, March of Dimes; Member, Communications Committee, March of Dimes.
2. Alumni Events and Other Community Related Events

 None
3. Fund-raising accomplishments.

Mrs. Vogel added $2,000 to the Vogel endowment for the English department Vogel scholarship fund.

The English Department Fund at the University Foundation has increased its holdings from about $400 in the summer of 2003 to $2,400 in 2004 to $4,000 in 2005 and 2006. We have used money from this account to support department picnics, to support summer research stipends for two faculty in the summer of 2005, to support an instructor in a summer stipend to encourage completion of the dissertation in the summer of 2006, and to supplement the department’s scholarships.
4. Other Outreach Activities.

D. Special Initiatives 

1. Cultural Diversity.

We have been working since September 2005 to bring a visiting scholar from China. Arrangements for Yan Qiu’s year in residence (06-07) have now been completed, excepting the issuance of a visa. Although our initial contact with the Sisseton-Whapeton tribe did not develop into a working relationship, we continue to maintain contact through John Peabody, and we hope to rekindle more active contact in the near future.
2. Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity.

We conducted a search for two faculty members and were committed to increasing representation of women or minorities on our faculty. The two lines being filled had been held by two men. The new hires were one man and one women, increasing the number of women on the tenure-track faculty by one.
3. Cooperative programming/interdisciplinary efforts/ inter-institutional activities.

The English department took the lead in pushing through a change in the General Education writing requirements. The changes become effective Fall 2007.

The English department began to develop discipline-specific writing courses: Dale Sullivan taught English 324 (Writing in the Sciences); Betsy Birmingham is working with the School of Architecture to develop a writing course for them, and Kevin Brooks is doing the same with the School of Pharmacy. Both efforts were funded by Instructional Development grants.
We began putting our 300-level writing classes through the General Education Approval process. So far 321, 324, 358 have been approved.

We held a pedagogical luncheon in March to help faculty understand the new classes and to encourage them to think about developing writing-intensive classes in their own majors.
The department sponsored six department seminars in 2005-06. All members of the University are encouraged to come, and they are publicly announced.

4. International activities.

Dale Sullivan gave a paper at the International Professional Communication Conference in Ireland in July and began networking more thoroughly with international programs in technical communication. 
Dale Sullivan is publishing a paper in Hermes, an international but predominantly European Journal, later this year.

Dale Sullivan taught at the Maastricht Center for Transatlantic Studies during April 2006.

Dale Sullivan has been invited to be a co-editor of a book on technical communication programs. This would be a second edition of an earlier book, and this edition would feature several programs in other countries and programs in the US that emphasize international technical communication.

5. Economic development-none
6. Assessment. 
We used the assessment plan we developed two years ago to assess our English LA major. This was the third time we used this plan. We have discovered some interesting things about our program, and these discoveries have helped us in our curriculum review process. We have decided to modify our assessment plan as well to make it less cumbersome. See the assessment report in Appendix B. The first-year writing program also did extensive assessment of student portfolios. See Appendix C for details.
7. Addressing institutional purposes. 
The department continues its commitment to General Education, especially providing courses in the Humanities and practical writing. The Center for Writers now serves undergraduate and graduate students, as well as faculty. We are taking the lead in developing a culture in which writing is valued campus wide, working first with the vertical writing program but hoping to add on a larger writing across the curriculum program.
8. College/Unit Planning Functions/Activities/Accomplishments. 

E. Other Goals—
II. The Future
During our faculty meetings this year, we focused primarily on curriculum revision, but we spent a good portion of our time discussing our vision for the future of the department and its degree programs. We are hamstrung in this effort, because we do not yet know if the Ph. D. program will be approved. If it is approved, then the English department wants to focus on English Studies at the BA level, keep our MA as is, but emphasize literature more prominently, and concentrate on rhetoric and writing at the Ph. D. level, using our vertical writing curriculum and its service to the University as our “lab” experience for the Ph. D. students. If the Ph. D. is not approved, we may decide to develop a major in writing and an MS in technical writing. This year, we have been operating under the hopeful assumption that the Ph. D. in Rhetoric, Writing & Culture will be approved, but we have had to be tentative in our planning because much hinges on the fate of the Ph. D.
A. Future Plans, Challenges, Strengths

We have five major goals for the coming year. First, we expect the PhD to be approved early in the academic year, so we want to develop catalogue copy and begin work on a student handbook, and to fully implement the degree. We already have four students, who have masters degrees, enrolled in our graduate program anticipating the degree’s approval. We also have four others with advanced degrees who would have enrolled had the degree been approved. We expect three of the four to enroll next year when the degree is approved. Interest in the degree is widespread, and we are getting inquiries regionally and nationally. We are convinced that this degree will fill an important niche in the upper Midwest.

Second, Betsy Birmingham and Gary Totten go up for next year. Both have very strong profiles, so we expect success, but their success in getting tenure is perhaps the department’s primary goal for the year.

Third, our department goes through its ten-year review next year. The self-study report is to be compiled this summer, and we expect that the review will be helpful in identifying weaknesses and strengths.

Our fourth goal is to begin to use the new lab in SE 314. Our first semester in which we will be able to do that fully will be Spring 2007. We also want to use it to develop workshops for local high school teachers. Whether or not we will get that far for next summer is debatable, but we hope to move in that direction.

Finally, we want to have the entire vertical writing program in place for fall 2007. So far, we have managed to get three classes approved by the General Education Committee. We have four or five more that are fully developed that need to go through the approval process, and we have two that are in development. Besides getting all of these classes developed and approved, we need to be sure that we have qualified instructors for the classes.
Although there are several challenges facing the English department, it is also a department with many strengths that should contribute to its continued success. First is the department’s collegiality. The faculty and lecturers support each other and want to see the department as a whole prosper. Second, we have made very good hires in the last six years. These new hires come from strong programs, and have already shown evidence of being productive scholars and excellent teachers. Finally, we have a very strong record of offering a successful graduate program, the MA. The experience and excellence of that program chart a course for us as we move into the next phase of our development.

B. Assessment and Mission

Overall, the English department is a healthy department with energetic and collegial faculty, committed and gifted lecturers, good graduate students and TA’s. We continue to see our mission as grounded firmly in the Humanities and Liberal Arts, seeking first to educate, that is “to lead students out of themselves into better versions of themselves,” and secondly to impart practical and employable skills. As an English department in a land-grant institution, a special responsibility to cultivate the Humanities rests on us, but we can’t seek that goal exclusive of economic realities. Along with cultivating literary and ethical sensibilities through the study of literature, we also seek ways to stimulate civic engagement and rhetorical effectiveness among our students and among the university’s students at large. 
To insure that we carry out our mission successfully, the English department is actively engaged in assessment. We assess our undergraduate majors and our first-year writing program extensively. We also assess the graduate program, and we are making plans to assess the upper division writing program. Please see reports in the appendices for more detail on our assessment efforts.

III. Appendices


Appendix A: Enrollment and FTE

Statistical Summary
FTE Tenured or tenure track faculty in 2005-06: 10.3 
One open line (Donald Salting’s)

Rick Shaw is .8 English and .2 Education

William Cosgrove on half-time phased retirement

FTE faculty loaned to administration: 1 (R. S. Krishnan to VPAA office)
Resignations or terminations: 1 (Linda Houts-Smith, Lecturer)
FTE lecturers and instructors: 15.6
FTE produced 05-06:  NA       Budget FTE:  20.12




Undergraduate


Graduate

# of majors:
English BA
        19


        43


English Ed. BA         8


English BS
        46



English Ed. BS          8




Total majors:   124
# of minors:    22



Total minors: 22



Total majors and minors:  146
Masters Program (Dale Sullivan, Director)

Number of applicants for Spring 06 and Fall 06:13
Number accepted: 13
Number expected: 9
Appendix B: Assessment Report

Assessment of English Liberal Arts Curriculum

Introduction: 

This report, for the academic year 2004-2005, describes the English department’s assessment of two of its seven learning outcomes for English majors in our liberal arts program. We focused on the two outcomes that we had not assessed last year, Outcomes 3 and 7. The English Department’s Assessment Committee (Elizabeth Birmingham, Eunice Johnston, Debra Peterson, Richard Shaw, and Dale Sullivan) invited other interested teaching faculty to take part in the assessment this year.  Seven readers took part in our portfolio assessment and six took part in the following discussion: Elizabeth Birmingham, Kevin Brooks, Eunice Johnston, Cindy Nichols, Debra Peterson, Amy Rupiper-Taggart, and Gary Totten.   Although we seven undertook the review of thirteen capstone portfolios and the compilation of this report, we will share and discuss our recommendations with all of the faculty involved in teaching liberal arts majors.

This report describes:

· which program outcomes we assessed; 

· how we assessed those outcomes; 

· what we learned about our program from this assessment; and 

· how we will act upon the information collected in this assessment.
Which outcomes we assessed:

This year, we worked to assess our program’s effectiveness at meeting two outcomes:

· Outcome three: English majors will be able to conduct research effectively using a variety of research strategies and sources and documenting their sources according to standard guidelines.

· Outcome seven:  English majors will develop professionalism exhibited in such qualities as self-direction, cooperation, civility, reliability, and care in editing and presenting a final product.
What we did to assess these outcomes: (Instruments and scales)
We collected data on student learning through several direct measures: 

· student capstone portfolios.

· a survey of faculty perceptions of our senior English majors’ research skills.

· student capstone projects.

· mentor evaluations of capstone projects.

· student attendance in the capstone course itself.  

We also included one indirect measure of student learning: student self-evaluation of the capstone project.

Outcome three: To evaluate our students’ ability “to conduct research effectively using a variety of research strategies . . .” we employed a rubric to generate a single holistic score for research competency as demonstrated in the capstone portfolio (which includes the senior project).  (See Table 2 for results of the portfolio assessment.)

In addition, we used a 19-item inventory asking English teaching faculty about the research skills of their undergraduate senior majors.  For this survey, we used two similar 5-point scales:

· 0=none  or 0=absent

· 1=few    or 1=sub-par

· 2=some or 2=adequate

· 3=most  or 3=good/very good

· 4=all      or 4=excellent

Questions and results maybe found in Appendix B, table 1.

Outcome seven: To assess outcome seven (students’ professionalism) we looked at four things, all of which were assessed using a similar five-point scale:

1. faculty evaluation of student professional behavior during the capstone mentoring process (0-4 scale w/ 4 high).  (See Table 3)

2. student self-evaluation of professional behavior (0-4 scale w/ 4 high). 
3. student attendance in the capstone course itself  

4. professional standards as exhibited in the final portfolio and capstone project and project planning documents.  

What we did to assess these outcomes: (Methods)
All six readers read 5-6 portfolios each, assigning a single number for each of the two outcomes. Three readers read every portfolio.  If all three readers were within a single point, the numbers were averaged; if two readers were two points or more away from a third, that third score was omitted.  There was only one instance of this occurring, out of 70 different readings; this equals an inter-reader reliability rating of 98.6%.  Moreover, there was only a .8 difference in total spread for the average ratings of all readers for outcome 3, and a 1.0 total spread for outcome seven, suggesting a high level of agreement across all readers for the entire sample.  

In addition to reading the portfolios and meeting for one two and a half hour session to discuss our assessment, we compiled faculty mentor evaluations of the professional skills exhibited in students’ capstone projects and interactions with their mentors.  Finally, we looked at records of student class attendance during their capstone experience, both as a measure of professional behavior and reliability and to consider whether there is a relationship between class attendance and success in meeting departmental outcomes.
What we learned:

In this sample, about 3/5 of the students demonstrated adequate mastery of research strategies, and 3/4 of the students displayed adequate professional skills; this is still shy of our goal to have 100% of our graduates at adequate levels for all outcomes.  (These numbers are very similar to those we have seen in previous assessments.)  In addition, we discovered the following specific things concerning the two outcomes we assessed:

Outcome three: Overall, our students’ portfolios demonstrated that they possessed adequate skills in conducting effective research (8 of 13, or 61%) scored at least a 2 from their readers, with an average score of 2.1.  However, on the 19 question inventory which asked faculty about specific student information literacy skills and habits, only on 8 of 19 questions did faculty rate more than “some” of their students adequate, and tellingly, on questions such as “I would categorize the research skills of my senior English undergraduate majors as” the faculty mean was 1.5 (between sub-par and adequate). Other concerns were the ability to conceptualize and formulate good research questions, which received a 1.6, and the ability to understand how information is produced, organized and disseminated (1.33).  (Table 1)
Outcome seven: As a group, the assessment committee found our students’ professionalism stronger than their research skills.  Ten of 13 were ranked “adequate” or above by portfolio readers (76%), and 10 of 13 were ranked “adequate” or above by mentors.  A total of 4 students were rated “sub-par” by either the committee or their mentors; two students were rated “sub-par” by both.  As a group, the class was not quite “adequate” in terms of regular attendance (1.8; see Appendix E table 1); however, it was clear that a large group of students almost never missed class, with half of the class accounting for only 11% of the absences, and the other half of the class accounting for 89% of the absences. 

Relationship between class attendance and academic success:  There seems to be a compelling relationship between class attendance, success in the course, and success in meeting programmatic outcomes. The six students who missed a total of six classes (combined) had an average GPA in the course of 3.66 (an A-).  They also were ranked more highly in every indicator we used. The faculty ranked the high attenders an average of 2.88 (nearly “good/very good”) for outcome three (research), and 3.0 (“good/very good”) for outcome seven (professionalism).  Their faculty mentors gave them an average of 4.0 (excellent) for professionalism and an attendance rating of 3.16.

In contrast, the low attenders (students who missed a total of 46 classes—a whopping 7.6X the number missed by the high attenders) had an average grade for the course of 1.71 (a C-). Although we may believe that students who don’t attend class can be successful on their own, these students also were less able to meet the program outcomes.  As a group, they were 1.46 points lower than their high attending peers in meeting outcome three (research); faculty ranked their work 1.42 (significantly below “adequate”).  Their work was just below “adequate” for outcome seven (professionalism) at 1.95.  Their faculty mentors gave them a collective 1.5, which is also significantly below “adequate,” and their collective attendance rating was .85, which is below “sub-par,” and is, by any measure unacceptable for senior students who wish to be academically successful.  (See Appendix E, tables 1 &2 to see this information in tabular form.)  It is interesting, although probably not significant, that these low attenders were also less able than their peers to assess their own performance with accuracy, as a group rating themselves 7 points higher than their mentors rated them.  In contrast, the high attenders were actually more critical of themselves than their mentors were, with the six of them rating themselves 5 points lower than their mentors had.

So although our “average” student is between adequate and good in meeting outcomes 3 (2.10) and 7 (2.43), receives a mentor evaluation for professionalism in the same range (2.5), and receives an average grade in the Capstone course of a B- (2.6), we really have few students in our program who perform to the “average”; we have high achieving students whose work is consistently good-excellent, and low performing students, whose work is between sub-par and adequate on our scales—a well-curve, rather than a bell-curve. In this sample, these differences clearly related to class attendance.  Whether the low attenders performed poorly because they did not attend class, or whether they did not attend class because they performed poorly (or were not able to accurately assess their own performances) is less clear.  
What we will do next:

As a result of this assessment, our committee plans to share and discuss this report with the rest of the faculty and develop strategies to better help our students meet the learning outcomes our department has set.  We specifically think the following issues are important to the discussion: 

1. Assign more research, and make certain that we are not just assigning and evaluating the products of this research, but intervening in the research process to help students design research, find, evaluate, and use sources, use them honestly, and cite them appropriately.  We do not want to assume that students have these skills.  For example, our assignments might introduce these skills at the 200-level, reinforce them at the 300-level, and require all students to display mastery equivalent to “adequate” (or 2) at the 400-level.  We have begun assembling some resources to help with this task.

2. Form a working group that formalizes the relationship between assessment and curriculum by bringing together interested members of the department’s assessment and curriculum committees (and inviting other faculty and senior lecturers to participate).  The group reading portfolios was in agreement that we would all do this—and the next step should be for Birmingham, Peterson, and Totten co-chairs/chairs of the two committees, to convene a meeting in early fall to set up reading and tasks for the working group. This group will begin examining our curriculum as a whole, rather than as individual courses, attempting to chart the places we hope to have the concepts that form our learning outcomes introduced, reinforced, and mastered. 
3. Develop and propose a departmental attendance policy. The relationship between attendance and success is so strong in our program that we need to develop a uniform attendance policy, as well as making certain that our faculty set a good example by fully using every class period. We need to develop a culture that expects regular class attendance and that makes every class worth attending.

4. Build community among students and between students and faculty through providing extra-curricular opportunities for interaction and professionalization.  We have a real opportunity, because of a new Intro to English Studies course, a dedicated lab space for English courses, an active English Club, and a more professional approach to advising, to begin building a community of English majors and acculturating our students to the notion of disciplinary professionalism. We wondered whether attendance problems might be related to students feeling a lack of responsibility to a community of peers and teachers. We would like to use our working group to think about the kinds of extra-curricular learning and community building opportunities that would enrich our students’ experiences as English majors.  

5. Revise outcomes? Although we recently revised our outcomes, as a group, we found that outcome seven was packed full of abstract indicators and very challenging to use as a single assessment statement with our portfolio review.  We would suggest minimally unlinking the document editing and design from the other professional behaviors.  Outcome three, though easier to employ, would probably be more successful if it more directly related to information literacy (not unlike Gen Ed outcome 6). This will require discussion.
6. Teaching assignments and assessment.  In addition, we would like to continue encouraging those teaching 167, 271, 275, 358, and 457—those assessment point courses that our students all take—to continue their active involvement in the assessment process. This involvement and meeting among the teachers of these core courses was very useful for beginning discussion of curricular mapping.
Next year’s assessment

Undertaking this assessment of student learning was interesting and informative to the committee.  We hope that our insights encourage the faculty to begin to think about the ways in which our individual classes form an overall program of study for our students—a program that is our only way to articulate to students our goals for their learning. Next year’s assessment will focus on assessing outcomes 1 and 2. We anticipate a larger sample of student work (19 students are enrolled in the capstone course) and would like to involve even more of the faculty in this important process.  

Submitted by the English department All-volunteer Assessment Team on behalf of the Assessment Committee:

Elizabeth Birmingham (Chair)

Kevin Brooks

Eunice Johnston

Cindy Nichols

Debra Peterson

Amy Rupiper-Taggart

Gary Totten
Table 1: Faculty Evaluation of Students’ Information Literacy Skills
Student Research Skills and Practices: Senior Majors (N=10)

	10. Given the information literacy standards defined before question #5, I would say that my senior English majors are information literate.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	8
	0
	2
	4
	2
	0
	Some
	2.00
	.75

	13. I would categorize the research skills of my senior English undergraduate majors as:

	
	Valid N
	Excellent

(4)
	Good/VG

(3)
	Adequate

 (2)
	Sub-par

(1)
	Absent (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	8
	0
	0
	4
	4
	0
	?
	1.5
	.53

	16. My senior English majors are able to conceptualize and formulate good research questions.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	10
	0
	0
	7
	2
	1
	Some
	1.6
	.69

	19. My senior English majors display time management skills by meeting course requirements within deadlines.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	8
	0
	3
	4
	1
	0
	Some
	2.25
	.70

	22 My senior English majors display sound critical thinking skills.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	8
	0
	3
	4
	1
	0
	Some
	2.25
	.70

	25. My senior English majors apply analysis and original thought to existing information to create new information.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	8
	0
	1
	5
	2
	0
	Some
	1.875
	.64

	28. My senior English majors are comfortable using computer technology for information gathering and data manipulation.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	8
	0
	3
	4
	1
	0
	Some
	2.25
	.70

	31. My senior English majors understand how information is produced, organized and disseminated.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	9
	0
	0
	4
	4
	1
	?
	1.33
	.70

	34. My senior English majors understand how information is organized into disciplines and subject fields.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	8
	0
	0
	7
	1
	0
	Some
	1.875
	.35

	37. My senior English majors understand how professionals working in our area of study use information.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	9
	0
	1
	5
	3
	0
	Some
	1.77
	.64

	40. My senior English majors confer with my colleagues and me to identify information resources and processes used in the field.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	8
	0
	1
	6
	1
	0
	Some
	2.00
	.53

	43. My senior English majors students understand that research is a non-linear process and approach it as such.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	8
	0
	1
	4
	3
	0
	Some
	1.75
	.70

	46. My senior English majors know that critical theories and research methodologies vary and apply the theory or method appropriate to the task.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	8
	0
	0
	3
	5
	0
	Few
	1.375
	.51

	49. My senior English majors know how to find high-quality information using traditional print library resources.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	8
	0
	2
	2
	3
	1
	Few
	1.625
	1.0

	52. My senior English majors know how to evaluate and select high quality information from library subscription databases.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	8
	0
	1
	4
	3
	0
	Some
	1.75
	.70

	55. My senior English majors students know how evaluate and select high quality information from the Internet.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	8
	0
	0
	6
	2
	0
	Some
	1.75
	.46

	58. My senior English majors can discriminate between scholarly and non-scholarly information resources.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	8
	0
	4
	4
	0
	0
	Most
	2.5
	.53

	61. My senior English majors consistently cite materials using an appropriate citation style.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	9
	0
	2
	4
	3
	0
	Some
	2.215
	.78

	64. My senior English majors are actively, intellectually engaged in class and their participation drives the discourse.

	
	Valid N
	All 

(4)
	Most 

(3)
	Some

 (2)
	Few

(1)
	None (0)
	Mode
	Mean
	STD

	Sr.
	8
	0
	5
	3
	0
	0
	Most
	2.625
	.51


Table 2: Portfolio Assessment Values

	Outcome three: English majors will be able to conduct research effectively using a variety of research strategies and sources and documenting their sources according to standard guidelines.


	Reader 1.
	Reader 2.
	Reader 3.
	Reader 4.
	Reader 5.
	Reader 6.
	Reader 7.
	Average Score

	Portfolio 1.  


	2
	
	3
	
	2
	
	
	2.67

	Portfolio 2.  


	2
	2
	
	
	
	2
	
	2

	Portfolio 3.  


	2
	
	1
	2
	
	
	
	1.67

	Portfolio 4.  


	
	
	3
	
	2
	
	2
	2.33

	Portfolio 5.  


	
	4
	4
	
	
	
	3
	3.66

	Portfolio 6.  


	1
	
	
	2
	
	
	1
	1.33

	Portfolio 7.  


	2
	2
	
	
	2
	
	
	2

	Portfolio 8.  


	
	
	2
	
	2
	2
	
	2

	Portfolio 9.  


	3
	
	
	
	
	3
	2
	3.33

	Portfolio 10. 


	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	1
	1

	Portfolio 11.


	
	4
	
	4
	
	4
	
	4

	Portfolio 12.


	
	1
	
	2
	1
	
	
	1.33

	Portfolio 13. 


	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0

	Average for this reader


	2
	2.1
	2.6
	2.2
	1.8
	2.4
	1.8
	2.10


Table 3.: Professionalism and the Capstone Project

	1.  Please rate professionalism (such qualities as self-directedness, cooperativeness, civility, reliability, carefulness in editing and presenting a final product).


	Mentor assessment
	Student self-assessment
	difference
	Average Score

	Portfolio 1.  


	2
	___
	___
	2

	Portfolio 2.  


	4
	3
	-1
	3.5

	Portfolio 3.  


	3
	3
	0
	3

	Portfolio 4.  


	4
	3
	-1
	3.5

	Portfolio 5.  


	4
	4
	0
	4

	Portfolio 6.  


	2
	___
	___
	2

	Portfolio 7.  


	2
	3
	+1
	2.5

	Portfolio 8.  


	4
	4
	0
	4

	Portfolio 9.  


	4
	2
	-2
	3

	Portfolio 10. 


	1
	3
	+2
	2

	Portfolio 11.


	4
	4
	0
	4

	Portfolio 12.


	1
	3
	+2
	2

	Portfolio 13. 


	___
	___
	___
	___

	Total for class


	35
	32
	
	

	Mode for class


	4
	3
	___
	2

	Mean for class


	2.91
	3.2
	___
	2.95

	Standard Deviation


	1.24
	.63
	___
	.83


Appendix C: FYE Report

First-Year English Assessment Report, 2005-06 
Prepared by Kevin Brooks, Writing Program Administrator, NDSU. 

Date:  June 8, 2006.

The assessment of English 110 and 120 for school year 2005-06 consisted of one direct measure and two indirect means of assessment.  These same measures were used in 2004-05.  

· A portfolio assessment of student writing.

· A student rating of general education goals and supporting program philosophies. 

· A survey of English 110 and 120 instructors.  

This brief report will focus on the direct assessment only, but a longer report on all three measures will be available by the end of June, 2006.  

The general education goal assessed in 2005-06 was Goal #6: “Students will demonstrate the ability to integrate knowledge and ideas in a coherent and meaningful manner.”  The definitions for assessing a portfolio are included below.  

The portfolio assessment is the most robust and important assessment strategy, because assessment of student writing must look at student work produced in English 110 and 120, and not rely on survey data, multiple-choice testing, timed writing, or other measures.  The basic numbers of the assessment were as follows:

Fall 2005




Spring 2006

38 instructors read portfolios


32 instructors read portfolios

205 portfolios were read


154 portfolios were read

Average score: 2.08 (110) 2.36 (120)

Average score: 2.19 (120 only)

Reader agreement: 99%


Reader agreement: 97%

We were only able to read a random sample of about 7-10% of the student work produced in these courses, rather than reach the 15-20% target that is generally used in our discipline in order to assure validity of the assessment.  The number of portfolios dropped significantly in the spring, as a handful of instructors simply did not follow through on collecting portfolios from their students; we will work to correct this problem in 2006-07.  Reader participation was slightly higher, up 2 readers in both fall and spring semesters.  Our readers, like last year, showed a very high level of agreement.  

The quantitative and qualitative data showed us that first-year students at NDSU struggle to incorporate knowledge and ideas in a coherent and meaningful manner.  Although a score of “2” is acceptable and “3” is good, the assessment from 2004-05 showed us that students’ were generally better at meeting our other Gen Ed goal: “Students should demonstrate the ability to communicative effectively in a variety of genres for various audiences and situations:” 2.7 and 2.4 for fall and spring 2004-05.

The qualitative data—general comments made by instructors—expressed some alarm at work being assessed: 

· Readers acknowledged that student papers often contained sources, but those sources were poorly introduced, often not analyzed effectively, nor appropriately cited (in-text or end-of-text).  

· Readers commented on the poor quality of sources used.  Wikipedia was a popular source, other sources seemed to be “first-encountered” sources rather than substantial sources or a range of sources, and often one source dominated a paper.    

· Readers worried that our assignments might not be demanding enough.  A number of assignments required students to work with one source only (reviews and rhetorical analyses); some field-research assignments seemed to require students only to report on their experiences, rather than gather information through observation, interviews, or surveys.    

· Readers did note that students seems to do better at assignments that allow for some creativity and incorporation of personal experience, a positive observation that also happens to highlight how much they struggle with incorporating other people’s experiences, ideas, and words into their own writing.  

While most readers were not particularly impressed with our students ability to meet this goal, the assessment of student work gives us a much clearer picture of where we need to focus some of our instructional energy: on assignment design, on the careful reading and analysis of sources, and on the mechanics of working effectively with sources.  We also need to recognize that this particular goal is very demanding: it requires comprehension of sources, evaluation of sources, synthesis of ideas, and application of fairly complex citations systems.  

The full assessment report will be used to shape the annual department workshop  (August of each year), and will be used as a baseline for re-assessing this particular goal in 2008-09.  

Gen Ed. Goal #6: Integrate Knowledge and Ideas in a Coherent and Meaningful Manner  
An English 110 portfolio should have evidence of a student’s ability to integrate personal knowledge, ideas, or experiences in a coherent and meaningful manner. This goal can be addressed through some, not necessarily all, of the following elements. 

· Personal experience related in vivid and appropriately detailed prose, relevant to a main point (memoirs, literacy narratives, letters).  

· Clearly articulated ideas (a thesis) effectively supported by sub-claims and evidence (commentary, proposals, research papers). 

· Original or insightful observations based on close analysis of a thing or event (rhetorical, literary, or cultural analysis, reviews). 

An English 110 portfolio should have evidence of a student’s ability to integrate other’s knowledge and ideas in a coherent and meaningful manner.  This goal can be met through some, not necessarily all, of the following elements.

· Clear comprehension of source material, demonstrated through paraphrase, summary, and/or quotations.

· Proper lead-ins or introductions to sources, indicating not only who said what, but also indicating the credentials of the source.

· Clear indications of where the use of sources begins and ends.

· Purposeful use of sources, not merely stringing together of sources.

· Proper in-text and end of text documentation of sources.  

An English 120 portfolio should demonstrate the same skills as an English 110 portfolio, but it should also demonstrate the student’s knowledge of, and ability to conduct, various kinds of research.  This goal can be addressed through the following elements.

· A portfolio item(s) that demonstrates a student’s ability to conduct field research: surveys, observations, and/or interviews. 

· A portfolio item(s) that demonstrates a student’s ability to use appropriate electronic sources, from both the surface web and the deep web (subscription databases).

· A portfolio item(s) that demonstrates a student’s ability to work with appropriate print-based sources.  

Assessment Scoring Guidelines

· 0 = absent.  No evidence of student’s ability to integrate knowledge and ideas in a coherent and meaningful manner.  A zero might indicate blatant plagiarism, inability to work with sources, and / or personal writing without a discernable point.  

· 1 = sub-par.  A student’s portfolio demonstrates very little ability to integrate knowledge and ideas in a coherent manner.  Sub-par might indicate extensive inadvertent plagiarism, documents with no clear points, fuzzy analysis or a tendency to describe rather than analyze, use of, but poor execution of a research method, sloppy documentation of sources.   

· 2 = adequate.  Reasonable evidence of a student’s ability to incorporate knowledge and ideas throughout the portfolio, but considerable room for improvement.  Personal experiences might be well narrated, but the point not quite clear, a main point may be in place, but weakly supported, secondary sources used, but a limited range, awareness of research methods present, but methods under-utilized.  

· 3=  good to very good.  Evidence of a variety of kinds of knowledge and ideas incorporated, most handled well, if not perfectly.  A portfolio might have a single document that is exceptionally well done, with flashes of excellence in other documents).

· 4= excellent.  All items in the portfolio demonstrate an excellent understanding of how to incorporate knowledge and ideas in a coherent and meaningful manner.  An excellent portfolio demonstrates a wide range of excellent skills.    

The Portfolio Cover Letter should consist of a student’s reflections on his or her ability to integrate knowledge and ideas in a coherent and meaningful manner, and the letter can be used as one more example of the student’s ability to meet this goal.

Appendix D: Graduate Report

English Department Graduate Committee Year End Report (2005-2006)
Committee members: Mark Aune, chair, Bill Cosgrove, Linda Helstern, Gary Totten, and Jennifer McKenzie and Dani Kvanvig (graduate students)

The Graduate Committee had a fairly active year, despite meeting irregularly.  We finished some important projects from previous years and began some important initiatives that we hope will help improve and expand the graduate program.  One of the difficulties, of course, was the indeterminacy of the PhD proposal.  Once it finally has been established, we will be able to be much more directive in our work.


Although their work is beyond our purview and we can take no credit for it, we were consistently surprised and delighted with the work of GTAO, their conference in particular.  

Goals for 2005-2006 School Year
Complete revision of handbook

· graduate student committee service

· admission requirements

· Revisit proposed revision of literature curriculum

Initiate recruitment program

Revise MA program materials (website, brochure)

· Grad school money available for this

· Schedule visits to recruiting fairs

· Collect addresses for distribution of new materials

· Contact alumni?

Revise procedures for department and graduate school teaching awards

Draft graduate faculty handbook

Update database with new students

Use database to determine information helpful in recruiting and grad student support

· undergraduate school and major

· post-MA employment

· graduation rates

· graduation time periods

Goals Completed:

- Finally finished revision of Graduate Handbook and passed department vote.

- Completed revision of literature option better to represent faculty interests and to build in an emphasis on multicultural studies.  We do not offer much in the way of multicultural studies at the moment, but we hope to amend this.

- Moved bound graduate student papers to department conference room/library and cleaned out some of the redundant content of the library.

- We sent people to the Tri-College graduate school fair.  The consensus was that the effort was not worth the response.  The awareness of the program in the Tri-College is high.  We need to work to recruit outside the FM area.

- We assessed the responses from the previous year’s survey of public school teachers and now have rough guidelines as to when to best offer classes in order to draw public school teachers: The ideal time for courses during the school year is either from 4-7 or 5-8 during the week.  The ideal time for summer courses seemed to be four week 3 hour per day or two week six hour per day courses that begin after 1 June.  The first part of this initiative was implemented with relative success.  All the graduate courses but one in Fall 2006 are scheduled for evening times.  We were not able to schedule summer courses for 2006, but this will be a priority for Summer 2007.  

- We initiated a revision of the graduate program website in order to repurpose it as a recruiting tool.  The revision was not completed by the end of the school year.

- We updated the English Department’s entry on Gradschools.com.  This is something that must be done at least once a semester.

- We have begun to investigate the possibility of greater connection with local and regional high schools, either through NDCTE, NDEA, or direct contact.  Amy Taggart belongs to the NDCTE and ideally will be a helpful contact person.

- Nominated Melissa Vosen for College Teaching Award.  She won and is the third nominee in a row from English to win the award.

- Revised and implemented new system and criteria for Department Graduate Paper award and Graduate Teaching Award.

- We began compiling and circulating a list of graduate course descriptions.

- We began asking graduate students to complete yearly status reports so that we can better track their progress.

- We began the self-study document, which showed encouraging developments in graduate student graduation rates and placement.

Goals Not Met
- We were not able to fully make use of the graduate student database.  One part of the problem is the lack of knowledge of Microsoft Access.  A second part of the problem is the inaccuracies in the database.

Next year we hope to be much more active in recruiting graduate students from beyond the Tri-College area.  A completed revision of the graduate program webpage will help in this.  We also will need to replace Bill Cosgrove, ideally with someone from rhet/comp in order to bring more diversity to the committee.  Beyond this we need to work out greater coordination of labor and information management.  Having an official DGS position will help this.  We have a three-foot stack of graduate program material (much of it from Bill’s records) that needs to be sorted, organized and entered into the database.  We also need some level of regular office assistance, ideally a work-study student to help with data entry and website maintenance.  The student will have to know Access and Contribute, but hopefully we’ll be able to train one of the work-study students to do these things.

Goals for 2006-2007 School Year

· Implement at least one summer course that is available to public school teachers.  Ideally a four week 3 hour per day or two week six hour per day course that begins after 1 June.  The course will probably have to be self-support and we’ll have to figure out how to schedule it outside the two regular summer terms.  Possible summer course topics: multicultural/world literature, contemporary literature, drama, banned books, Y/A literature, book club books, slave narratives, Shakespeare, film, a writing course such as 458.

· Set up alumni contact list and implement fund-raising for Alumni Scholarship.  (Contact Bill Cosgrove, Tom Matchie, Jean Strandness, Steve Ward, and anyone else who has contacts with alumni).  See Tom Riley about procedures and possible outside sources.  Would it be worth setting up an external organization for this in order to avoid the restrictions of university fund-raising rules?

· Contact NDCTE and encourage faculty members to present at their conference, whenever and wherever it may be.

· Revise website so that it can be used as a recruiting tool.

· Work to attend recruiting fairs in MSP and other regional locations.

· In January, be sure to inform Jennifer McKenzie and Beth Ecker that they will be the department’s nominees for the College Teaching Award.

· Continue to collect data on current and finished graduate students.  

· Include rhet/comp faculty member in deliberations on teaching and paper awards.  

· Continue to compile and circulate graduate course descriptions.  Ideally build an email list to facilitate this.

· Complete self-study material.

· Discuss possibility of working with Metro State University on PhD program.

· Prepare infrastructure for PhD program, including website, brochure, recruiting, and admissions procedures.
Graduate Student Final Exams 2005-2006 School Year
Abhijeet Rao, 6 July 2005
“The Eternal Hero: A Comparative Study of Odyssey and Ramayana”
Mark Aune, Robert O’Connor, Elizabeth Birmingham, Walter Nichipor

 Naomi Dahlberg
“New Christian Ethics in Carlyle’s Sartor Resartus”

Robert O’Connor, Muriel Brown, Steve Ward, James Council 

Joshua Hernandez

“The Electric Essay Unplugged: McLuhan, the Essai Concrete, and First- Year Composition Courses.”

Kevin Brooks, Elizabeth Birmingham, Dale Sullivan, Ross Collins.

Melissa Vosen

"Cooperating in the Composition Classroom: Creating a Successful Collaborative Writing Environment"

Kevin Brooks, Elizabeth Birmingham, Amy Rupiper Taggart, Dick Warner

Stephen Disrud 

“Parody, Liminality, and Re-Authoring in Stephen Graham Jones’s The Bird is Gone”

R.S. Krishan, Mark Aune, Bill Cosgrove, Paul Homan 

Kelly Cameron

“Two Scenes of Women’s Writing: How Acts of Female Authorship Both Subvert and Reinforce Patriarchal Images of Authorship in Carol Shields’ Swann and Unless”

Elizabeth Birmingham, Amy Rupiper Taggart, M. G. Aune, Jeanne Hageman

Appendix E: Curriculum Committee Report

English Department Curriculum Committee Year-End Report (2005-2006)
Committee members: D.K. Peterson and Gary Totten (co-chairs), Eunice Johnston, and Dale Sullivan

The Curriculum Committee had an active year marked by its facilitation of the department’s curriculum revision through various institutional channels. This project, which has involved simultaneous revisions in various areas—first-year writing, working-group revisions, graduate-program offerings—developed from the work of the entire faculty. The curriculum revision, indeed, reflects the contributions of all faculty members and various sub-committees. Our primary goal this year was to help manage this extensive curriculum revision, and although our committee met informally and relatively infrequently, our individual members served as liaisons to college and university committees, communicating the department’s curriculum decisions and facilitating approval of proposed changes.

As the curriculum revision nears completion, the Committee would like to acknowledge the efforts and contributions of our faculty members, our working groups, First-Year Writing and Vertical Writing Group, and our Head for making this revision a success.

Goals for the 2005-2006 Academic Year

· Submit department’s curriculum revision

· Add new courses to move to more vertical, integrated curriculum

· Add new courses to strengthen curriculum and reflect current faculty’s research interest and specialties

· Delete Courses to enable two-year rotation

· Submit Course Changes to reflect

· Coordinate General Education paperwork

· Submit revised BA/BS degree

Goals Completed/Goals Pending

As the attached summary of actions indicates, most of the paperwork filed for the curriculum revision has been passed successfully. Still pending are the following curricular changes:
· English 322 and 323: Bulletin Changes

· English 770: Name Change and addition of “Repeat for Credit”
· Proposed BS in English Degree 

Goals for 2006-2007 Academic Year

Now that the curriculum revision is nearing completion, the Curriculum Committee would like to shift to a more proactive and long-term assessment of the undergraduate curriculum, both in terms of its own curricular needs and in relationship to our graduate program. To this end, our goals for the 2006-2007 academic year include:

· Review English minor requirements and recommend actions to the Department Head and faculty.

· Review the current curriculum and course rotation, focusing on the generation of a coherent, integrated, vertical curriculum. The Writing Working Group, with its work on the Vertical Writing program, serves as a model for this goal. 
· Codify departmental channels for curriculum changes and proposals.
· Work with the Assessment Committee to review curriculum based on the Assessment Committee’s findings. (Most Curriculum Committee members are also on Assessment.) Included in this work is the development and recommendation of a department attendance policy and an examination of required courses.

CURRICULUM COMMITTEE

SUMMARY OF ACTIONS 2005-2006
CURRICULUM CHARTER: Appendix A
INDIVIDUAL COURSE CHANGES: Available on English Administrative Page

NEW COURSE PROPOSALS

· English 167: 

Introduction to English Studies [passed]

· English 336: 

Literature and the Environment [passed]

· English 213/313/413: 
Literary Publications I/II/III [passed]

· English 381: 

American Road Book [passed]

· English 382: 

Film Genres and Styles [passed]

· English 385: 

British Fiction [passed]

· English 389: 

Non-fiction Prose [passed]

· English 456/656: 

Literacy, Culture, Identity [passed]

· English 476/676: 

Topics in American Literature [passed]

· English 483/683: 

Topics in British Literature [passed]

NAME CHANGES
· English 320: 

Business and Professional Writing [passed]

· English 321:

Writing in the Technical Professions [passed]

· English 758:

Topics in Rhetoric and Writing [passed]

· Language 103:

English for Non-Native Speakers: Intermediate Grammar and Writing I [passed]

· Language 104:

English for Non-Native Speakers: Vocabulary and Reading [passed]

· Language 106:

English for Non-Native Speakers: Oral Skills [passed]

· Language 107:

Language Use in Writing for ESL I [passed]

NAME AND BULLETIN DESCRIPTION CHANGES
· English 340: 

19th-Century American Fiction [passed]

· English 341: 

20th-Century American Fiction [passed]

· English 358:

Writing in the Humanities and Social Sciences [passed]

BULLETIN DESCRIPTION CHANGES
· English 322: 

Creative Writing I Pending
· English 323: 

Creative Writing II Pending
NAME CHANGES AND ADDITION OF “REPEAT FOR CREDIT”
· English 758: 

Topics in Rhetoric and Writing [passed]

· English 770: 

Studies in American Literature Pending
· English 780: 

Studies in British Literature [passed]

CHANGE IN LEVEL
· English 377: 

Modern Poetry (previously English 477) [passed]

DELETED COURSES
· English 215: 

Writing for Work [passed]

· English 342: 

19th-Century American Short Story [passed]

· English 343: 

20th-Century American Short Story [passed]

· English 344: 

American Drama [passed]

· English 462/662: 

Modern European Drama [passed]

· English 464/664: 

Comparative Literature [passed]

· English 470/670: 

American Literary Renaissance [passed]

· English 473/673: 

Contemporary American Literature [passed]

· English 475/675 

Regional Literature [passed]

· English 481/68: 

Chaucer [passed]

· English 484/684: 

Restoration and 18th-Century Drama [passed]

· English 487/687: 

Victorian Literature [passed]

· English 488/688:

20th-Century British Writers [passed]

· English 489/689:

British Novel [passed]

· English 658:

Advanced Writing Workshop (cutting only graduate section, not 468) [passed]

· English 677: 

Modern Poetry (cutting only graduate section) [passed]

· English 750: 

Linguistic Theory [passed]

· English 751: 

Directions in English Studies [passed]

· English 752: 

Pedagogy in English Studies [passed]

· English 765:

Understanding Electric Culture [passed]

· English 781: 

18th-Century Literary Studies [passed]

· English 782: 

19th- 20th-Century British Literature [passed]

CURRICULAR CHANGES: Available on English Administrative Page
· Revision of BA English degree [passed]

· Proposal for BS English degree  Pending
GENERAL EDUCATION APPROVAL: Available on English Administrative Page
· Approval of English 321: Writing in the Technical Professions (GE Category C) [passed]
· Approval of English 324: Writing in the Science (GE Category C) [passed]
· Approval of English 336: Literature and the Environment (GE Categories A,G) [passed]
· Approval of English 348: Writing in the Humanities and Social Sciences (GE Category C) [passed]
UNIVERSITY SENATE MINUTES: Appendix B
· 12 December 2005

· Approval of Course Changes

· English 340: 19th-Century American Fiction

· English 341: 20th-Century American Fiction

· Language 103: English for Non-Native Speakers: Intermediate grammar and Writing I

· Language 107: Language Use in Writing for ESL I

· Approval of Course Deletions

· English 215: Writing for Work

· English 342: 19th-Century American Short Story

· English 343: 20th-Century American Short Story

· English 344: American Drama

· 23 January 2006

· Approval of Course Changes

· English 320: Business and Professional Writing

· English 358: Writing in the Humanities and Social Sciences

· English 377: Modern Poetry

· Approval of New Courses

· English 167: Introduction to English Studies

· English 336: Literature and the Environment

· English 381: American Road Book

· English 382: Film Genres and Styles

· Approval of General Education Recommendations

· English 336: Literature and the Environment (Categories A, G)

· 20 March 2006

· Approval of New Courses

· English 213/313/413: Literary Publications I/II/III

· English 385: British Fiction

· English 389: Non-Fiction Prose:

· English 780: Studies in British Literature
· Approval of Name Change

· Language 104 [name change]

· Language 106 [name change]

· Approval of General Education Recommendations

· English 324: Writing in the Sciences (Category C)

· English 358: Writing in the Humanities and Social Sciences (Category C)

· 10 April 2006

· Approval of New Courses

· English 456/656: Literature, Culture, and Identity

· English 476/676: Topics in American Literature

· English 483/683: Topics in British Literature

· 8 May 2006

· Approval of Name Changes

· English 321: Writing in the Technical Professions

· English 758: Topics in Rhetoric and Writing

· Approval of Deleted Courses

· English 462/662: Modern European Drama

· English 464/664: Comparative Literature

· English 470/670: American Literary Renaissance

· English 473/673: Contemporary American Literature

· English 475/675: Regional Literature

· English 481/681: Chaucer

· English 484/684: Restoration and 18th-Centurary Drama

· English 487/687: Victorian Literature

· English 488/688: 20th-Century British Writers

· English 489/689: British Novel

· English 658: Advanced Writing Workshop

· English 677: Modern Poetry

· English 750: Linguistic Theory

· English 751: Directions in English Studies

· English 752: Pedagogy in English Studies

· English 765: Understanding Electric Culture

· English 781: 18th-Century Literary Studies

· English 782: 19-20th-Centurry British Literature
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