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Executive Summary

Navigating this Document

This proposal is a response to a charge by the Provost’s Office to reconceptualize the
foundational course of our writing program, both to demonstrate its alignment with the
outcomes of the Curriculum for a Connected World and the revised SUNY General
Education and also to update it in ways that will better serve our students. We refer to the
revised course as WRTG 105.

The bulk of the proposal focuses on three areas of college writing: 1. Learning outcomes,
goals, and underpinning philosophy; 2. Structural conditions informing the staffing and
oversight; 3. Practical features of writing instruction. Each area begins with a rationale
where we explain some of the problems we see in the current model, include relevant
scholarship, and provide justification for the proposed changes. Each rationale is followed
by a bulleted list of recommendations.

Summary of this Proposal

WRTG 105 will align with the learning outcomes of the revised SUNY GE Knowledge and
Skills area of “Communication – written and oral,” which newly includes the oral
requirement, as well as set the foundation for the reflective writing skills now called for by
our new local curriculum’s Integrative and Applied Learning graduation requirement.
While these curricular changes necessitate several updates to the course’s learning
outcomes, they also provide an opportunity to encourage renewed faculty engagement with
this valuable course by intentionally grounding our pedagogy in a student-centered
philosophy of writing that is informed by current best practices in Writing Studies.

We recommend that instructors of WRTG 105 teach writing in a manner that focuses
explicitly on helping students to develop transformative and transferable habits of mind.
Our approach advocates that students discuss and practice three modes of writing, where
mode is best understood as an orientation: an analytical or persuasive mode is oriented
toward others as the audience, reflective writing is oriented toward the self, and revision is
a process-based orientation toward the text. Working in and across the modes encourages
epistemological insights into writing as situational, which includes considerations of
privilege, technology, embodiment, and race, the latter of which affirms the longstanding
and recently reiterated scholarly resolution asserting students’ rights to their own language
and Geneseo’s own commitment to becoming an anti-racist campus.
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Since Geneseo does not have—and has never had—a full-time faculty member who has
achieved a terminal degree in Writing Studies, the disciplinary field underpinning a general
education requirement that all students must satisfy, and in keeping with the SUNY Council
on Writing’s resolution and discipline-wide practices, we strongly recommend that the
college hire a full-time (advanced assistant or associate level) faculty member, with a PhD in
Writing Studies, to be housed in the English Department. A Writing Committee will provide
a robust network to support that person in connecting WRTG 105 to a campus writing
program, thus helping to preserve the intent of INTD 105 to make writing a college-wide
investment. Moreover, we recommend that the faculty who staff our courses actively
collaborate on current best practices in writing instruction, which will involve regular
meetings as a cohort with the new writing coordinator.

We recommend that the new course include a fourth credit hour and be capped at under
twenty students per section, recognizing that the extra credit hour and smaller class size
will enable the instructors to develop this scholarly community and the campus culture
around writing. Both changes will incentivize more full-time faculty to teach in the course
and will increase compensation for adjunct instructors. Crucially, the fourth credit in a
foundational course and a cap of fewer than twenty students will provide more students
with flexible routes to graduation and will enhance their experience in a course that is now
the only common course for Geneseo students.

The space currently occupied by INTD 105 is now the most widely enrolled single course
Geneseo offers. It is typically taken by new students in their first two semesters, often as
the introduction to General Education, to our library, and to academic support services as
sites of collaboration rather than remediation. As many new students’ only seminar-sized
class, WRTG 105 can help lay the foundations of not only academic but also social success.
We hope to encourage a sense of belonging by recommending that instructors incorporate
some form of “place-based learning,” which draws attention to the new identities students
necessarily forge when they begin their studies at Geneseo and connects the topic of their
class to some aspect of students’ experience at or in Geneseo. Place-based learning boosts
the social capital of students: they write about issues they know others in their community
care about.

We believe that a good writing program is one that can adapt to student needs, to changes
at the institution, and to developments in the field of Writing Studies. Our
recommendations are thus not meant as a definitive statement but rather as the first step in
a fundamental reconceptualization of how writing is taught at Geneseo, a process that will
be continued under the guidance of our new writing specialist.
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Committee Charge

To develop a proposal reconceptualizing INTD 105 for the GLOBE committee in Fall 2022,
which includes addressing learning outcomes, assessment methods, and possibilities for
integrative and transformative experiences; ensuring that SUNY and local requirements are
met; aiming to increase student success and retention; promoting a sense of belonging; and
preparing students for lifelong learning.

Members

Doug Baldwin INTD 105 Co-coordinator
Gillian Paku INTD 105 Co-coordinator: primary author
Justin Behrend History, outgoing department chair
Lisa D’Angelo Instructor, representing adjuncts
Rob Doggett English, past department chair: primary author
Sherry Larson-Rhodes Library research skills instruction coordinator
Elizabeth Roos Student representative, WLC
Heather Wilhelm-Routenberg Asst Dean of New Student Transitions
Makayla Williams Student representative, SRTOL
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Learning Outcomes, Goals, and Underpinning Philosophy

Rationale

Our guiding assumption is that, at its core, WRTG 105—the successor to INTD 105—should
provide a curricular space for students to learn about writing so that they can identify and
productively reconsider both their prior and newly acquired knowledge. This
metacognitive process is guided by becoming familiar with threshold concepts in writing:
transformative and transferable habits of mind that students can draw upon to adapt to and
feel confident in new writing contexts, including the discipline-specific contexts of their
major fields of study. These goals are best achieved when the primary content of a
writing course such as WRTG 105 is the study of writing itself and where the
instruction is informed by best practices within the disciplinary field of Writing
Studies. We hope that the course will enhance the experience of students new to SUNY
Geneseo, will engage intentionally with place-based learning, and will lay the foundation for
conceiving of writing as an ongoing dialogue not only with editors, co-authors, and multiple
audiences, but also with a reflective self and a dynamic text. In this type of course, the
purpose is not primarily to teach students an assumed Platonic ideal of writing that can be
mastered or to reinforce the type of formulaic, five-paragraph approach that often garners
top marks in high school courses and on standardized tests. Rather, it is to help students
achieve a level of metacognition about writing that enables them to reflect meaningfully on
prior experiences so that they do not assume that merely refining what had been
appropriate in high school—by, for example, developing more sophisticated vocabulary,
more closely adhering to some all-encompassing notion of “correct grammar,” or using
catchier opening sentences—is how they will become successful college writers.1

In the course we envision, students will learn the kinds of threshold concepts—that, for
instance, authorial point of view is implicated in power structures, that playfulness and
creativity can be subversive and liberatory, or that literacy is “always practiced by
individuals with diverse bodily contexts, including a range of abilities” ((Re)Considering
44)—which can be applied broadly to the myriad writing situations they will encounter
throughout their lives and across the liberal arts curriculum. Threshold concepts are those
concepts that are critical for epistemological participation in a discipline. They are often
troubling for students because they destabilize prior assumptions, yet they are also
transformative because, once understood, they change fundamentally how students think.2

2 Threshold concepts are not specific to learning about writing studies. In evolutionary biology, for
instance, “randomness and probability” are important threshold concepts, in that they destabilize

1 A 2013 NCTE policy research brief surveys scholarship on how first-year writing fosters
engagement and retention, enhances rhetorical knowledge, develops metacognition, and increases
responsibility.

http://mjreiff.com/uploads/3/4/2/1/34215272/nctepolicybrief.pdf
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In Writing Studies, the texts edited by Linda Adler-Kassner and Elizabeth Wardle have
opened the dialogue about concepts that writing scholars and teachers agree are critical
and about why those concepts matter to people new to the field or even outside it. In
Naming What We Know (2016) and (Re)Considering What We Know (2019), Adler-Kassner
and Wardle identify five clusters of threshold concepts: 1. writing is a social and rhetorical
activity; 2. writing speaks to situations through recognizable forms; 3. writing enacts and
creates identities and ideologies; 4. all writers have more to learn; 5. writing is (also
always) a cognitive activity. Although Adler-Kassner and Wardle provide guidance on both
creating a first-year writing course and structuring professional development based on
threshold concepts, we are responding in this proposal to their scholarship on the concepts
themselves rather than necessarily recommending wholesale adoption of their course
design suggestions.

The metacognitive learning promoted by attention to threshold concepts is key to the
growth mindset that SUNY Geneseo has promoted vigorously in recent semesters via the
Office of Academic Planning and Advising and the Teaching and Learning Center. In
particular, a growth mindset toward writing will be invaluable for the college’s push toward
integrative and applied learning in the Geneseo Education for a Connected World
curriculum: students will be expected to produce writing designed for self-reflection, which
is different from the expressivistic mode required in some of their creative arts courses and
different again from the critical cultural studies approach in humanities courses—different,
too, from the new rhetorical approach underpinning social sciences, the writing within the
professional programs, or the analytical mode, lab reports, or proofs often expected in
STEM courses.

Moreover, the past two decades have witnessed some radical changes in Writing Studies,
particularly with respect to diversity, equity, and inclusion, where assumptions that were
once understood as truisms have been called into question—for instance, that the first
person singular should be avoided in academic writing, that deviations from “standard
English” are a mark of poor writing, or the notion that faculty must grade only the final
writing that the student has produced, irrespective of the amount of time they devoted to
improving over multiple drafts. Much recent work in Writing Studies has stressed the
profound need for writing instructors to shift away from the disempowering assumption
that there is one model of writing and toward the metacognitive position that we are
helping students to develop the type of transferable knowledge which we stress throughout
this report. For students, this approach, because it enhances a sense of learner autonomy, is

the assumption that specific characteristic of a living organism, such as the eyes or ears, are by
design, while introducing the counter notion that such features are the product of randomness and
probabilistic selection (https://www.lifescied.org/doi/10.1187/cbe.19-03-0056).

https://www.lifescied.org/doi/10.1187/cbe.19-03-0056
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at once empowering and exciting. For the college, transformative metacognitive
engagement with writing is a high impact practice likely both to increase a first-year or new
student’s sense of belonging on campus and to increase retention at Geneseo.3

To further advance this sense of belonging, we recommend incorporating place-based
learning4 into all sections of WRTG 105. Place-based learning aims to engage students in
local campus and community issues, increasing knowledge about the places students live
while forging connections that help students feel at home. Often, place-based learning
reaches beyond the classroom, as in service learning, local field trips, or classroom guests,
but we encourage a flexible understanding of the term where Geneseo collections, cultural
productions, current events, campus debates, and common experiences help students in
WRTG 105 understand their writing and their classroom discussions as having relevance
beyond the classroom. Karen Goodlad and Anne Leonard report that place-based learning
maps well onto general education outcomes at a CUNY school that mirrors Geneseo’s GE
outcomes, and that student teamwork in particular was enhanced and made visible.
Place-based learning led students in that study to chat together more in classrooms, but
also to foster more self-reflection and deeper social interactions with broader audiences in
the spirit in which this proposal emphasizes conversation.

4 Karen Goodlad and Anne E. Leonard’s (2018) “Place-Based Learning across the Disciplines: A
Living Laboratory Approach to Pedagogy” in InSight: A Journal of Scholarly Teaching, illustrates how
faculty from across disciplines apply PBL techniques to revitalize general education learning
outcomes. See also Joseph E. Aoun’s “Learning Today: The Lasting Value of Place” (2011) in The
Chronicle of Higher Education and Scott Wurdinger and Julie Carlson (2009), who claim PBL as one
of “five approaches [to experiential learning] that work” in Teaching for Experiential Learning: Five
Approaches that Work. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Education. 84-85.

3 See https://www.aacu.org/trending-topics/high-impact for the place of writing-intensive courses
in established high impact practices. See also the 2013 NCTE policy research brief: “Research
shows that personal attention and low student/teacher ratios are key factors in college student
retention, both of which are provided by FYW [First-Year Writing] courses. Furthermore, FYW
courses have been identified by researchers as fostering engagement (a sense of investment and
involvement in learning) along with persistence (the ability to sustain interest in and attention to
short and long-term projects). Most important, when they reflect upon and discuss their own
experiences with writing and writing processes, students often report a sense of investment and
involvement with learning. Longitudinal studies examining students’ college writing experiences
reinforce students’ reflections by identifying first-year writing courses as formative moments for
students’ life-long learning and writing experiences [emphasis added].” See Addison, J., & McGee, S. J.
(2010). “Writing in high school/writing in college: Research trends and future directions.” College
Composition and Communication 62(1), 147-179; Beaufort, A. (2007). College writing and beyond: A
new framework for university writing instruction. Logan, UT: Utah State UP;  Kuh, G. D. (2005).
“Student engagement in the first year of college”. In M. Lee Upcraft, J. N. Gardener, and B. O. Barefoot
(Eds.) Challenging and supporting the first-year student: A handbook for improving the first year of
college. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 86-107; Webster, A. & Showers, V. E. (2011). “Measuring
predictors of student retention rates.” American Journal of Economics and Business Administration
3(2), 301-311.

https://academicworks.cuny.edu/ny_pubs/313/
https://academicworks.cuny.edu/ny_pubs/313/
https://www.chronicle.com/article/learning-today-the-lasting-value-of-place/
https://www.aacu.org/trending-topics/high-impact
http://mjreiff.com/uploads/3/4/2/1/34215272/nctepolicybrief.pdf
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We use the term conversation to encompass these aims of signaling to students that
writing is an intentional and ongoing dialogue with ourselves, with others, and with the
texts we read and produce, as well as reminding stakeholders that writing instruction is the
responsibility of the entire college community. The term also captures this proposal’s plan
for WRTG 105 to fulfill the required “Communication—written and oral” knowledge and
skills area in SUNY’s newly revised general education framework (2021).5 We emphasize
the urgency of understanding oral communication as part of the conversation that occurs in
classrooms when students engage respectfully with each other and are willing to share and
revise their thoughts. For many students, the familiar high school model for oral
communication is a “presentation,” where the presenter tells the other students
information, but a broader conception of conversation aligns with the philosophy of this
proposal that delivering a final, formal, self-contained product is less of a transferable and
necessary skill than welcoming and responding to diverse voices in a dynamic situation. By
framing what we do in our writing seminars as conversations, and by modeling for students
what it means to share and revise one’s own ideas as part of community of learners, we
hope to establish meaningful conversation as a lifelong way of being for our students—a
form of oral communication that is different from “academic discussion,” which is often
associated with participation grades, and “debate,” which presumes that one perspective
must win out against all others.

Given these broad-based considerations and the need for an inclusive, student-centered
approach to writing, we believe that the current design of the writing seminar at Geneseo
needs to be revised at the level of learning outcomes, goals, and underpinning philosophy.
As a writing across the curriculum model that provides limited guidance on how writing
instruction should be approached, INTD 105 has had the benefit of allowing faculty from a
variety of academic areas to design courses on topics that appeal to a range of students.
What’s missing, however, is a shared and declarative investment in writing instruction that
is informed by best practices in the disciplinary field.

When Michael Murphy, president of the SUNY Council on Writing, provided his 2019 report
on the writing program at Geneseo, he alluded to this issue several times. He noted “that
though INTD 105 seemed to me something of a campus institution, especially with faculty
members who’d been involved a long time, there nonetheless didn’t seem to be a strong,
centralized culture, an ongoing conversation among colleagues in the shared enterprise of
teaching first-year writing. It felt more like a course than a program. I even heard talk at
two or three different moments during the day about finding a prefix that would
communicate 105’s identity as a writing course more clearly …. This seemed to me a clear

5 SUNY New General Education Policy Resolution Framework, 9 Nov. 2021.

https://www.geneseo.edu/sites/default/files/sites/gened/SUNY%20New%20General%20Education%20Policy-Resolution-Framework-9Nov2021-2.pdf


9

symptom of a felt need for a stronger, more vigorous program culture.”6 He further noted
that “in its desire to articulate its vision for writing instruction on campus more clearly, I
encourage Geneseo to distinguish the different threads of thinking about writing curricula
that are embedded in its current programs. They include Writing Across the Curriculum
(which enlists all disciplines in producing literate thinkers capable of serious and academic
inquiry, sharing certain basic features, the They Say / I Say model); Writing to Learn (based
on the idea that writing provides an important way to internalize difficult concepts); and
Writing in Disciplines (which seeks to introduce students to conventions and ways of
knowing peculiar to an academic field). I don’t in any way mean that the college should
choose between these impulses—in fact, I think all are aspects of a healthy approach to
learning to write—but only that it should be clear about what given courses or programs
are intended to accomplish.”

We agree with Murphy’s assessment, including his caveat that prescribing one approach to
writing is a mistake, but we also believe that his remarks understate the inadequacy of our
current model at this crucial time in Geneseo’s history, when we are facing significant
challenges in our efforts to attract and retain new and more diverse students. INTD 105
was developed with an eye toward encouraging and sustaining faculty buy-in. Instead of
establishing the kind of structure that had become popular at large research universities
during the 1990s, where writing courses followed a standardized curriculum grounded in
one or more schools of composition theory (new rhetoric was the most common7), INTD
105 followed a model more common at elite liberal arts colleges. As Celia Easton’s 2001
assessment of the newly created INTD 105 program describes, faculty were given a
tremendous amount of freedom so that they could focus on topics that excited them and
that, ideally, would excite students. The emphasis was on helping students to develop
“critical reading skills [which] are important for all academic areas” by directing them “to
explore significant texts slowly and analytically.”8 Although the course “made room for
diverse approaches in regard to the actual teaching of writing,” the guidelines made it clear
that practical instruction in writing was not required. Instead, the guidelines, rooted in the
core belief that “students learn to write by writing,” established a set number of writing
assignments and a minimum number of pages.

8 Easton Paper, 10 Mar. 2001.

7 To be sure, the emergence of critical cultural studies during the 1990s problematized the kind of
“objective” approach associated with the analytical essay, while the advent of new rhetoric stressed
the need to write with a firm understanding that different audience are suited for different forms of
persuasion (as opposed to a “universal” audience). Overall, though, the implicit expectation at
Geneseo, like most colleges at the time, was that students would be expected to produce analytical
academic essays that, regardless of the field, would follow the same basic conventions.

6 Murphy Report, 9 Oct. 2019.

https://wiki.geneseo.edu/display/intd105/Easton+Paper
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1oJC7Sf81llZKVc7qYJ9s4ahLweozni-9/edit
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By foregrounding broad-based issues and discipline-specific topics at the expense of a
declarative investment in learning how writing is, for example, always contextualized,
transformative, and potentially troublesome,9 the current structure implicitly encourages
students to focus on developing content knowledge about these issues and topics, without
encouraging the types of conversations that might prompt students to rethink and reflect
critically on their prior assumptions about writing. From INTD 106, the online course that
was the corequisite of INTD 105 for eight semesters (Fall 2017 to Spring 2020) and
enrolled nearly 4,000 students, we know that students, when asked to reflect on why they
would incorporate a new writing convention into their essays, very frequently returned to
the idea of “fixing” what is “wrong,” a clear sign that they had not yet transitioned from the
formulaic model of “good writing” that dominates standardized writing instruction in most
high schools. In other words, their responses indicate that most high school writing
instruction does not provide opportunities for students to develop transformative and
transferable habits of mind. We thus need a broader approach in which any Geneseo
student, regardless of the topic they choose to address, is introduced in an explicit and
intentional manner to those threshold concepts—being conscious, for example, of the
contextual nature of all writing, including how writing is practiced by human beings with
diverse bodies—which enable them to experience writing as generative, empowering, and
fulfilling.10

The generative value of writing is receiving considerable attention in light of technological
advances that WRTG 105 will need to be prepared to encounter. The COVID-19 pandemic
pushed tertiary education abruptly into widespread online learning. One consequence of
that leap is that SUNY overall, and Geneseo in particular, have committed themselves to
quality online instruction going forward. At Geneseo, the Online Teaching Institute has been
in place for only one year, and we are about to begin our transition to the system-wide
Digital Learning Environment. Currently, we do not offer INTD 105 online on a regular
basis, but we will need someone to guide both instructors and students through the best
practices of a process which again has implications for improved time to graduation and
retention for some students.  We also need to be alert to the growing prominence of
predictive word-processing in writing and to be ready to focus on writing as a process
rather than as a product. The pandemic increased student awareness of digital writing

10 Assessment in INTD 105 has typically focused on a student’s proximity to the formulaic standard
associated with the five-paragraph essay. Changing the focus of the course will allow us to assess a
student’s metacognitive development and will prompt instructors, students, and other stakeholders
to  view the course differently. As Tony Scott and Asao B. Inoue note, “Whatever is emphasized in an
assessment produces what is defined as ‘good writing,’ in a class, a program, or a curriculum.
Likewise, what is not emphasized becomes less important and may not be considered characteristic
of good writing” (Naming 30).

9 (Re)Considering 15, etc. These terms, along with “probably irreversible,” “integrative,” and
“bounded,” define the characteristics and effects of threshold concepts for new learners.
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tools, and some of those Large Language Models (LLMs) can already produce very good
standardized essays from nothing more than a prompt.11 John Symons notes the problem
that a focus on the finished product of an essay encourages students to rely on predictive
word-processing rather than on engaging iteratively with a text and refining their ability to
think through complexity and to judge how to develop effective writing: “These judgments
happen as part of the student’s thinking about what they have written. The process of
judgment places us in relation to the draft on the screen or on paper. In a way, the student’s
essay itself becomes an interlocutor, a conversation partner that the student is building as
they go. The text, like the student’s own thinking, should be an unsettled work in progress.
By contrast, an LLM takes the vast corpus of work that is already done and produces a
finished product that looks close enough to what we would expect from educated human
writers.” Symons urges us to expect that “By October [of 2022], if we continue with
business as usual in writing-intensive courses, … faculty across North America will see
student ‘work’ that has been generated by LLMs.” The focus of WRTG 105 on process and on
reflection about the value and dynamism of writing positions us well to help our students
navigate this technology-supported new world.

INTD 105’s narrower current conception of writing has a number of downstream
implications, one of which is a lack of shared purpose with respect to writing across the
entire curriculum. This is consistent with Murphy’s comment that he “heard concerns
repeatedly that the skills addressed in INTD 105 … are not reinforced later in students’
academic careers.” It is also consistent with the concerns voiced to members of our
committee from faculty in upper level courses who feel that their students, despite having
excelled in INTD 105, are not prepared for advanced writing. The problem is that, absent
instruction in and collective awareness of the kinds of threshold concepts that allow for the
development of transferable writing skills, no writing course can prepare students for
everything their later careers will demand. One student might do well in an INTD 105
section that prizes the ability to assert one’s own voice and then flounder in an upper level
course that requires more objective analysis, while another student trained in a section that

11 NYT April 15, 2022 article (https://www.nytimes.com/2022/04/15/magazine/ai-language.html)
on OpenAI’s Generative Pre-Trained Transformer 3 (GPT-3) that describes how
next-word-prediction can already produce “lucid and responsive” text in the traditional
five-paragraph format that cannot be detected as plagiarism because it generates textual
combinations rather than quoting them from the sources it has learned from, and 2) the July 26,
2022 essay in Return (https://return.life/2022/07/26/conversation-stopper/) in which John
Symons contends that “Students have long been tempted by services that write essays for them and
plagiarism is a constant and annoying feature of undergraduate teaching, but this is different. The
LLM marks the end for standard writing-intensive college courses. The use of an LLM has the
potential to disconnect students from the traditional process of writing and research in ways that
will inevitably reshape their thinking. At the very least, these tools will require us to reconsider the
mechanics of writing-intensive courses.”

https://www.nytimes.com/2022/04/15/magazine/ai-language.html
https://return.life/2022/07/26/conversation-stopper/
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relies on a new rhetorical approach, where the aim is to persuade a specific group of
people, might struggle in a capstone course that requires self-reflection. The point is not to
suggest that faculty in WRTG 105 must describe all discipline- or context-specific writing
needs across the curriculum, but rather that unless they are explicit about transformative
and transferable skills that transcend precisely those disciplinary boundaries, and unless
they also have channels to communicate their practice and philosophy to faculty beyond the
WRTG 105 instructional team, students will understand less clearly how to navigate
differences or articulate their challenges.

Over the past three years, we have engaged very intentionally with the anti-racist pedagogy
of students asserting their right to their own language.12 Geneseo students from diverse
backgrounds have shared, for example, “a fear that arose from speaking in my own dialect
and that ‘unintelligence’ being connected to me being hispanic” or the insecurity that arises
“when you get a bad grade for not writing the way a professor or rubric says to. It makes
you feel bad, like your knowledge or education is invalid.” They have experienced feedback
on their writing that suggests to them that they “don’t belong in these conversations” and
“don’t belong in these rooms.”13 The lack of coordination between INTD 105 and other
writing environments means that a student in a section of INTD 105 who has been taught
the threshold concept that language is racialized might be penalized in a later class for
writing that is assessed as "incorrect" or "inappropriate" by an instructor who has had no
contact with SUNY Geneseo’s anti-racist writing curriculum because writing instruction is
widely regarded as the responsibility of INTD 105 alone.

These types of misunderstandings and problems are inevitable when a writing program
does not take learning about writing as its explicit content. Faculty who teach INTD 105
share a limited sense of purpose, so they have few incentives or structures to invest in the
cultivation of a community of teachers and learners devoted to the study of writing (what
Murphy calls “a more vigorous program culture”) or to promote that culture across the
college. Without ongoing professional development opportunities, faculty have little
opportunity to familiarize themselves with (or even to consider) writing as a field of study,
so they might default to a singular ideal of “good writing” which is, in fact, specific to best
practices within their discipline, or they might reduce writing instruction in favor of
content coverage. INTD 105’s heavy and increasing dependence on adjunct instructors,
much as we respect their classroom performance, is both an effect of our institutional lack
of investment in a shared, scholarly purpose for our writing program and a cause of the

13 All quotations are from students of color responding in 2021 to whether they had felt pressure
around conforming to standardized English.

12 The Conference on College Composition and Communication resolution affirming “students’
rights to their own patterns and varieties of language” has existed since 1974 and was augmented
by the 2020 Demand for Black Linguistic Justice.

https://cccc.ncte.org/cccc/resources/positions/srtolsummary
https://cccc.ncte.org/cccc/demand-for-black-linguistic-justice
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difficulty of connecting this single course to a broader writing program, a sustained effort it
is not reasonable to expect contingent faculty to undertake. And some students who
complete INTD 105, having practiced writing without learning about writing, fall back upon
two common and disempowering assumptions about good writing that we would ideally
transform irreversibly in college writing—that its primary value is as a “product,”
something produced by following a formula to which high school has already introduced
them, or that, to use an expression from composition theorists Palmquist and Young, it is a
“gift,” something a handful of people naturally do well.14

The WRTG 105 course that we are proposing retains one appealing feature of our current
model: faculty can focus broadly on topics of their choosing, thereby creating a variety of
offerings that will appeal to a range of students. The core change, however, is that each
section will feature a demonstrative commitment to learning about the metacognitive,
transferable threshold concepts of writing, a shift that we are certain holds numerous
benefits for students both in the immediate intellectual excitement of new learning and in
retention through a positive first-year experience. For faculty who teach WRTG 105, this
approach, because it reinforces the notion that all writing sections have a common purpose
that can be articulated and studied through current and dynamic scholarship, encourages
an investment in the writing community, a space where faculty can share ideas about how
they teach writing and form connections around best practices. For faculty who do not
teach WRTG 105, it provides transparency, so that professors in upper-level courses have a
better understanding of what is being taught and, ideally, will themselves become invested
in a college-wide commitment to writing instruction. For those members of the campus
who provide support for student writers—including library faculty and Writing Learning
Center tutors—greater transparency will allow them to do their best work. They will enter
into each student encounter with a better sense of the course’s purpose and of each
student’s right to their own language and, as WRTG 105 instructors build a repository of
shared assignments, they will be able to develop finely-tuned methods for assisting
students on their writing projects. Finally, the creation of a writing program rooted
explicitly in teaching about writing will enable the college to develop a more valuable
assessment of how habits of mind evolve across the liberal arts curriculum, a broader
assessment framework which recognizes that writing is an ongoing, messy process that
exceeds any one course, as Heidi Estrem notes: “What a threshold concepts approach has
the potential to do, if we can create professional development to engage faculty and
students with this way of thinking about learning, is provide students with a purposeful
cross-curricular writing curriculum that reflects two critical ideas: (1) that threshold
concepts for writing … across courses and disciplines may exist; and (2) that when these
threshold concepts are made more explicit, students may be more likely to recognize, and

14 Referenced in Naming What We Know, 111.
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perhaps even access, aspects of those concepts or the threshold capabilities that lead to
them” (Naming 92-93).

In the following recommendations, we are aware that changing learning outcomes is only a
first step, so we have also included additional notes designed to flesh out each outcome. In
addition, the other sections in this document, which offer proposed structural and practical
changes, build upon the assumptions listed above.
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Proposed Changes: Outcomes

As detailed above, the primary content of the foundational course in the proposed writing
program is the study of writing itself, while the primary purpose is to give students a
foundation for engaging in thoughtful conversation, including writing and speaking,
conceived of as parts of a process of communication. We specifically say “process” and
“communication” to challenge a common idea among students that writing is a product that
either conforms to a pre-established standard in form or is assessed at the sentence level as
“right” or “wrong” in terms of “errors” in standardized English.

These outcomes incorporate the outcomes from the revised SUNY GE, specifically the
Knowledge and Skills outcome of Communication – Written and Oral and the two required
Competencies of Critical Thinking and Reasoning and Information Literacy.15 From our
2021 assessment, we already have some practice assessing INTD 105 in terms of outcomes
similar to those in the Curriculum for a Connected World.  The first two outcomes below are
local. After the initial list of five outcomes, we discuss each in more detail.

Students who successfully complete the course will:
1. Demonstrate an awareness of authorial positionality and individual linguistic

variations along with those of peers in an academic context.

2. Demonstrate an understanding of three modes of writing that are
conditioned by different purposes, audiences, genres, conventions, the
writer's identity, and context. Every student will practice writing

- addressed to the self (reflection)
- addressed to others (analytical/persuasive)
- addressed to the dynamic text (revision)

3. Demonstrate improvement by revising a piece of writing to clarify the
intended audience and/or purpose, improve structure and/or voice to
communicate more effectively, consider conventions that pertain to the mode
of writing, and incorporate the context of the writer and subject.

4. Prepare for thoughtful conversation by locating supporting information using
tools appropriate to the need and discipline, and by evaluating that
information with an awareness of authority, validity, and bias.

15 SUNY New General Education Policy Resolution Framework.

https://www.geneseo.edu/sites/default/files/sites/gened/SUNY%20New%20General%20Education%20Policy-Resolution-Framework-9Nov2021-2.pdf
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5. Evaluate others’ and their own conversation for substance, bias, and intended
effect.

Expanded description of the five learning outcomes:

Students who successfully complete the course will:

1. Demonstrate an awareness of authorial positionality and individual linguistic
variations along with those of peers in an academic context.

● A core aim is to challenge the prevailing assumption that there is one
standard and appropriate form of academic conversation.

● We draw here on the CCCC’s  support for each Student’s Right to Their Own
Language and Demand for Black Linguistic Justice

2. Demonstrate an understanding of three modes of writing that are conditioned by
different purposes, audiences, genres, conventions, the writer's identity, and context.
Every student will practice writing

- addressed to the self (reflection)
- addressed to others (analytical/persuasive)
- addressed to the dynamic text (revision)

● Writing “modes” are not necessarily synonymous with major, individual
written assignments. An instructor might, for example, open up conversation
about reflection by having students keep a daily reflection journal, or they
might end each class with an activity that enables students to reflect on what
they have learned.

● Although each mode has a close association with a specific genre (e.g., an
analytical/persuasive mode can be addressed by assigning an analytical
essay), faculty are welcome to experiment with a variety of written
assignments (e.g., assigning a creative nonfiction piece or a poem might be a
way to address self-reflection, as opposed to an essay).

● The three modes of writing in WRTG 105 also position it to fulfill the Core
Competency of Critical Thinking and Reasoning, in which students will
clearly articulate an issue or problem; identify, analyze, and evaluate ideas,
data, and arguments as they occur in their own or others’ work; acknowledge
limitations such as perspective and bias; and develop well-reasoned (logical)



17

arguments to form judgments and/or draw conclusions. Moving across the
three modes ensures that students will understand writing as the process by
which complex thought is refined and shared rather than focusing on a final,
“correct” product for a single instructor (a task which digital predictive text
generators can now perform at college level).

● The three modes will help students perceive more clearly how their learning
aligns with the AAC&U’s VALUE Written Communication assessment
rubric, and we consider the first of the rubric’s “milestone” markers to be an
appropriate level for such a course.16 It is important for the campus
community not to expect that a first-year writing seminar will produce fully
proficient writers within fifteen weeks.

● In brief, the VALUE rubric milestone asks students to demonstrate in writing
an awareness of the context and purpose for writing, to develop content
appropriately, to follow the appropriate expectations for genre or disciplinary
conventions, to attempt to use relevant and credible sources, and to have
generally effective control of syntax and mechanics.

● The reflective mode will lay a foundation for the Structured Reflection
criterion of Integrative and Applied Learning.

● One useful model for assessing reflective writing is the comparison of
reflective thinking process questions to critical thinking process questions
found in Tom Bourner’s 2003 article, “Assessing Reflective Learning.”

● Although individual sections may focus on a topic of the instructor’s
choosing, the topic must be suited for academic conversation (i.e., allow for
points of reasonable disagreement or varied emphasis).

3. Demonstrate improvement by revising a piece of writing to clarify the intended
audience and/or purpose, improve structure and/or voice to communicate more
effectively, consider conventions that pertain to the mode of writing, and
incorporate the context of the writer and subject.

16 A preview of the rubric; we reversed the order of the milestones locally for the 105 assessment
last year.

https://www.aacu.org/initiatives/value-initiative/value-rubrics/value-rubrics-written-communication
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● We further recommend some engagement with place-based learning; that is,
a connection with the students’ sense of place and belonging at SUNY
Geneseo.17

4. Prepare for thoughtful conversation by locating supporting information using tools
appropriate to the need and discipline, and by evaluating that information with an
awareness of authority, validity, and bias.

● The new course will share the revised SUNY GE outcomes for the
Knowledge and Skills Area of “Communication – Written and Oral,”
asking students to research a topic, develop an argument, and organize
supporting details; demonstrate coherent college-level communication
(written and oral) that informs, persuades, or otherwise engages with an
audience; evaluate communication for substance, bias, and intended effect;
and demonstrate the ability to revise and improve written and oral
communication.

● The new course takes responsibility for the oral communication component,
broadening an understanding of that term from presentations to include the
conversation that occurs in classrooms when students engage respectfully
with each other and are willing to share and revise their thoughts.

● We also envision this course fulfilling the SUNY GE Core Competency of
Information Literacy, in which students locate information effectively using
tools appropriate to their need and discipline; evaluate information with an
awareness of authority, validity, and bias; and demonstrate an understanding
of the ethical dimensions of information use, creation, and dissemination. All
sections of the writing course meet with research librarians, and engaging in
and with research is a course requirement.

5. Evaluate others’ and their own conversation for substance, bias, and intended effect.

● In the Curriculum for a Connected World, the course will fulfill the Basic
Communication area of Broad Knowledge, Intellectual, and Practical
Skills, recognizing the importance of written communication, and respectful
and productive discussion for learning, inclusivity, and social change.

17 A short trade publication discussion of "belonging" as a process, linking to related scholarship.

https://theconversation.com/3-ways-to-make-belonging-more-than-a-buzzword-in-higher-ed-175731
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Structural Conditions Informing Staffing and Oversight

Rationale

From its inception in Fall 2000, INTD 105 depended upon and was designed to encourage
the collective support of the college, but we now find ourselves in a moment when we need
to more intentionally support writing through structural changes in hiring, staffing, and
oversight.

Prior to its creation, students could satisfy what was, at the time, a General Education
requirement in Critical Reasoning by taking either mathematical or written analysis. In
response to student demand and their own interest in strengthening general education at
Geneseo, faculty were eager to design a course that would focus explicitly on writing skills.
When INTD 105 was approved, full-time faculty from across the college readily staffed the
course, to the point that the college was able to reduce the course cap, which was originally
set at 25, to 22.18 Given that faculty in most fields are not expressly trained in writing
instruction, the course smartly incentivized faculty participation by making it clear that,
while some faculty members might “devote time to talking about the writing process, … no
faculty member is technically required to do more than conduct a discussion course on a
particular topic and assign six papers to the students.”19 It was an organic way of generating
faculty support, one that, as SUNYCoW president Michael Murphy notes, should be
applauded: “In my opinion, there is much in the conception and tradition of INTD 105 that
SUNY Geneseo should be proud of. Its animating impulse—to put practicing scholars from
across campus in first-year writing seminars in order to model authentic academic
inquiry—is a noble one, consistent with the finest traditions of liberal arts education and
the original impetus behind Writing Across the Curriculum programs.”20 Murphy, though,
goes on to highlight the challenges of sustaining this type of model over the long term,
noting that “it means finding full-time faculty-researchers—many in fields that have little to
do with language as an object of study—who are willing to commit themselves to the
famously labor-intensive work of teaching writing. [Moreover], this model requires a
significant commitment to professional development. Faculty who write well,
enthusiastically—even prolifically—don’t necessarily know how to work effectively with
developing student writers.”

Sustained faculty buy-in and the need for professional development in writing instruction
were challenges from the outset, but there are a number of other factors, many of them

20 Murphy Report, 9 Oct. 2019.

19 Easton Paper, 10 Mar. 2001.

18 Easton Paper, 10 Mar. 2001.

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1oJC7Sf81llZKVc7qYJ9s4ahLweozni-9/edit
https://wiki.geneseo.edu/display/intd105/Easton+Paper
https://wiki.geneseo.edu/display/intd105/Easton+Paper
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structural, that have eroded the college’s collective support for INTD 105. Although Dr.
Baldwin and Dr. Paku are steadfast advocates for INTD 105 in their service capacity as its
current coordinators, the fact that the program is not housed in any single department
means that, historically, it has not had a strong voice relative to all other areas of study, let
alone relative to other general education areas, which are connected with multiple
departments. Not surprisingly, then, funding for professional development for INTD 105
has been scant. In 2000, faculty who participated in a faculty development workshop were
individually paid $500, which is considerably more than the most recent workshops where,
over twenty years later, faculty received (dependent on subtleties of contractual
obligations) $50 - $100.21 Meanwhile, as full-time faculty support has dwindled, the college
has turned increasingly to adjunct labor, so much so that since 2017 only 31% of the INTD
105 sections on offer were taught by tenure / tenure-track faculty or lecturers, a
percentage that has decreased with each year. Many of our adjunct faculty are, of course,
excellent teachers, but given that adjuncts are employed by multiple departments and given
that adjuncts often have to make ends meet by working at multiple campuses, it is
unrealistic (perhaps even unethical) to expect all adjunct faculty to evince the level of
buy-in (e.g., through participation in workshops and assessment or through contributions
to repositories) that occurred when INTD 105 was introduced. All of this has occurred
against a backdrop of expanding class sizes in the writing program. Sections of INTD 105
are currently capped at 23, which is higher than they were at the course’s inception, despite
the decline in enrollments over the past few years, and higher than many other SUNY
programs.22 For broader context on this issue, note that the Conference on College
Composition and Communication (CCCC), the leading organization in Writing Studies,
provides the following guidelines: “No more than 20 students should be permitted in any
writing class. Ideally, classes should be limited to 15.”23

Perhaps the most troubling example of an absence of collective support for INTD 105 is the
fact that the college does not currently employ a tenure-line / tenured faculty member with
a PhD in Writing Studies. Murphy alludes to this striking absence when he notes “that on
most campuses Geneseo’s size, there are independent directors of First-Year Writing” and
when he recommends that “the college consider searching for a scholar in
Composition-Rhetoric / Writing Studies,”24 but it is worth underscoring the gravity of the
situation. Writing Studies is a disciplinary field, one that has been graduating PhD
students for decades. CCCC explicitly states that, because “sound writing instruction

24 Murphy Report, 9 Oct. 2019.

23 Principles for the Postsecondary Teaching of Writing, rev. March 2015.

22 A rough count based on publicly available registration information in 2022 shows Albany at 16,
Binghamton at 16, and Brockport, Cortland, Fredonia, and Potsdam all at 22. The largest class sizes
are at the University at Buffalo, Oneonta, and New Paltz, which are all at 25.

21 Easton Paper, 10 Mar. 2001.

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1oJC7Sf81llZKVc7qYJ9s4ahLweozni-9/edit
https://cccc.ncte.org/cccc/resources/positions/postsecondarywriting#:~:text=No%20more%20than%2020%20students,a%20maximum%20of%2015%20students
https://wiki.geneseo.edu/display/intd105/Easton+Paper
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extends from a knowledge of theories of writing … developed in the field of composition
and rhetoric,” those “institutions and programs” devoted to writing instruction should
“emphasize this purpose by ensuring that instructors have background in and experience
with theories of writing.”25 Within SUNY, the Council on Writing’s 2020 Resolution on
Governance, Curriculum, and Faculty Expertise states, “The administrators of first-year
writing programs, developmental writing programs, writing across the curriculum
programs, and writing centers should have strong backgrounds of scholarship and teaching
in composition, rhetoric, and writing studies, along with PhDs in the field whenever
possible.”26 Yet Geneseo does not have a full-time faculty member on this campus who
has achieved a terminal degree in the disciplinary field underpinning a general
education requirement that all students must satisfy. It is unthinkable that the college
would attempt to staff courses fulfilling the Numeric and Symbolic Reasoning requirement
without employing a single faculty member who has PhD in Mathematics, but that is the
reality with respect to the Communication—Written and Oral requirement. And this for a
general education requirement fulfilled by a single course that nearly all students take in
their first year, a course that provides an introduction to the college and to fundamental
skills which they will use throughout their college careers (and their lives), and a course
where failure, according to broader research, is correlated with (some argue has a causal
relationship with) low retention rates.27 Indeed, research at Geneseo shows that students
who do not pass INTD 105 are dismissed or withdraw from the college at a rate of 18%, a
number which, among the General Education requirements, is second only to Numeric and
Symbolic Reasoning (at 20%). Furthermore, the college is currently operating in a period of
demographic flux, which has meant an increase in the number of first-generation students
and in a broader population of students whose preparation in writing has—for many
reasons, including the pandemic— been uneven.

The college needs a program that can continually evolve, and this can only occur if we have
an expert on campus whose academic background and ongoing research enable them to
keep abreast of the latest developments in Writing Studies, something that, despite their
tireless work, the current coordinators (a specialist in 18th-Century British Literature and a
specialist in Mathematics and Computer Science) cannot realistically be expected to do. The
new writing specialist, because of their background and research and with support from
the Office of the Provost, will have a level of authority that will enable them to forge the
kinds of connections that truly make writing instruction a collective effort: connections
with retention specialists and coordinators of first-year programs, with library faculty, with
the Writing Learning Center, with International Programs and other entities supporting

27 See for example: How Student Performance in First-Year Composition Predicts Retention and
Overall Student Access.

26 SUNYCoW Resolution on Governance, Curriculum, and Faculty Expertise, 20 Apr. 2020.

25 Principles for the Postsecondary Teaching of Writing.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/313346523_How_Student_Performance_in_First-Year_Composition_Predicts_Retention_and_Overall_Student_Access
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/313346523_How_Student_Performance_in_First-Year_Composition_Predicts_Retention_and_Overall_Student_Access
https://sunycouncilonwriting.files.wordpress.com/2021/06/resolution-on-governance-curriculum-and-faculty-expertise-1.pdf
https://cccc.ncte.org/cccc/resources/positions/postsecondarywriting#:~:text=No%20more%20than%2020%20students,a%20maximum%20of%2015%20students
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non-native English speakers, with the Office of Diversity and Equity, with faculty who
regularly teach in the writing program, and with departments throughout the campus who,
if we are going to live up to a writing across the curriculum vision, will need to commit to
working much more intentionally with the writing program. So long as we do not have a
writing specialist, the general education requirement in Communication will continue to be
viewed (mistakenly) as a “one-and-done” affair—the course where students “learn how to
write” in an imagined universal format.

In part because of the need for an authoritative voice that can lead discussion about writing
across campus, we recommend hiring at the associate or advanced assistant level. Some of
the conversations around teaching writing will require faculty, too, to cross epistemological
thresholds. For example, the groundwork for an anti-racist writing curriculum that would
support Geneseo’s work towards an anti-racist campus requires instructors who have
typically reached their current positions by adhering to standardized English to grapple
with the notion that standardized English is not a better, more correct, more appropriate, or
even neutral approach to written expression. Indeed, writing studies rejects “standardized
English” as a nonsensical term and clarifies the exclusionary racial history and social
consequences of teaching only to that “standard” without explaining its political
significance and its alternatives. Attention to diversity, equity, and inclusion is omnipresent
in writing studies, but the specific applications of those concepts to writing studies remain
relatively unknown beyond scholars in the field. As we have all learned from recent
important initiatives on campus, the work of shifting implicitly biased mindsets is difficult,
indicating that a scholar with a measure of security about their status will be more effective
in shifting the campus culture. We anticipate, too, that the applicant pool for such a position
would be diverse.

Along with a demonstrated record of teaching excellence, the writing specialist will also
need a high enough level of successfully completed experience in designing and
administering a writing program and in having already collaborated with campus-wide
groups of both faculty and administrators. Such accomplishment is more likely in an
established scholar than in a recent graduate student.  The writing specialist will be almost
immediately primarily responsible for the evolution of a course that plays a foundational
role not only in the Geneseo Curriculum for a Connected World and SUNY’s general
education program but also in the success and retention of approximately one thousand
students per year who are new to our campus and often to post-secondary education.
Furthermore, as the current model of a writing course develops into a genuine writing
program, this specialist is likely to lead the campus understanding of reflective writing not
only in WRTG 105 but also for the Integrative and Applied Learning requirement. Currently,
we have no instructor on campus with scholarly expertise in this aspect of writing. Because
of the relevance of this person’s scholarly activity to the whole campus, we anticipate that
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the candidate would discuss with the Office of the Provost an appropriate calibration of the
teaching, research, and service expectations of their position. The writing specialist will be
part of the English Department: the new hire will need a departmental structure for
support and for clarity surrounding review and promotion, and English is the closest
disciplinary field to Writing Studies. Additionally, the English Department has always
housed one of INTD 105’s coordinators and staffed the most sections, pairing scholarly
interest in the teaching of writing with deep knowledge of the existing program.

We recommend creating a Writing Committee to provide a structural mechanism for
enabling the new Writing Studies hire to forge campus connections. The committee will be
a space where members can discuss the latest developments in the field, address specific
concerns that emerge as the college continues undergoing demographic changes, introduce
recommendations to the Geneseo Conversations program as it continues to evolve,
coordinate staffing each semester, and ensure that faculty who teach writing, both in WRTG
105 and in writing courses throughout the curriculum, are informed about current best
practices.

We also recommend a shift to a 4-credit model for WRTG 105, where courses are capped at
20 students, and for the Provost’s Office to develop better staffing guidelines and better
staffing oversight to facilitate faculty buy-in and to encourage writing instructors to invest
in a shared vision. The benefits to students are readily apparent: smaller writing-intensive
classes are, by their nature, high impact and often provide students with an introduction to
a liberal arts education.28 At Geneseo, INTD 105 is a seminar-sized course typically taken in
a student’s first year. Such classes are ideally suited for creating a sense of belonging that
translates to increased retention, and the 4-credit model will provide students with
increased scheduling flexibility, which means more pathways to full-time status, Excelsior
eligibility, and degree completion.

The 4-credit shift will increase faculty buy-in while, at the same time, being realistic about
budgetary constraints. Many schools incentivize participation in writing programs—the
teaching of courses, participation in meetings and workshops, etc.—by providing frequent
course releases and / or substantial extra service pay. At Geneseo, both solutions would be
financially unsustainable over the long term. Shifting to a 4-credit model affords a middle
ground solution. For adjuncts, the additional credit will mean a pay increase, and if we
make it clear to all WRTG 105 instructors that the additional credit hour should be used
flexibly—i.e., for student conferences, for incorporating the curated online introduction to
conventions of college writing known currently as INTD 106, or for participation in a few
professional development meetings each semester, as opposed to simply extending in-class

28 AAC&U summary of High-Impact Practices.

https://www.aacu.org/trending-topics/high-impact
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instruction time—we would essentially be building in an incentive for adjuncts to become
more involved in the campus writing community and to increase one-on-one contact time
with students, a major component of writing-intensive courses. This seems, at first glance,
like a substantial expense, yet projections from the Office of the Provost for Assessment and
Curriculum indicate that, even after course caps are reduced to 20, WRTG 105 will only
need to staff  ten to fourteen sections with adjuncts per semester, which means a modest
increase of $10,000 per semester, more than offset by the reduction in total adjunct faculty
hired. A dedicated and predictable cohort of adjunct instructors thus partially funds the
new tenure-track line.

For full-time faculty who teach in 3-credit programs, the additional hour could be “banked”
and used for a course release after teaching WRTG 105 for three semesters. Only a small
percentage of full-timers in 3-credit programs regularly teach in the writing program, so a
single course release over a period of several years will not be a substantial cost burden,
while the course release would make for a good morale boost and would signal that WRTG
105 is valued by the college. For faculty teaching in 4-credit programs, the vast majority of
full-timers who staff writing courses, there would be no change and thus no cost to the
college. We believe this is acceptable because, based on our understanding, part of the
rationale for shifting to a 4-credit program model is that it allows for greater attention to
pedagogy and professional development.

The departments that shoulder most of the responsibility—History and English, who
together regularly teach between 50%-75% of all INTD 105 seats—offer 4-credit courses
within their programs and have developed effective pedagogies using those curricular
structures, pedagogies that would benefit WRTG 105 students. Attending meetings each
semester to share ideas and to learn about the latest developments in writing instruction is
one important illustration of what this rationale means in practice. Furthermore, some
classroom developments that lead to increased course time are the result of improved
pedagogical technologies. Since INTD 105 originally was created at the college, advances in
student and instructor access to collaborative computing technologies (Google
Documents/Drive, Microsoft Word/Teams/OneDrive, Canvas) have resulted in active,
participatory teaching strategies that intensify seated preceptorial instruction. The very
existence of INTD 106 serves as evidence of this kind of expanded instruction.The proposed
change reflects similar developments already in place and moving forward.

The benefits to the college as a whole and to the faculty who regularly staff the course are
best understood in the context of our broader recommendations concerning staffing
guidelines and oversight. INTD 105 staffing is currently done in an ad hoc fashion, with
individual departments continually changing the number of full-time faculty that they
supply and with adjuncts, hired by multiple departments, cycling in and out, often at
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alarmingly short notice. Better guidelines will provide clarity, stability, and predictability,
while better oversight will ensure that faculty are up to date on best practices in writing
instruction.

Our recommendation for a WRTG 105 program budget is more speculative with respect to
details. We understand that individual amounts would need to be worked out with the
college and would depend heavily on budget constraints. Here, the only point we want to
make is that allocating a budget to the writing program is an example of clear, tangible
support for writing instruction at the college.
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Proposed Changes: Structure

1. Hire a full-time tenure-track or tenured faculty member with a PhD in Writing
Studies and demonstrated track record in research on current best practices in
writing instruction for the Fall 2023. Because we do not have a discrete Writing
Studies Department, the natural disciplinary fit for this faculty member is the
English Department. The position’s responsibilities would include:

● Teaching courses in the Geneseo Conversations program and other courses in
writing (e.g., professional writing, advanced rhetoric, reflective writing, legal
writing, etc.) that would serve areas and departments across the campus.

● Convening a Writing Committee.

● With the assistance of the Writing Committee, coordinating assessment for
WRTG courses and writing within individual major programs.

● With the guidance and assistance of the Provost’s Office, overseeing the
staffing of Geneseo Conversations courses. This includes working with the
Provost’s Office, the Writing Committee, and Department Chairs to establish a
framework for setting expectations and for evaluating faculty who teach
WRTG courses. The person would have a consultative or review role
regarding changes to staffing, to instructional modality, etc.

● Coordinating in-semester meetings for faculty currently staffing WRTG 105
courses, focusing primarily but not exclusively on ensuring that faculty are
kept abreast of best practices in writing instruction.

● Organizing an annual professional development event for faculty and other
stakeholders who serve the writing program.

● Collaborating with retention specialists and coordinators of first-year
programs, library faculty, the Writing Learning Center, International
Programs and other entities supporting English language learners, the Office
of Diversity and Equity, Access Opportunity programs, the Center for
Integrative Learning, and with other related groups and stakeholders.

2. Establish a Writing Committee that will assist in the oversight of the Geneseo
Conversations program and help to ensure that individual writing courses meet the
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outcomes listed above and remain current with best practices in writing instruction.
The possible makeup of the committee:

● New faculty member in Writing Studies, Chair.

● Director of the Writing Learning Center (a position that will probably
transition to the new faculty member)

● Librarian coordinator of research skills instruction.

● At least one chair from a major staffing department (i.e., English or History),
to lend the clout of a department to the writing program.

● At least two lecturer / tenure-track / tenured faculty from different
departments who regularly teach WRTG 105 courses.

● At least one adjunct faculty member, who will receive extra service pay.

● Two current students, representing more than one perspective (e.g., WLC
tutor, accessibility mentor, student invested in SRTOL issues, student seeking
teaching certification, Presidential Scholar, DICE mentor)

● Member of Communication faculty for guidance on the General Education
oral communication requirement (COMN’s 230 and 231 classes align with the
explorations of identity and power discussed in this proposal)

3. Shift to a 4-credit model for WRTG 105, where courses are capped at 20 students,
and have the Provost’s Office, working in conjunction with department chairs and
with the new Writing Coordinator and Writing Committee, develop better staffing
guidelines and better staffing oversight.

● The Provost’s Office should explicitly encourage all WRTG 105 instructors to
view the additional 1 credit as not simply an expansion of class time, though
instructors can certainly make use of that additional time for in-class work
when needed. In general, though, the purpose of this additional time is to give
instructors the flexibility to include other high-impact practices that cannot
be accomplished during in-class sessions (e.g., one-on-one student
conferences or the incorporation of INTD 106) AND to participate in
Geneseo’s writing community (e.g., by attending meetings throughout the
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semester where faculty will share ideas about writing instruction and will
keep abreast of best practices).

● The Provost’s Office should create an MOU stating to full-time faculty (i.e.,
tenured, tenure-track, and lecturers) who are housed in programs on a
3-credit model that the additional 1-credit can be banked. After a faculty
member has accrued 3 banked credits, they can trade those in for release
from one 3-credit course.

● To ensure that there is a free space for meetings / professional development,
the Provost’s Office should designate a one-hour block in the master schedule
when WRTG 105 courses do not meet. Department Chairs should ensure that
WRTG 105 instructors have this time open in their schedules.

● Sections and caps:  We recommend a cap of 20. Just over 10% of new
students, mostly transfer students, don’t need INTD 105. With an incoming
class of 1200 new students, we would need approximately 27 sections per
semester. With an incoming class of 1400 new students, we would need
approximately 32 sections per semester.

● We recommend that the teaching of writing continue to be distributed across
the college, for all departments and schools that can reasonably contribute,
and that the Provost’s Office determine a faculty/student major ratio beyond
which a program is not expected to contribute. Otherwise, every such
program should be expected to offer one or more sections per year, to be
taught by a full time faculty member.

● We anticipate that some departments will teach multiple sections per year or
even per semester. Factors include

○ Departments that currently allocate full-time faculty to INTD 105;
○ Hiring a writing director who primarily teaches college writing;
○ The need for Humanities will drop substantially, meaning that History,

Philosophy, Languages, and some other departments that offered
Humanities may shift faculty to WRTG 105;

○ As general education shifts to A Geneseo Education for a Connected
World, fewer S/, F/, and N/ courses will be taken by our students,
freeing up faculty in those areas to teach writing;

○ Our overall numbers of students are down, and in some disciplines the
shift is significant, meaning that faculty do not need to offer as many
sections of upper division courses in those majors.
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● Adjunct budget estimate for a four-credit model, noting that some adjuncts
earn more than the standard $1,000 per credit and that the simplified math
of each adjunct teaching two sections is not a recommendation or
endorsement of that teaching load. Some adjuncts want or need to teach two
sections; others teach courses under a home department’s prefix and would
not necessarily want to teach two sections of WRTG 105 every semester;
some need to work simultaneously at those many local institutions whose
adjunct labor rates are higher than Geneseo’s. When feedback on this
proposal was requested from regular INTD 105 adjuncts, comments most
frequently turned on the difficulty of teaching two sections of more than 20
students and adjuncts’ concomitant request of a cap closer to 15, which is in
line with both our own and with national scholarly recommendations for
writing seminars that also serve important roles in first-year experiences.29 It
is rare for any full-time instructor to teach two sections of INTD 105 in a
semester, and we respect the lived experiences of the adjuncts who have done
so and who have explained why that option is not always feasible. While
recognizing the budget constraints faced by our campus, we support an
increase in adjunct pay that brings it at least in line with the rates at other
local institutions and would make it easier for a smaller cohort of adjunct
instructors in WRTG 105 to take on two sections more often.

○ 2021-2022 adjunct staffing for WRTG courses: $102,000
○ If five adjunct faculty teach two sections each: $80,000
○ If seven adjunct faculty teach two sections each: $96,000

4. Establish a budget for the writing program which could be used for in-semester
meetings and for the annual professional development workshop, for speakers,
books, research projects, collective assessment of WRTG 105 every three years, and
other expenses related to ensuring that instructors participate in Geneseo’s writing
community and keep abreast of best practices in writing instruction.

29 Principles for the Postsecondary Teaching of Writing, rev. March 2015.

https://cccc.ncte.org/cccc/resources/positions/postsecondarywriting#:~:text=No%20more%20than%2020%20students,a%20maximum%20of%2015%20students
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Practical Features of Writing Instruction

Rationale

Our recommendations on the practical features of WRTG 105 courses are based on the
assumption that the revised course learning outcomes we have proposed and the structural
changes we have introduced in the hopes of creating a vibrant writing community will be
reinforced at the level of course design and daily instruction. We suggest that faculty
familiarize themselves with some core theoretical works (listed below) that will help them
to incorporate at least three modes of writing, threshold concepts, and anti-racist pedagogy
into their design and daily instruction. As a way of developing a writing community, we ask
that they attend in-semester meetings and contribute to a repository of shared
assignments. As part of an effort to make the course intellectually appealing for faculty to
teach and for new students to take, we have proposed the incorporation of elements of
place-based learning. Overall, the goal is to create a foundation that the new writing
specialist can build upon.

Although our specific recommendations are modest when compared to both the current
program and to most larger writing programs, where instructors are expected to teach the
same assignments across all sections, it is important that faculty at Geneseo, having
experienced much latitude with respect to course design, are aware of the reasons that we
believe these revisions—some already explicitly or implicitly included by our excellent
instructors—are warranted. Changes in the student body, as noted earlier, are one. When
INTD 105 was unveiled in 2000, Geneseo was in the midst of an application boom, which
meant that entering classes were similar to those of elite liberal arts colleges. In that
context, the notion that students “learn to write by writing” made sense.30 When students
already have a solid foundation in the kinds of writing that colleges have traditionally
valued (the “five-paragraph” essay, rooted in the logic of claim–reason–evidence and
produced in “standard” English), giving students the opportunity to practice writing about
a topic that interests them often will result in improvement.  Today’s Geneseo students are
different in the sense that they either might not have encountered the kind of writing
instruction that could be taken for granted two decades ago, or they might be very familiar
with it, but in the context of high-school standardized testing, where success can leave
some of Geneseo’s incoming students surprised that they don’t place out of INTD 105
(especially via Advanced Placement exams), having already demonstrated, as far as they are
aware, that they “know how to write.” Moreover, given that the Integrative and Applied
Learning graduation requirement calls for reflection, and given that even high schools
ranked highly by traditional measures rarely train students in reflective writing, we have to

30 Easton Paper, 10 Mar. 2001

https://wiki.geneseo.edu/display/intd105/Easton+Paper
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assume that most students, including those who have excelled in the five-paragraph format,
are not necessarily equipped to do well in the types of writing assignments that they will
encounter across Geneseo’s Education for a Connected World curriculum. In this
environment, we prepare our students well by transforming their perceptions about
writing at the outset and moving them beyond the conviction that learning to write is
something their high schools either already facilitated successfully—or should have. Our
current students are also often aware of or open to the idea that education is systemically
privileged; exploring writing as more than a way to meet a preconceived and often
exclusionary standard is intellectually challenging.

An equally important reason is that the current model has unintentionally resulted in a
situation where many full-time faculty are reluctant to teach the course. As noted earlier,
INTD 105 was created at a moment when faculty were clearly invested in this new general
education requirement. Over time, though, a number of factors—from reductions in faculty
lines for the departments that mainly staff the course to pressures on faculty to cover an
expanding number of new programs—have resulted in attrition and a heavy reliance on
adjuncts. Ironically, the freedom allotted to faculty to teach the course in any manner they
see fit might act for some faculty as a disincentive. While the coordinators have reinforced
the idea that INTD 105 involves teaching writing by emphasizing writing’s primacy in
workshops, encouraging the sharing of assignments and syllabi, recommending the
adoption of writing guidebooks, and reporting on some trends in the field, absent a writing
specialist to provide guidance on best practices and absent practical guidelines on how to
teach writing, faculty who might be interested in staffing the course often lack confidence
as writing instructors and thus choose instead to teach service courses in their general
education fields. Some faculty fall back on the common assumption that teaching writing
means allocating considerable time to labor-intensive paper grading, which creates a
negative perception among the faculty at large that further disincentives people from
staffing INTD 105. Given these circumstances, the current writing program has not
managed to evolve in the face of changing student needs, and only 31% of the INTD 105
sections on offer during the past five years have been staffed by full-time faculty.
Furthermore, the trend across those five years has been downward: in our most recent
semester, Spring 2022, full-time faculty taught only two of eighteen sections, or 11%.31

We recommend that faculty be required to familiarize themselves with some recent texts in
Writing Studies. Our initial suggestions are Naming What We Know for the threshold
concepts of writing studies and “Should Writers Use They Own English?” as a compelling
introduction to anti-racist writing pedagogy. This is meant to give faculty a foundation in
current writing instruction theory, which we expect will encourage new faculty to teach the

31 Based on a hand count of INTD 105 sections offered from fall 2017 to spring 2022, with lecturers,
tenure-track, and tenured faculty considered as full-time.
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course and will provide current instructors a chance to evolve their writing pedagogy.
These texts will also provide a foundation for discussion among faculty about writing
instruction, which will be complemented by our second recommendation, the
establishment of a Writing Resource Website, managed by the new Writing Coordinator,
where faculty can go to find suggested readings in Writing Studies.

As a way of reinforcing our recommendation in the Learning Outcomes section that faculty
intentionally address three writing modes (oriented toward the self, others, and the text)
and, more broadly, as a way of encouraging more explicit connections between what occurs
in each course and the learning outcomes, we believe that faculty should both draw upon
and also contribute to a core set of writing assignments that will be available on a Writing
Resource website and potentially as modules in SUNY’s new Digital Learning Environment.
Each assignment will contain a section explaining how it aligns with the writing program’s
learning outcomes. Here again, faculty who are hesitant about teaching WRTG 105 will have
some guidance on the kinds of assignments they might incorporate, while current faculty
will be prompted to reflect on how their assignments are intentionally designed to facilitate
writing instruction. We are mindful that individual departments do not routinely ask this of
their faculty, except when a department develops a new course, but WRTG 105 is unique
because it is staffed by so many different departments and lays the foundation for a
college-wide commitment to writing instruction.

We also recommend that all faculty who teach WRTG 105 attend an annual meeting and
that faculty who teach in WRTG 105 in a given semester be required to attend monthly
meetings. The intent is to facilitate the development of an engaged writing community.
Given that every department on campus has regular meetings, during which faculty have
the opportunity to discuss best practices for instruction or topics of interest or concern in
their respective programs, it seems reasonable that faculty engaged in writing instruction
should have the opportunity to meet with their colleagues on a regular, structured basis. It
is a chance to keep abreast of best practices, to share resources, and to provide the kind of
support that many faculty need if they are going to feel confident in their abilities as writing
instructors.

Our final recommendation aims to enhance students’ sense of belonging at Geneseo.
Faculty are asked to consider belonging as “place-based learning” in two ways: by drawing
attention to the new identities students necessarily forge when they begin their studies at
Geneseo and by connecting the topic of their class to some aspect of students’ experience at
or in Geneseo. The first understanding of place-based learning is intended to support wider
college efforts to create first-year experiences by making space in the writing course for
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students to consider and express their positionality as authors.32 In other words, rather
than assuming the traditional “objective” voice of academic writing, students entering
Geneseo can encounter in WRTG 105 the threshold concept that all authorial or writerly
acts are reflections of identity in the same moment that they are shaping those identities
through such experiences as living away from home for the first time, making new and
diverse friends, or finding their feet in a college classroom.

The second understanding of place-based learning requires faculty to connect the material
of their section to some aspect of this campus or its immediate surroundings to again
distinguish what happens in Geneseo’s writing course from previous high school writing
classes and to deepen students’ sense of where they are. Such connections might be the
topic of a section, a unit, a discussion, or an assignment. They might be facilitated by
classroom guests, field trips, service learning, library research, or conversations between
sections during the weekly hour reserved for WRTG 105 meetings. Our librarians are
invaluable guides to collections and to campus history, while the Center for Integrated
Learning regularly coordinates place-based ventures. Place-based learning boosts the social
capital of students; they write about issues they know others in their community care
about, and their writing could reach broader audiences through, for example, GREAT Day
panels, blogs, campus and local newspapers, or letters to campus stakeholders.

It bears repeating that for many of our recent instructors, some of the proposed changes
are already current practice. We also note our ongoing requirement for library research
skills instruction coordinated through the library and undertaken with a librarian in order
to meet the SUNY Information Literacy competency requirement. We continue to
recommend Graff and Birkenstein’s They Say / I Say as an assigned text and to encourage
use of the open-enrollment plagiarism tutorials and INTD 106 as well as of the Writing
Learning Center as a collaborative support service that continues the work of college
writing beyond the semester in which WRTG 105 is taken.

32 In 2022, at the invitation of Geneseo’s antiracist writing curriculum group, prominent racial
literacy consultant Mara Lee Grayson connected learning in writing classrooms – specifically in
INTD 105 –  to authorial positionality in her public presentation on racial literacy.
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Proposed Changes: Practical Features

1. In keeping with learning outcome 2, which is to prompt students to engage in
thoughtful conversation for at least three different writing modes, require faculty to
address explicitly the following modes: self-reflective writing, analytical - persuasive
writing, and process-based writing (i.e., revision).

● Research should be incorporated into at least one of these modes.

● Each mode must be covered, but that does not necessarily mean devoting an
assignment solely to each purpose. We encourage flexibility for faculty in
considering how they will address these modes.

2. In keeping with writing’s obligations to our anti-racist campus, require faculty to
familiarize themselves with anti-racist writing pedagogy.

● This process has already been initiated in INTD 105 via readings, workshops,
and 2022’s virtual visit from racial literacy educator Mara Lee Grayson.

3. In keeping with the need for an informed and responsive community of instructors,
require attendance at WRTG 105 meetings.

● A primary purpose of such meetings is to generate clear guidelines on how
faculty can best bring students into conversations that facilitate learning
about writing.  Other purposes include help sessions, invited speakers (e.g.
DAPA, CIT, EAB), administrative coordination, and community building, which
includes mentorship within the community and for new WRTG 105
instructors and/or new faculty.

4. In order to build a repository of model writing assignments, instructors should
submit new assignments to the Writing Committee. In doing so, they should address
how the assignments address the course’s learning objectives.

5. As the only common first year experience at Geneseo, every section of WRTG 105
should incorporate place-based learning to foster belonging for first-year students
and to encourage faculty to design writing assignments that will have a clear and
immediate context.


