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General description
This is a proposal to replace an existing English major organized largely by a combination of category requirements (e.g., two national categories,
two chronological categories, a category for selected major authors, a category for Shakespeare) with a new major organized by skill and
knowledge outcomes and three broad historical divisions.

The new major is designed to work with a college curriculum in which students would take four, four-credit courses per semester. However, the
implementation of this proposal, if adopted by majority vote of the department, would not be dependent on the college's transition to a 4x4
curriculum. If the present 5x3 curriculum remains in place, the new major would be implemented with 12 required courses rather than the
proposed 10, and with some minor adjustment to the number of courses required at each level.

Details of the proposal

Basic requirements

A minimum of 10 courses shall be required to complete the major.
Completion of one course at the 100 level shall serve as the prerequisite to courses at the 200 or 300 level.
Students shall take at least one course at the 100 level, at least 2 courses at the 200 level, and at least 4 courses at the 300 level.
Students shall take at least one course from each of three broad historical divisions: early to early modern, early modern to modern, and
modern to contemporary.
Every student in the major shall maintain a self-reflective advising document in public space (i.e., on the web) for the purpose of planning
course choices and retrospectively articulating meaningful connections among completed courses. Completion of this document shall be
required for completion of the degree.

Course levels

Courses in the new major are organized into three levels determined by their skill and knowledge outcomes:

100 level: Readings — These courses emphasize the fundamental skills required for the major: the ability to read and write in the
particular ways that define English as a discipline. Student learning outcomes at the 100 level:

ability to read texts closely
ability to write clear and effective English prose in accordance with conventions of standard English
ability to write analytically about texts in accordance with the conventions of textual criticism
understanding of how criticism as a practice gives rise to questions about how to conduct that practice, questions that are
constitutive of the discipline: e.g., questions concerning what we should read, why we should read, and how we should read

200 level: Connections — These courses  the skills that receive particular emphasis at the 100 level but continue to emphasize also
emphasize intellectual skills and content-knowledge associated with a  of literary and other texts. Student learning outcomes atbroad view
the 200 level:

ability to read texts in relation to history
understanding of how texts are related to social and cultural categories (e.g., race, ethnicity, gender, sexuality, class, ability),
enterprises (e.g. philosophy, science, politics), and institutions (e.g., of religion, of education).
understanding of how language as a system and linguistic change over time inform literature as aesthetic object, expressive
medium, and social document

300 level: Investigations — These courses  the skills that receive particular emphasis at the 100 and 200 levelscontinue to emphasize
but  emphasize intellectual skills and content-knowledge associated with a  of particular texts, topics, themes,also deep understanding
issues, or authors. Student learning outcomes at the 300 level:

ability to "join the conversation" that is always ongoing among critics and scholars regarding texts, authors, and topics by
engaging with secondary sources
in-depth understanding of a single author, a small group of authors, or a narrowly-defined topic, theme, or issue

Explanation of certain requirements



Historical divisions

The requirement that students take at least one course in each of three broad historical divisions reflects a conviction that students cannot "read
texts in relation to history" or adequately understand linguistic change over time without encountering literature from a range of time periods. The
requirement is not meant to provide coverage of literary history but rather engagement with texts from a diversity of historical periods and
moments. Most of the courses in the three groups will be at the 200 level, but selected 300-level courses may be used in fulfillment of the
requirement. Slot courses may not be used to fulfill this requirement. See , for a preliminary list of existing and proposedAppendix A, below
courses to be used in fulfillment of the requirement.

200-level outcome on texts in relation to social and cultural categories, enterprises, and institutions

This outcome assumes the existence of social and cultural categories, enterprises, and institutions to be a matter of objective social fact. It further
assumes that we want our students to understand texts in relation to these categories, enterprises, and institutions — just as we want them to
understand texts in relation to history and language.

It does  assume any  relation between texts and society/culture, or any particular methodology for relating texts to society/culture. Itnot particular
does  commit any particular course or professor to examining texts in relation to any particular socio-cultural category, enterprise, or institution,not
or to examining texts in relation to any predetermined number of such categories, enterprises, or institutions. These matters are rightly left to the
individual professor's judgment.

Further, it does  assume that because science or philosophy has an objective existence as a socio-cultural enterprise, the conclusions ofnot
science or philosophy are mere social or cultural constructs that cannot be fruitfully considered in relation to some other context, such as truth.
Finally, it does  preclude any course or professor from relating texts to other domains, such as aesthetics or psychology.not

Self-reflective advisement

The self-reflective advising document will necessarily be prospective at first, serving mainly as an aid to making course selections intentionally.
But over time — and by necessity in the student's final semester — the document will become retrospective, serving as a reflection on the
themes, ideas, crosscurrents, and authors that the student has in fact studied.

Because these documents will live in a public space online, they are also intended to serve as

an aid to future students looking to construct meaningful combinations of courses for themselves
an attraction to students considering a major in English
a basis for advisement meetings
a window through which stakeholders in Geneseo's enterprise as a public liberal arts college can view how students are making sense of
their studies
a means by which the department can assess the effectiveness of the major

A sample advising template is included in .Appendix B, below

Coordination of effort and assessment of learning
The proposed English major will require considerable coordination of effort to ensure that students meet the learning outcomes at each course
level. Implementation of the major must involve agreement as to the kind of student work at each level most likely to facilitate the meeting of
outcomes, and open, ongoing conversation about the best methods for eliciting student work of the highest quality. However, under this proposal,
none of these activities shall take priority over an individual faculty member's right to set teaching methods and course content in accordance with
his or her own pedagogical philosophy and view of the subject matter being taught.

Implementation must also involve adoption of reasonably valid assessment measures for each outcome in the major, together with
department-wide participation in assessment, in order to determine how well students are meeting outcomes and to make adjustments as
necessary to pedagogy and curriculum.

Creative writing track
Under this proposal, Creative Writing will remain a separate track with controlled admission. Like the proposed requirements in the Literature
track, those in Creative Writing will be organized primarily by learning outcomes rather than categories. Before taking effect, the new requirements
will be submitted to the department for approval.

Justification

The current major: coverage and categories

The current English major is designed to help students "cover" the field of English by dividing the field into a variety of categories.

For over 30 years, the major has divided British literature into two categories (pre- and post-1700), and the universe of important regions-of-origin
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into Great Britain and the United States. It has treated Shakespeare as a category unto himself. It has required a course devoted to a "major
author" in the field. It has required a course — originally English 270, Practical Criticism, later English 170, The Practice of Criticism — designed
in part to cover the three literary genres considered to be of greatest importance (fiction, poetry, drama) in the field.

In 1990, coverage of American literature was extended through a requirement to take not just one but two courses in that category. In 1992, the
department added a requirement in "non-traditional literature." This requirement immediately stood in an awkward relation to the coverage model,
since its purpose was only partially to rectify a sense that the existing categories left an important area of the field uncovered. Its other purpose
was to raise awareness about certain value judgments pre-supposed by the traditional map of English as a field, value judgments that had given
secondary status to particular voices, issues, and perspectives within both texts and scholarship in the discipline.

The fact that a course in the non-traditional category could also be used to fulfill one of the other category requirements seemed to perpetuate this
secondary status by suggesting that coverage of non-traditional literature mattered less than coverage of other areas. At the same time,
dissatisfaction lingered over the very conception of "non-traditional" as an area to be covered. The name, which defined the area by negation
only, and a broad negation at that, seemed unhelpful. Moreover, treating "non-traditional" as a discrete area created a false impression that the
voices, issues, and perspectives referenced by the requirement were not also present in the literatures of Great Britain and the United States. And
it seemed to imply that literary and other texts originating elsewhere were of interest only as an afterthought.

In 2008-2009, an ad hoc committee of the department examined the non-traditional category. As a result of their report, the category was
replaced by one titled "cultural intersections." Making the new category a free-standing requirement partly addressed the question of status, but it
left the other questions hanging. And it increased the number of boxes that a student would have to check off on the way to completing the major.

Problems with the coverage model

Even as it recommended the 2009 change to the department, the ad hoc committee that developed it reported their sense that "the problems
raised by the 'non-traditional' requirement cannot be fully addressed by minor changes to current curriculum. Rather, the department needs to
implement a curriculum . . . in which cultural and theoretical diversity is a pervasive feature of the whole, as opposed to something reserved for
one designated set of courses."

The ad hoc committee's dissatisfaction with regarding "cultural intersections" as just another category to be covered raises the larger question of
whether a category logic is the best logic for organizing the English major.

The question is not one regarding the value of broad knowledge; rather, it concerns the primacy of coverage and the ability of categories to
achieve it. Should coverage be the highest priority of the major? Do category requirements even ensure coverage?

"The field" has become harder to define than it was when the major was originally conceived. Agreement is lacking on questions such as the
following: Who are the "major authors" in the discipline? How central to the discipline is knowledge of any one particular "national tradition"? What
kinds of "texts" constitute "the field" to be covered? (For example, does the field include film? Video? Graphic novels?)

Moreover, as suggested above, some of the pedagogical goals that have risen to prominence in the department are not easily articulated in terms
of coverage and may even be hampered by conceptualizing the major in those terms.

Finally, as we have attempted to shoehorn an ever-widening selection of courses into our existing categories, the categories have arguably
ceased to guarantee coverage. If a student fulfills the requirement of two courses in British literature, one from before and one from after 1700,
with "Milton's Biblical Poetry" and "British Novel: the 30's" respectively, has the student "covered" British literature from the earliest years to the
present? If the student fulfills the requirement of two courses in American literature with "Film Hero" and "Filming the 70's," does it make sense to
say that the student has "covered" American literature?

A different logic: learning outcomes

One of the signal developments in higher education over the last two decades has been the widespread adoption of learning outcomes as an
animating principle of course and curriculum development.

Admittedly, there is still skepticism in our discipline toward the language of learning outcomes and the related activity of assessment. But both
have been thoroughly embraced by such best-practices organizations as the AAC&U, Middle States, and the MLA.

Partly owing to skepticism in our own department, perhaps, we have never adopted a set of learning outcomes for the English major that align in
any clear or logical way with the courses that we require students to take.

The proposed new major attempts just such an alignment between learning outcomes and requirements. Its starting point is a conception of
English, not as a field to be covered, but as a discipline constituted by particular skills and kinds of understanding. In the proposed major, students
acquire the most fundamental skills and understanding at the 100 level before developing more advanced skills and achieving deeper
understanding at the 200 and 300 levels.

Although the proposed major gives learning outcomes priority over coverage in organizing curricular content and structuring requirements, it does
not regard breadth of knowledge as unimportant. In particular, it assumes that a student's ability to read texts in relation to history, culture, and
society — with an awareness of how linguistic change over time shapes differences in textual expression — depends on the student's having
engaged with texts from a variety of time periods. Hence the requirement to take one course in each of three broad historical divisions.

Movement through the major: distribution vs. discovery

The "category logic" that organizes the curricular content of the existing major has its corollary in a "distribution logic" that organizes a student's
movement through the major. Because coverage of the field is achieved by distributing courses among different required categories, the student
is encouraged, and in some cases compelled, to choose courses for the upcoming semester based on the categories that those courses will fulfill,

3



rather than an intrinsic motivation such as curiosity to try something new or the desire to expand and deepen an emergent interest.

The proposed major attempts to replace this distribution logic with a logic of discovery.

Discovery is not license. As described above, the proposed major requires that students move from more basic to more complex skills and
understanding. It requires that they spread some of their course selections over three historical periods. It requires that they take at least two
courses emphasizing "connections" and at least four courses emphasizing in-depth "investigations."

At the same time, the proposed major encourages students to make more of their course selections in accordance with intrinsic motivations — to
choose courses in an effort to enlarge or enrich meanings they have discovered in the content of their courses, or to discover new meanings.

Freedom alone would not make the experience of choice an experience of meaning. In the proposed major, it is the purpose of self-reflective
advisement to ensure that students choose courses intentionally, in accordance with their goals and interests, rather than at random.
Self-reflective advisement achieves this end by requiring students to articulate and keep a record of goals, interests, and discoveries, and by
requiring them to discuss these yearly with their advisers. Self-reflective advisement also attempts to ensure that students experience their
chosen coursework as meaningful by requiring them to summarize, retrospectively, the meaning they have derived from it.

If it ain't broke...

This proposal for a new English major does not assume that the existing major is "broken." It does assume, however, that gross dysfunction is not
a prerequisite for substantive change. There is a case for such change whenever it has the potential to improve the alignment between the
curriculum and one or more of the following: the mission and goals of the department, the mission and goals of the institution, best practice in the
discipline or in higher education generally, and student learning as determined by reasonably objective measures.

As evidenced by the report of the 2009 ad hoc committee on the non-traditional requirement, and by our lively discussions in multiple forums over
the course of the past academic year, as a department we are divided on the question of how well the current major's basic structure supports
certain of the department's goals. One of these goals, according to the department's , is "to promote active, independent, and2008 self-study
innovative learning, including but not limited to oral presentations, research projects, and interdisciplinary work." Another is to "to ensure that
students have a rigorous education in the many literary periods, diverse traditions, and varied methodologies that are the basis of the discipline."
Some department members see the current major's coverage-through-categories logic as the guarantor of its rigor and of its commitment to
ensuring that students encounter historical, cultural, and methodological diversity. Other department members see this very same logic as a
principal obstacle to embedding the "diverse traditions" of textual expression deep within the major, in part because the existing categories appear
to construe diversity principally in terms of two national traditions. Some department members see the distribution logic of the current major as no
impediment to "active, independent, and innovative learning," most likely because that is precisely the kind of learning that they already foster in
their classrooms, independent of the major's structure of requirements. Other department members believe that the distribution logic closes off a
significant opportunity to promote students' intellectual agency and independence by failing to require that they connect the content of their
courses in meaningful ways.

One of Geneseo's goals as an institution is to "Provide every student the highest quality education through a rigorous, challenging, and active
learning experience in close working relationships with faculty and staff that encourages intellectual engagement and personal growth." Does the
English major contribute to this goal under its current configuration? It does so with distinction. But some department members believe that a
major based on a logic of discovery would contribute even more than the present major to students' personal growth by requiring them to connect
their course selections and learning experiences to their emergent interests and long-range goals.

In designing its self-study for an anticipated accreditation visit from Middle States in 2011-12, Geneseo has chosen to emphasize its search for
better ways to promote "intellectual engagement and personal growth" under the heading of phrases such as "transformational learning" and
"bringing theory to practice." These educational aims have the enthusiastic endorsement of AAC&U, which has also advocated forcefully for
"integrated learning" experiences that require students to make intellectual connections across multiple courses and disciplines.

The ultimate arbiter of an academic program's effectiveness, of course, is whether or not students learn what the program is designed to teach. It
is not possible to determine whether they do so by comparing the program to mission and goals statements or to best practices. Nor is it possible
to do so merely by citing the successes or reporting the testimony of its most distinguished graduates.

The only way to know whether students as a whole are learning what the program is designed to teach is to look directly at their work in the
aggregate and attempt to evaluate it according to shared, consistent standards. That is why the MLA, in its 2008 Report to the Teagle Foundation
advocated a baccalaureate degree program in English that incorporates "empirical research to assess the successes and shortcomings of the
program" and insisted that "The results of program changes need to be documented and evaluated empirically, through the adoption of outcome
measurements" (3).

During the roughly 10 years that Geneseo has engaged in systematic institution-wide assessment of student learning, the English department has
made some modest efforts to gather empirical evidence of aggregate learning in the major. These efforts have focused mostly on students' skills
at interpretation, oral presentation, and research. Unfortunately, the department has not undertaken to assess majors' learning in the areas where
solid empirical information would be most useful to our current uncertainty about the best future direction for the program: breadth of knowledge,
understanding of diverse traditions, and the ability to integrate content from a variety of courses.

By the same token, it is impossible to say with certainty that the proposed revision to the major will improve student learning. If the department
adopts the revision, it must be prepared to assess every one of the learning outcomes on which the revision is based; it must also be prepared to
make further revisions as warranted by the evidence.

The Policy Committee brings to the department this proposal for a new English major fully cognizant that the existing major has been a vehicle for
distinguished teaching of the highest order over many years; humbled by an awareness that some of the department's most distinguished faculty
have taken an active hand in shaping it; and deeply impressed by the achievements of the most distinguished students to have emerged from it.
The proposal is not to be taken as an assertion that the existing program has been judged and found profoundly wanting. It is put forward in the
recognition that the sources of unity in our discipline have shifted since the existing major's core features were first crafted, moving away from
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particular authors and national traditions towards distinctive skills and an understanding of constitutive ideas and debates. It is intended to create
new opportunities for student learning closely related to our institution's overarching goals and in line with best practices articulated by Middle
States and AAC&U.

Most important, it is advanced with confidence that the crucial factor in our continued success will be the same factor on which our past success
has relied: not the structure of our requirements, but our deeply held and universally shared commitment to students' well-being and intellectual
development.

Appendix A: Historical divisions
( )back to proposal

The proposal's requirement of one course in each of three broad historical divisions is designed to ensure that students engage with texts from a
variety of points in time. To accomplish this, the divisions do not need to be equal in length, nor do all course offerings need to find a home in a
division. The requirement consumes a little less than a third of the student's coursework in a 10-course major, a quarter of it in a 12-course major.
This means that between two-thirds and three-quarters of our offerings may consist of courses that cross temporal boundaries or organize
themselves on some principle unrelated to periodization.

There are few watershed dates that have equal relevance among the variety of texts in our curriculum. By design, the proposed tripartite division
is broad and general. In addition, the divisions are defined by the stretch of time that receives "emphasis" or is the source of "significant content."
Thus, a course need not  itself to one of these divisions to find a home in it.confine

Below is a tentative scheme for dividing existing and potential course offerings among the three divisions. Adoption of the proposal does not
commit the department to this scheme; final details would have to be worked out as part of the implementation of the new major.

Most courses in the tentative scheme are at the 200 level. However, it is important to recognize that the three-divisions requirement stands apart
from, even as it helps to fulfill, the "connections" outcomes at the 200 level. It makes perfect sense to allow a student to meet the requirement
using a combination of 200-level "connections" courses and time-inflected 300-level "study in depth" courses. Again, the purpose is simply to
guarantee that students read texts from a diversity of historical times.

As long as two to three courses are offered in each division each semester, every student, whether "native" or transfer, should be able to find the
three courses needed to meet the requirement before graduation.

Some courses below are designated "2xx/3xx." The designation simply means that it remains to be decided which is the appropriate level for the
course in question.

Slot courses whose historical location varies depending on the subtitle have not been included in the divisions. Including them would re-introduce
some of the woes of advisement and pre-grad checking that the new major seeks to avoid. However, the omission could be reversed during
implementation by a vote of the department.

Courses with emphasis on or significant content from early texts

2xx - Early British Literature (survey to be created?)
2xx/3xx - (Topics in) Early British Literature (course to be created?)
2xx - Medieval British Literature
2xx - British Renaissance
2xx - Exploring the Renaissance:
2xx - Classical Literature
3xx - Chaucer and His Age
2xx - History of English
2xx - The Bible as Literature
2xx - The Age of Dante

Courses with emphasis on or significant content from early modern to modern texts

3xx - Milton
2xx - Shakespeare
3xx - Shakespeare
2xx/3xx - (Topics in) 17th-Century British Literature (course to be created?)
2xx/3xx - (Topics in) 18th-Century Literature (course to be created?)
2xx/3xx - (Topics in) Victorian Literature (course to be created?)
2xx - British Literature, Early Modern to Modern
2xx - Early American Literature
2xx - American Literature
2xx/3xx - British Romanticism
2xx/3xx - American Romanticism
2xx/3xx - American Realism
2xx/3xx - The Romantic Hero

Courses with emphasis on or significant content from modern to contemporary texts
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3xx - British literature, Modern to Contemporary (course to be created?)
2xx - Introduction to Film
3xx - Film Topics
3xx - Film Authors:
2xx/3xx - (Topics in) Modern British Literature (course to be created?)
2xx/3xx - (Topics in) Contemporary British Literature (course to be created?)
2xx/3xx - (Topics in) Contemporary American Literature (course to be created?)
2xx/3xx - (Topics in) Modern American Literature (course to be created?)
3xx - Black British Literature
3xx - Native American Literature

Appendix B: Self-reflective advising template
( )back to proposal

Student: Jane Eyre

My coursework for English

 Update this section as needed.

Requirement I have taken... I plan to take...

At least one course at the 100 level 1xx 1xx

At least two courses at the 200 level 2xx 2xx

At least four courses at the 300 level 3xx 3xx, 3xx, 3xx

At least one course with emphasis on or significant content from early texts 2xx  

At least one course in with emphasis on or significant content from early modern to modern texts  2xx

At least one course with emphasis on or significant content from modern to contemporary texts  3xx

Why English?

 Write below the line. Do not update this section.
Write something here about why you want to major in English. You don't have to say much, and your reasons can be simple. Later on, it will be
interesting to compare them to your actual experience of the major.

After Geneseo

 Write below the line. Update this section as needed.
Do you know what you'd like to do after you graduate? If you have no clue right now, leave this section blank and come back to it when you do. If
you're thinking about a few options, you might want to make a list here. We can give you better advice about courses if you have some sense of
what you'd like to do next.

Emerging interests

 Write below the line. Add to this section as needed, but do not delete what you wrote earlier.
As you take courses in English, we're expecting that certain writers, topics, and problems will emerge as interests for you. As they do emerge,
write some words about them here. We can give you better advice about courses if we know what engages you.

Patterns and connections

 Write below the line. Add to this section as needed, but do not delete what you wrote earlier. Don't hesitate to relate your coursework in
English to other coursework you've done.
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Looking back on the courses you've taken, what patterns and connections do you see among them? Did something you read or learned in one
course lead you to choose another? Did the second course reinforce what you learned in the first, or did it pull you in a different direction? Do
certain of the courses you took form clusters, with similar ideas, issues, or types of writing?

Work samples attached to this page

 Attach up to four samples of your work.
Use Add > Attachment on this page to add your work.
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