Writing Instruction in the Disciplines (WID) Committee
MINUTES
December 1, 2016
Algonquin Room,  University Union

PRESENT:Munia Cabal-Jiménez, chair; SamitChakravorti, Amy Burke, Terry Solomonson, Mei Wen, Leslie Melim, Ritchie Gabbei, voting members, Dr.Helwig, Ex Officio. Visiting: DouglasLaFontaine.
	

 1. Call to orderwas given at 2:01PM
 2. Agenda was approved
 3. Minutes from 10-6-16 were approved
 4. Dr. IrajKalantari, Chair of the Department of Math could not appear.  In his stead, Dr. Douglas LaFontaine  came to explain the useage of “Latek” a software that is considered the industry standard for writing mathematics. MATH391’s cogency for the useage of the software is more centered around the constructs of a good paper on math, the aesthetics, grammar and expository materials.  Dr.Helwig noted that the software seems to be “Microsoft Word with the ability to illustrate calculations.
 5. RPTA Class and request for WID consideration - Dr. Chakravorti was concerned that the class does not specifically refer to the class standing required of the student. Professor Cabal-Jiménezwas concerned that while the proposal states that the WID requirements are met, there is little in the way of quantitative information as to the aspects of the teaching to achieve those requirements, as well as specific examples of writing instruments.   Professor Cabal-Jiméneznoted that the specifics in the syllabus for the number of assignments are very detailed, leaving little doubt that the course does demand enough writing for the WID standards. It was suggested by Dr. Chakravorti that the proposal also focus more on those specifics, and also state the goals of the course more emphatically. 

 6. Course Reviews: POLS 492, PHYS 490, PHYS 482 ANTH 419, SOC 332
POLS 492(new)  Dr. Chakravorti wondered if it is normal to have a capstone class that is also a WID class. Amy Burke noted that it happens, but it is often a problem as the students are lax on writing skills at that point as a result.  Professor Cabal-Jiménez noted that the proposal outlines the expectations of a senior for this class as well as the expectations of physics majors, with the forward-looking aspects of graduate school. 
Dr. Wen mentioned that the course is a 3 hour course and normally classes of this sort are 4.  Also, there should be a timeline so the student can tell when specific expectations should be met.  Dr.Helwig noted that the timeline would be important in order to fulfill the other WID element that there is sufficient time allowed for criticism and rewriting. Dr. Wen pointed out that the description should also address attention to the basic structure of papers, with introduction, background, development, etc. and again an opportunity of Professor Gabbei suggested that writing texts be used as a guideline for students to follow… that there are plenty of texts that relate and could be used.  Professor Cabal-Jiménez closed discussion with agreement to forward suggestions.
Discussion for PHYS 490:
In discussing Item 2, part 1 – Professor Cabal-Jiménezpointed out that in proposal assumes specific examples of scientific writing, Dr. Chakravorti noted that there is a lack of examples.The proposal mentions the methodology of writing scientific papers, but the specified assignments, homework, etc.  Dr. Chakravorti pointed out that the proposal varies from the syllabus in that the instruction for writing in the proposal is not bulwarked by any specific activities in the syllabus.  Point 1 of #3 focuses more on live presentations than the actual writing of material for examination.  There is question of how much of the “critiques” are written.Dr.Helwig noted that there are “number-specific” rubrics to be found in the syllabus, but nothing that specifically demands the gathering of a scientific paper – the critique is just that.
Amy Burke noted that the schedule (not the syllabus) has specific times and rubrics for critiquing and processing feedback of scientific papers, allowing for reflection and evaluation.  Dr.Helwig noted that scientific writing is unique in that the reviewer/listener/evaluator is probably not capable of evaluating the science – just the mechanics of the presentation – in other words, how well the presentation went.
Dr.Helwig noted that in science normally the presentation precedes the writing of the actual paper. However, often the writer writes the paper in advance of the presentation in order not to be “scooped”.   However, Dr. Chakravorti noted that if the course follows that the WID requirement is not likely to be met.  Professor Cabal-Jiménez noted that WIU’s Physics Department is noted for the quality of the writings that come from the department, but also noted that the only concern here is for undergraduate activity that fulfills the WID requirement.  Dr. Wen wondered if a 2-hour course is enough for a WID requirement.  There doesn’t seem to be any minimum… but there are enough questions to require an appearance by a representative of the department to answer the questions.
PHYS482(G), on the other hand, probably has little or no graduate students.  Dr. Wen found that the expectations are somewhat limited, with data analysis, process of science affects, but not much in detail about the 3 guidelines.  Professor Cabal-Jiménez and Dr. Wen noted the lack of examples of writings for models or to demonstrate the fulfillment of the WID… Professor Cabal-Jiménez noted that the syllabus has specific dates, and a timeline for writing activities to begin and end, plus allotted time for feedback.   Professor Cabal-Jiménez noted that there is no evidence that feedback is given, and Dr.Helwig wondered that if they are, are they required to make corrections… 
Professor Cabal-Jiménez requested a list of questions the committee would like clarified.  These questions included:
• Are there papers to actually be written?
• Are there opportunities for feedback?
• Are the samples REALLY student work?
On page seven of the syllabus… there are specific mentions of requirements, as well as a future reference to requirements on Western OnLine.  The committee would like a more detailed reference for examination.
Dr.Helwig noted that the thoroughness of the expectations is driven in part by state and national standards… but assumptions aren’t allowed here.
Discussion for SOC 332 -
Many members noted the excellence of the proposal – a model for others. Those issues not covered in the proposal are covered in the syllabus, and between the two all of the potential issues are addressed.  The committee voted unanimously to approve. 
Discussion for ANTH 419 –
Professor Cabal-Jiménez noted that in “curriculum” there is a mention that students are expected to write and critique on issues of Anthropology, but there is no specific definition of what  - for most of the committee, the term “Precics” was foreign, but Dr.Helwig pointed out that it is another term for abstracts – perhaps pertaining more to Anthropology.  The syllabus mentions mid-term evaluations, take-home writing, and Professor Gabbei noted that the syllabus has very specific expectations on page 7 of the size and content of ethnographies, etc. 
Professor Cabal-Jiménez called for any questions for the proposal, after which it was unanimously approved.

7. NEW BUSINESS – 
Professor Cabal-Jiménezbrought up the possibility of additional CITR workshops for the year, inviting committee members to submit proposals.  Professor Gabbeipointed out that there were workshops last year – at first there were 9-10 per workshop, followed by a tapering off.  Dr. Chakravorti suggested that we incorporate feedback into preparations for any workshops in the spring.
With no additional new business:

8.  Adjournment at 3:06 PM.  Next meeting will be January 26th, at 2:00PM in the Algonquin Room.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Respectfully submitted,

Terry Solomonson
Recording Secretary

