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Dr. Sawrey opened the forum by welcoming the participants and 
introducing the Basic Studies Committee members.   
 
He played segments of the UNC Tomorrow video showing that writing 
skills are essential in today’s economy and the global world of tomorrow.   
 
Dr. Sawrey then listed the Essential Learning Outcomes from the College 
Learning for the New Global Century published by AAC&U in 2007 and 
explained how those outcomes mapped to the UNCW Basic Studies 
Committee’s learning outcomes. 
 
He reviewed the Senate motion (Motion 06-08-34) where the Senate 
endorsed the following portion of the template contained in the Basic 
Studies Revision Task Force Proposal of Spring 2006: 
(3h) ENG 109 (future ENG 101) 
(3h) ENG 110 (future ENG 102) or other writing-intensive literature-

based course 
(0h) 3 writing emphasis courses from across the curriculum; at least one 

course must be from the major. 
 
Dr. Sawrey stated that the Basic Studies Committee feels that two writing-
instructive courses may be needed rather than just the ENG 109 that was 
proposed by the Basic Studies Task Force.  He opened the floor to 
discussion. 
 
 Dr. Gould wondered why this topic was still being discussed since it has 
already been discussed at three forums and the Basic Studies Task Force 
proposal was overwhelmingly passed by the Senate.  Dr. Sawrey responded 
that educating our community to the need for more writing courses is the 
purpose of this forum.   
 
Dr. Bushman said the students are taking one course that focuses on 
learning the process of writing and that ENG 110 assumes an ENG 101 pre-
requisite.  He added that the students need to learn the methods and 
techniques specific to their discipline in the upper division.  Dr. Cilano felt 
the interchangeability of ENG 101 wasn’t just the composition component 
but also the plug in content.  Dr. Bushman concurred.  

 



 
 
Dr. Szmant noted that junior and senior level students don’t write well and 
she feels that writing is an extension of thinking.   She discovered that 
students don’t read and understand the technical writings.  Dr. Gould 
agreed that learning to write within the disciplines would serve the students 
well. 
 
Dr. Reilly suggested not thinking about writing as a subject but to focus on 
other aspects such as ENG 201 that is a research composition course in an 
academic setting. 
 
Dr. Pilgrim said that more communication is required for writing instructive 
courses but not all English courses; she felt that smaller class sizes are 
appropriate for the writing instructive courses.  Dr. Szmant noted that 
writing intensive courses are not the same as writing instructive courses.  
Dr Bushman explained that writing intensive courses involve collecting 
drafts, making comments, and holding conferences with students but added 
that that the payoff is worth the extra work.   
 
Dr. Sawrey guided the group back to ENG 101 and ENG 201.  He stated 
that beginning students don’t know how to compose or articulate and that 
these topics are just starting to be covered in ENG 201.  Dr. Atkins would 
like to see first year students introduced to the writing process with ENG 
101 which includes time management and research skills so that students go 
on to ENG 201 with some background in research methods. 
 
Dr. Dumas observed that student writing at the junior level includes subject 
and verbs that don’t agree plus incorrect comma usage.  He questioned if 
this was the responsibility of the English Department.  Dr. Gould answered 
that there is no pedagogy for subject / verb agreement or comma usage.  Dr. 
Dumas replied that this is a necessary set of basic skills.  Will Wilkinson 
stated that students do come to the Learning Center to learn these rules but 
learning the rules doesn’t occur in one semester; it must be done throughout 
the college career.  Dr. Bushman noted that students do get practice writing 
in ENG 101 and ENG 201 but the skills atrophy over time if not used. 
 
Dr. Atkins remarked that much of this depends on the skill set of the 
students when they enroll at UNCW.  His department trains faculty, adjunct 
faculty, and TA’s how to teach writing within the discipline.  Jon 
Schneidereman agreed that the problem with teaching grammar in ENG 101 
is the wide variety of writing ability of incoming students.  The assumption 
is that students have minimum skills but that is not the case and remedial 
course work is not available at this campus. 
 



 
Phillip Gerard considered writing a subject for the writing intensive and 
writing instructive courses.  He said grammar and syntax are often taught in 
these courses and believes it is the sequence of courses that is more 
important.  Dr. Gurganus said that students learn what they want to learn so 
they must be shown that ENG 101 / 109 is the first step of the seamless web 
of the journey and not something to be taken and be done with when the 
course is finished. 
 
Dr. Bushman acknowledged that students know how to write but need to 
learn how to write scientifically; what constitutes an argument in one 
discipline is different than in another discipline.  Dr. Sawrey had the same 
opinion and added that a very obvious, intentional choice after taking the 
first writing course in the freshman year would be to take another writing 
intensive course in the discipline.  
 
Dr. Bushman reiterated that students come to UNCW with a wide variety of 
skills.  He suggested a one-hour course where students could go to the 
Learning Center to work on a paper or get help.  Dr. Sawrey recommended 
ENG 101 or a remedial course.  Jon Schneidereman mentioned that several 
course levels could be offered with placement based on SAT and writing 
scores. 
 
Dr. Dumas asked why lower SAT scoring students weren’t being sent to the 
Writing Center now.  Dr. Gould said they are being sent there now but 
added that teaching from a deficit model doesn’t work.  He mentioned an 
1895 Harvard study showing that the literacy crisis has been around for a 
long time.  Deron Fort asked what does work.  Dr. Bushman said giving 
students lots of practice and feedback early in the discipline is one solution.  
Dr. Szmant said her prior school offered writing across the curriculum by 
making some sections of courses writing-intensive and noting them with a 
(w) beside the section.  Students were required to take six writing intensive 
courses over their four-year career at that school. 
 
Dr. Cilano said writing throughout the students’ college careers is a goal 
and she didn’t see a negative side of requiring the writing courses.  Dr. 
Gould answered that we have that now and it isn’t effective.  Dr. Cilano 
responded that we don’t have writing in the discipline.  Dr. Szmant felt that 
both are needed and valuable. 
 
Dr. Gurganus suggested a capstone course with a significant writing 
component so that students will be writing until the end of their college 
career.  He added that a system to assess the writing outcomes is needed.  
He went on to say that UNCW graduates need to write well as a public 



 
citizen and part of an educated community not just within the discipline.  
He wants to make sure a distribution of courses is offered.   
 
Dr. Sawrey asked if students would need to take another writing intensive 
course in their major if they switched majors.  Dr. Szmant thought that the 
skills are transferable.  A general consensus of the group is that the students 
will benefit from taking writing classes from someone who knows how to 
write.   
 
Dr. Spaulding suggested adding writing courses in the upper level in the 
majors.  He observed that if the requirement to offer the courses is sent to 
the department rather than initiated by the department, the idea will die.  Dr. 
Moore said we are looking at the structure so we can bring together the 
resources to ensure it happens. 
 
Dr. Sweeney felt that writing is a very valuable skill and that English is not 
just one discipline but serves all areas; it really reaches out to other fields 
because of the way the department develops the courses.    
 
Dr. Gould noted that the most efficient use of resources is not to teach more 
than one writing course and that decisions regarding the curriculum always 
involve negotiation about the finite writing resources.  Dr Sawrey asked if 
the students would be able to use an introductory textbook from another 
field as the content of a writing course.  Dr. Bushman stated that those 
courses are available now.  He added that when writing instruction is done 
in the major, the students learn how to ‘walk the walk and talk the talk’. 
 
Dr. Cilano felt that significant packaging for both faculty and students is 
needed  She wondered if students see writing in English as ENG 101 or as 
CC 101 (core curriculum) when different readers are used.  Dr. Sweeny said 
that is exactly what the English Department does now to reach out to other 
fields.  Dr. Sawrey suggested asking the Deans what courses are writing 
intensive as a more positive way to set up the classes.   Dr. Spaulding said 
the CC 101 courses could be taught in any discipline.  Dr. Cilano said she 
would prefer that they stay in the English Department but would not stand 
in the way of other strategies.  Dr. Reilly agreed. 
 
Dr. Boren felt that awareness and having the support of the departments are 
important.  He went on to say that there is a price tag for the resources but 
“if it is important enough to us, we will do it.”   The group felt that it is 
important to talk and write across the curriculum not just within the 
discipline.  
 



 
Dr. Sawrey noted that increasing the cross departmental events that students 
see will begin to break down barriers.  Dr. Moore used the example of a 
linked Freshman Seminar course where UNI 101 is linked with SPN 120.  
Twenty-five students are in both classes; this is a resource efficient way to 
test the waters.  The Common Reading Program is another example of a 
cross departmental activity. 
 
Dr. Hosier contended that if each course hones the writing skills along with 
other skills, such as thinking and creativity, when the student graduates we 
will have everybody putting in their part.  He agreed with Dr. Spaulding 
that the idea will sink if the departments are told what to do rather than the 
departments initiating it themselves.  Dr. Sawrey agreed and acknowledged 
that we all understand the different techniques necessary to make it happen 
and that we must take it as “my own”.  Dr. Boren felt that this must 
constantly be cultivated and the changes articulated to the field.   
 
Dr. Hosier reported that NSSE results show that students are writing less 
early on although seniors are doing some writing along with critical 
thinking.  Dr. McFarland inserted that FSSE results show the students are 
writing more.  Dr. Sawrey felt the mismatch spoke volumes.  
 
Dr. Dumas deemed that writing across the curriculum, WAC, and versions 
of writing intensive courses are now less valued by UNCW.  He feels that 
the evaluation structure needs to be changed so that faculty decisions will 
be driven by value.  Dr. Hosier agreed that the value system needs to be 
reviewed and used Service Learning, WAC, and writing in classes as 
examples.  Dr. Sawrey thought that teaching a writing intensive course with 
twenty-five students rather than a class of sixty students or adding more 
credit hours for the writing intensive courses might be attractive to faculty.  
 
Dr. Sawrey thanked all for participating and adjourned the forum at 5:20 pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Elizabeth Randall 
  
Website: http://library.uncw.edu/web/faculty/pembertona/basicstudies/ 

 

*   These are summary minutes of the meeting.  Detailed minutes will be 
made available upon request. 
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