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Executive Summary of Word Up! Transforming Writing at STU
Word Up! Transforming Writing at
STU is an ambitious and
comprehensive Quality Enhancement
Plan (QEP) to improve students’ writing
skills. While Word Up! focuses on our
undergraduate students with a
particular emphasis on first-year
students, we believe that it will
transform St. Thomas University by
fostering the creation of a campus-wide
culture of writing.
The goal of Word Up! is to improve
student writing at the undergraduate
level. This goal will be accomplished
through three major initiatives:
1. Writing Communities
2. Writing Intensive Courses
3. Writing in the Discipline Courses
To meet this goal, we have
developed clear and measurable
Student Learning Outcomes.
Progress toward our goal will be
measured by continual assessment
of student achievement with these
outcomes.
First-Year Writing Communities (WC)
First-Year Writing Communities
form the centerpiece and foundation of
our QEP. They are modeled on learning
communities, a nationally proven
strategy for improving student
engagement and success. Our Writing
Communities link first-year composition
courses with lower-division General
Education Requirement (GER) courses
and sections of our first-year seminar.
The Writing Communities will be
thematically linked and cohorts of firstyear students will enroll in all three
courses that comprise the community.
Writing Intensive Courses (WI)
Building upon the foundation of
Writing Communities, we will develop
Writing Intensive courses at the
sophomore and junior levels. Faculty

will propose appropriate courses for
development into Writing Intensives.
These courses will focus more heavily
on writing, and written assignments will
form a significant component of the
course. The first Writing Intensive
courses will be launched in Year Two of
our QEP.
Writing in the Discipline Courses
The third and final component of
Word Up!, the development of Writing in
the Discipline courses, builds on the
foundation of the Writing Communities
and the reinforcements of the Writing
Intensives. Programs will be
encouraged and incentivized to develop
senior-level Writing in the Discipline

courses and to subsequently make
these three-credit courses major
requirements. Writing in the Discipline
courses will provide a capstone to a
four-year program of writing instruction
that has taken students from first-year
Writing Communities through and
Writing Intensive courses to Writing in
the Discipline – a transformational
multi-year and multi-tiered writing
experience.
Student Learning Outcomes
At the heart of our QEP are Student
Learning Outcomes (SLOs). We have
developed five outcomes for the WC
and WI initiatives:
1. Knowledge of Writing
Conventions (Grammar, Syntax,
Spelling): Students will identify and use

correct grammar, syntax, and spelling in
their writing.
2. Knowledge of Writing
Conventions (Citation and Quotation):
Students will use appropriate citation
and quotation in their writing.
3. Writing Organizational Skills:
Students will organize their writing with
a clear and cohesive structure (i.e.,
introduction, conclusion, paragraph
organization, thesis statement).
4. Writing Research Skills: Students
will find and evaluate primary and
secondary sources using writing
conventions appropriate to their
discipline and utilizing technological
and library resources.
5. Writing Argumentation Skills:
Students will understand and evaluate
materials from different perspectives
and will write responses that effectively
integrate their course materials.
We have developed two additional
SLOs for our Writing in the Discipline
initiative.
1. Conventions of the Discipline:
Students will demonstrate sufficient
knowledge of the subject and will
use specialized concepts of the
discipline to demonstrate
understanding.
2. Rhetoric of the Discipline:
Students will use genre, format,
language and tone appropriate to
the discipline and maintain an
appropriate sense of audience as
established by professionals within
that discipline.
Our QEP’s assessment plan uses both
direct and indirect means to measure
these SLOs and a process for
information gathering, analysis, and
sharing that will ensure feedback for
continual improvement.
Word Up!
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Description of St. Thomas University

The entry gate in front
of St. Thomas (left).
The St. Thomas
University School of
Law breezeway and
Fernandez Health
Center (right).

An Archdiocesan University
St. Thomas University in Miami
Gardens, Florida is a Catholic
institution of higher education of the
Archdiocese of Miami, and one of only
nine archdiocesan colleges and
universities is the United States. The
University’s mission centers on its
identity as a faith-based community
committed to student success: “St.
Thomas is a Catholic university with
rich cultural and international diversity
committed to the academic and
professional success of its students
who become ethical leaders in our
global community.” The University has
a strong commitment to its four Core
Values: Catholic identity, global
diversity, student success, and
leadership development.

STU’s Vision and the QEP
STU’s Quality Enhancement Plan,
“Word Up!,” which focuses on
improving student writing skills with an
emphasis on first-year undergraduate
students, directly relates to the
University’s mission and its expressed
commitment to students’ “academic
and professional success” and the
Core Values of “student success and
leadership development.”
Description of the Student Body
St. Thomas is primarily an
undergraduate institution with a very
diverse student body. In 2012, the
university’s enrollment was 2439. This
includes 1092 undergraduates, 695
graduate students, and 736 law
students. The student body reflects
the diversity of the Miami area. 23.4

percent black, 37.5 percent Hispanic,
19.9 percent White, and 11.5 percent
foreign. 56.2 percent of STU’s
students are female and 43.8 percent
are male (2012 Fact Book) (see Graph
1 and 2). In addition to pride in its
diversity, STU is committed to
providing educational access to
students with varying levels of
academic preparation. For example in
2012, 78 percent of incoming full-time
first-year students scored 499 or
below on the SAT Writing exam, while
92.9 scored 23 or below on the ACT
Composite. 56 percent had high
school GPAs of 2.99 and below. 34
percent of incoming first-year students
needed developmental course work in
English (see Test Scores and Ethnic
Profile graphs on next page)
6

85
1

Total full-time, first-time, first-year (freshman) men who enrolled
Total part-time, first-time, first-year (freshman) men who enrolled

123
1

Total full-time, first-time, first-year women who enrolled
Total part-time, first-time, first-year women who enrolled

TABLE 1: 2012 FIRST-TIME FRESHMAN TEST SCORES
Fall 2012 First-Time Freshman Test Scores
% submitting SAT scores
% submitting ACT scores

56% Number submitting SAT
42% Number submitting ACT

118
88

25th Percentile 75th Percentile

SAT Critical Reading
SAT Math
SAT Writing
SAT Essay
ACT Composite
ACT Math
ACT English
ACT Writing

410
408
400

510
500
490

16.25
16
15

20.75
20.75
21

Percent of first-time, first-year (freshman) students with scores in each range:
SAT Critical
Reading
SAT Math
SAT Writing
700-800
0.0%
0.8%
0.0%
600-699
4.2%
8.5%
1.7%
500-599
28.8%
22.0%
20.3%
400-499
49.2%
48.3%
55.1%
300-399
17.8%
18.6%
21.2%
200-299
0.0%
1.7%
1.7%
ACT Composite

30-36
24-29
18-23
12-17
6-11
Below 6

ACT English

0.0%
9.1%
58.8%
34.1%
0.0%
0.0%

Graph	
  1:	
  Ethnic	
  Profile	
  of	
  All	
  Students	
  (92012)

ACT Math

0.0%
5.7%
50.0%
38.6%
5.7%
0.0%

0.0%
12.5%
37.5%
50.0%
0.0%
0.0%

Black
Hispanic
White
Other
Interna2onal
Not	
  Designated

Graph	
  2:	
  Ethnic	
  Profile	
  of	
  Undergraduate	
  Students	
  (2012)
Black
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Source	
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  and	
  Graph	
  2:	
  STU	
  Oﬃce	
  of	
  Ins8tu8onal	
  Research
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QEP Topic Selection
Choosing Writing as Our Topic
Engaging the Community
From the beginning, we
followed a broad-based and
inclusive process for the
selection of the QEP topic.
The formal selection
process began in Fall 2010.
At a campus Community
Meeting (which included
faculty, staff, and
administrators) led by
President Monsignor
Franklyn Casale, potential

topics were discussed and
ranked by participants.
These possible topics
included Student Advising,
Experiential
Learning,
Information Literacy,
College/School
Fellows, and Writing
Excellence. In
September 2011 the
QEP Steering
Committee was formed to

lead the topic selection
process and bring forward
recommendations. Chaired
by the Dean of Biscayne

College, the committee was
comprised of faculty,
administrators, and
students and included
representatives from each
of the university’s schools
and from each of the major
university’s divisions. The
committee initiated review
of all previous discussions
of potential topics. It also
launched a thorough review
of institutional data. From
this review improving
reading skills and writing
skills emerged as two
priorities.
At an October 2011
Community Meeting,
participants engaged in
group discussion of
potential topics, the
discussion focused on
improving students’ reading
skills and writing skills. The
QEP committee also
gathered written feedback

from the meeting. According
to this feedback, 68% of
participants listed writing
skills as their top choice and
another 7%
listed both
writing and
reading skills as
their choice.
Thus, the clear
choice of the
participants
was improving students’
writing skills. Following the
Community Meeting, we
conducted online surveys
with faculty and students, as
well as with student focus
groups. The focus groups
and surveys helped further
define the potential topic to
improving undergraduate
student writing. (See Graph
below comparing these
results).

St. Thomas students in chapel
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Institutional Data of Faculty and
Student Support
Further review of institutional data,
conducting a survey of faculty writing
instruction, and a review of writing
practices at other institutions led by
the Director of STU’s English Program,
led to the further refinement of the
primary focus of the QEP on improving
first-year undergraduate writing.
The Steering Committee’s review
of institutional research included the
following:
• Alumni Survey 2007 and 2012
• HERI (Higher Education
Research Survey) Faculty Survey
2008 and 2010
• Common Data Set 2010 and
2011
• Basic Skills Placement Data,
2010, 2011, 2012
• Graduating Student Survey,
2011
• NSSE 2010
• STU Strategic Plan
• QEP Student Survey and Focus
Group 2011
• QEP Faculty Survey 2011
• QEP Survey of Faculty Writing
Instruction 2012 (See Appendix for

samples of these documents pgs.
66-69).
The 2008 Alumni Satisfaction
Survey indicated that only 55.8% of
alumni “strongly agreed” that STU
helped develop their “ability to write
effectively,” while 35.8 “somewhat
agreed.” A faculty survey of goals for
undergraduate instruction indicated
that 100% of faculty responding noted
promoting the ability to write
effectively as “very important or
essential.” Review of the Common
Data Set indicated that in 2011, 86.7
percent of incoming first-time, full-time
freshman scored 499 or below on the
SAT Writing Exam and 34 percent of
incoming first-year students required
developmental course work in English.
The QEP Survey of Faculty Writing
Instruction 2012 indicated that while a
considerable percentage of STU
faculty consider a student’s writing
ability to be essential, relatively few
devote any class time to writing
instruction, as indicated by the
responses to the following questions:
How vital would you consider a
student’s ability to write as a measure
of success in your classroom? 66.1%
answered “essential.”

Within any given semester, how
many class periods do you focus on
grammar/writing instruction? 39.3%
percent answered “none.”
Within any given semester, how
many class periods do you focus on
essay construction instruction? 42.9%
answered “none.”
Full Approval from the
Administration
The Chair of the QEP Steering
Committee presented as a
recommendation that the QEP focus
on improving undergraduate student
writing with particular emphasis on
first-year students to the Provost and
the President in February 2012. With
full support of both the President and
Provost, the recommended topic was
presented to the Senior Staff, the
President’s Cabinet, and the Board of
Trustees and gained their
endorsement.
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QEP Topic Selection:

The Plight of Writing in the United States and at St.
Thomas University
In choosing writing as our topic,
we also examined the situation of
writing as it stands nationally and its
impact on St. Thomas University
specifically. The results of the analysis
below are consistent with the
awareness of the need for writing
improvement within our students,
faculty, and administration discussed
above.

academic year. According to the
National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP), a national scholastic
achievement organization responsible
for the measuring of student skills on a
national level and in a variety of
subjects, the most recent complete
statistics (2007) reveal a staggering
number of students unable to
compose an essay at or beyond what
the NAEP considers a minimum
Decline in Writing Skills on the
proficiency level.
National Level
Ronald T. Kellogg and Bascom A.
The writing examination
Raulerson III, faculty members in the
administered by the organization takes
psychology department at Saint Louis into consideration three specific
University, begin their 2007 article,
composition skills that will most likely
“Improving the Writing Skills of College ensure academic success beyond the
Students,” with a statement that reads twelfth grade. Testing students on their
quite true for any teacher of writing
abilities to create samples of narrative
who has ever set foot in a college
writing, informative writing, and
classroom: “Effective writing skills are persuasive writing, the NAEP’s charge
central both in higher education and
is to document statistically how well
the world of work that
students are performing during their
follows” (Kellogg and Raulerson 237).
eighth and twelfth grade year. During
Focusing explicitly in the first year of
the 2007 administration, the writing
collegiate study, Kellogg and
test covered forty-five states in the
Raulerson go on to suggest that
nation and included nearly 28,000
“one’s ability to compose an extended participants. Despite the fact that the
text is the single best predictor of
NAEP found that the number of
success” (237) not only during a
students who scored at the basic level
student’s collegiate experience, but
had increased a total of six percentage
also in whatever arena the achieved
points from the previous
degree supposedly will permit
administration of the exam in 1998,
professional entry. Despite these
the overall percentage of student who
widely-held academic beliefs, even a
scored at the next level, Proficient, had
cursory glance at the national writing
stayed relatively the same despite the
assessment statistics from the
nine year gap between test
National Center for Educational
administrations. Furthermore, the
Statistics paints a dire picture of the
average score of all the students
writing skills of many of those students participating in the NAEP study, at
entering college for the first time this
153, is still, despite moderate gains,

twenty-seven points below the 180
points that are set as national standard
for writing proficiency by the
organization (Salahu-Din, Persky, and
Miller).
Decline in SAT Writing Scores on the
National Level
The results from the NAEP study in
2007 could be identified as merely a
precursor, a portent of the bad news
that would make national headlines in
the fall of 2011. The headline from
Justin Pope’s article in The Associated
Press pretty much sums up the
contemporary crisis: “SAT Reading
Scores Fall to Lowest Level on
Record.” The three-point drop in the
critical reading portion of the 2011
administration of the SAT, a national
average score of 497, served as the
herald from many within academia of a
very difficult upcoming period
throughout colleges and universities in
America. The writing score for the
2011 administration of the SAT
dropped to 489, a two-point drop from
the previous year. According to Wall
Street Journal reporter Stephanie
Banchero, “Writing scores have gone
down almost every year since the
exam was first given in 2006.” These
new numbers, this new normal if you
will, reflects a significant decrease
from the 508 national average
recorded a mere six years earlier
(Pope).
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AVERAGE SAT SCORES – FIRST TIME FRESHMEN

TABLE 2: FIRST-TIME
FRESHMAN SAT
SCORES 2006-2012

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

STU – Crit. Reading

432

450

439

436

442

439

464

STU - Math

429

436

438

440

436

459

467

STU - Writing

426

444

444

428

432

430

441

National - Crit. Reading

503

502

502

501

501

497

496

National - Math

518

515

515

515

516

514

514

National - Writing

497

494

494

493

492

489

488

Florida - Crit. Reading

503

502

502

497

496

500

492

Florida - Math

518

515

515

498

498

514

492

Florida - Writing

488

501

494

480

479

479

476

In addition to what could be
considered a national state of writing
emergency, the results from this year’s
SAT also demonstrated that when
taking all portions of the test into
consideration, “only 43 percent of
seniors met the SAT College and
Career Readiness Benchmark, a
combined score of 1550 in the three
SAT sections” (“College”).
Suggested Reasons for the Decline
Critics of this year’s SAT scores
and its standardized, and therefore
quantifiable, notion of career readiness
and/or college preparedness uphold
the idea that these numbers are not
necessarily a decline but an indication
of the shifting demographic of testtakers: “44 percent of test-takers were
minority students, 37 percent
prospective first-generation college
attendees and 27 percent learning a
first language at home in addition to
English” (“College”). Others have also
cited that the larger number of testtakers across the nation, a never before
seen total of 1.65 million test-takers
might also be a reason for the threepoint dip in critical reading and the
overall decline in all three portions of
the test (Koebler).
Despite the continued diligence
from schools across the US to improve
the state of writing within the nation,
the preliminary results of the 2012-2013

NAEP writing assessment has shown
only minimal improvement in the areas
of composition and language
acquisition. The achievement levels of
students, even when broken down
according to gender, ethnicity, type of
schooling, and language proficiency, at
this juncture of data assessment,
reveals a striking similarity to the 2007
numbers. Although still an ongoing
assessment that will not be finalized
until the summer of 2013, American
students’ overall test scores are
actually three points lower in the
2012-2013 administration of the writing
test than in the 2007 administration.
That small reduction in test scores
actually places US student at the exact
mid-point (150) of the available overall
300 points assigned to the writing
examination.
Problems with Writing Skills in
Florida and at St. Thomas University
If one were to take into
consideration SAT scores throughout
Miami-Dade County, the county where
St. Thomas University is located, the
497 national average would be
considered a hopeful if not
insurmountable goal to achieve. In fact,
“All scores in Miami-Dade on average
were lower this year, following the
national blip of decreased SAT scores.
Of those 12,780 Miami-Dade County
high school students who took the SAT

tt

this year, the average reading score
was 467” (Brasch). For this same
population, the average writing score,
at 452, was thirty-seven points below
the national average of 489. The
breakdown of the statistical data,
according to individual high schools,
actually shows an ever more alarming
snapshot of the county’s graduating
class. Many of the area schools
surrounding St. Thomas University,
places where many of our incoming
students complete their secondary
education, had discrepancies as much
as sixty or seventy points below the
national average in both reading and
writing (Carvalho).
Many of the incoming first-year
students at St. Thomas demonstrate
the impact of these declining broader
trends and the trends in the MiamiDade area specifically. Of the incoming
first-year student body of 2012, STU
students scores on average were below
the mean SAT scores both in Florida
and nationally. STU students scored
55.1% at the 400-499 and 21.2% at the
300-399 range (STU Fact Book,
2011-2012, See Table 1 on pg. 7 and
Table 2 above). Thus, the writing
problems represented at the national,
state, and local levels are also
represented in a heightened way at St.
Thomas University.
12
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Best Practices in Writing:
National Best Practices in Writing
Seeking the Best Practices
Given the current and possible future
state of academic writing in the university
classroom, we examined a number of
composition strategies that have long been
part of contemporary national pedagogy.
Below, one will encounter three of the most
popular teaching strategies in the
composition classroom: Writing Across the
Curriculum, Collaborative Writing, and Basic
Skills. We believe that this overview will
permit us to better comprehend the basic
tenets of these pedagogical tactics and to
suggest why many of these practices will
arguably fail given the present state of writing
and reading skills acquisition in the average
first-year student. After enumerating and
discussing these national composition
practices, we briefly discuss what colleges
and universities similar to St. Thomas
University (private, denominational, 3000
undergraduate students) are currently doing
to support those students entering college
for the first time within their English
composition courses.
WAC/WID (WRITING ACROSS THE
CURRICULUM/WRITING IN THE
DISCIPLINES)
In his seminal 1985 article “Inventing the
University,” Donald Bartholomae suggests
that the act of writing, especially in a firstyear composition class, constitutes an act of
conscious fabrication, a mimicking of a
pedagogical code that takes students
perhaps an entire undergraduate career in
order to eventually master. According to
Bartholomae, “students have to appropriate
(or be appropriated by) a specialized
discourse . . . as though they were members
of the academy, or historians or
anthropologists or economists; they have to
invent the university by assembling and
mimicking its language”(403). In short, “They
must learn to speak our
language” (Bartholomae 403). An essential
aspect of this process of invention is
envisioning, on the part of the student, the

university as not only an intellectual collective
but also as a pedagogical community whose
primary task is the creation of compelling

those courses, the kinds of writing they did,
or how they were taught (Thaiss and Porter
549-50). David Smit, author of “Strategies to

thought and advanced research. Instead of
viewing the university as a splintered entity of
specific fields and disciplines, Bartolomae’s
theoretical university unifies each department
and school around a central core founded on

Improve Student Writing,” takes Thaiss and
Porter’s reservations one step further by
explicitly stating that the current state of
undergraduate writing is primarily the fault of
institutions who are unwilling or perhaps

the principles of reading and writing and
other similar scholarly pursuits.
As one of the central documents for the
WAC/WID movement in contemporary
academia, Bartholomae’s essay promoted

even unable to present students with the
necessary writing instruction in order to excel
in the university classroom. Smit argues that
“in most colleges and universities, students
write very little, and when they do write, they

the idea that students must be trained to
write as if they were burgeoning
professionals in a multiplicity of fields. The
task of the professor in light of this, then, is
to present enough writing instruction,

write short analytic or evaluative reports, for
which they receive little instruction.” Often,
“they are simply told to produce a paper that
meets a list of requirements by a certain
date, and are graded on how well they meet

academic vocabulary, and research models
to permit students an opportunity to engage
in the mimickry so vital to Bartholomae’s
vision of the university. The work of first-year
composition courses is basically to initiate

the instructor’s expectations” (Smit ).

students into the linguistic community of
insiders by granting them the audience
cognition, the mechanical aptitude, in
essence, the authority with which to write.
Proponents of WAC/WID thus see writing as
a multi-year, multi-discipline holistic exercise
that places written instruction at the very
core of classroom activity, regardless of the
particular field of study of discipline.
One of the drawbacks with this
particular school of pedagogical thought, as
revealed in Chris Thaiss and Tara Porter’s
“The State of WAC/WID in 2010: Methods
and Results of the U.S. Survey of the
International WAC/WID Mapping Project,” is
the apparent lack of oversight in American
colleges and universities in regards to writing
instruction once the student leaves the firstyear composition courses. Thaiss and
Porter’s study revealed that “568 colleges
and universities in the United States had
some form of writing-across-the curriculum
that required at least one upper-level writing
course after the first year” (540). However, it
is not clear how much students wrote in

COLLABORATIVE WRITING

For many students, especially in
first-year composition courses, the task
of writing an academic paper seems to
them a truly daunting exercise. The
paper itself is much more than merely
documented proof of knowledge
acquisition; it is a document that reveals
a student’s knowledge of the material as
well as his/her proficiency in critical
thinking skills, organizational design,
grammatical ability, vocabulary
expertise, and a battery of other microknowledges. Writing requires more than
simply taking notes and paying
attention. It requires an extended
relationship with professors, writing
professionals, writing centers, and any
other viable academic support available
to the writer. For first-generation college
students, this form of extended
mentorship is especially crucial in order
for them to have some chance at
academic success.
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Taking a cue from the sciences, the
collaborative writing movement removes
the onus of paper production from the

to meet. Lisa Delpit explains that “teachers
do students no service to suggest, even
implicitly, that product is not important. In

skills approach to composition studies,
such as Michael B. Prince, believe in the
necessity of returning to the rudimentary

individual student and reinforces the idea
that research and knowledge production is
a communal act that is the organic result of
collaboration. The classroom ceases to be
a product-oriented pedagogical space

this country, students will be judged on
their product” (31). By placing so much
emphasis on the minutiae of production,
proponents of the collaborative writing
movement discount the fact that too often

tools of college composition in order to
ensure academic success. For Prince, the
college classroom has for far too long
emphasized critical and analytical thinking
skills as the primary method of introducing

where the sole relationship present is
between professor and individual student.
Instead, the process of writing, based
upon the fluid nature of knowledge
building—the give and take of academic

there is very little time in college
classrooms for the slow, evolutionary
emergence of thought that results in the
gathering of ideas from a network of
scholars.

students into the academic world they will
inevitably inhabit for the next four years.
There is overwhelming evidence, however,
that essential knowledges—vocabulary,
reading comprehension, sentence

thought—transforms the classroom into a
working laboratory where the act of writing
takes on an evolutionary purpose. This
type of transformation, first championed by
composition professor Kenneth Bruffee in

Additionally, collaboration
necessitates a great deal of intellectual
maturity on the part of the participants as
well as the tactic assumption that this level
of maturity is equal among those in any

structure, tone—cannot merely be taken
for granted given a student’s admission
into a college classroom. According to
Prince, “so-called basic skills are the
muscle and sinew of the best academic

the 1970s, mimics the professional model
that most students will eventually find after
the completion of undergraduate studies.
According to Bruffee as well as his
successors in the collaborative writing

pre-selected group. Anyone who has
attempted to create a collaborative
learning environment in a composition
classroom is well aware of the
discrepancies that arise from this type of

writing. Less glamorous than critique,
perhaps, they provide the foundation on
which any plausible critical interpretation
stands. Depriving students of those basics
in a rush to make them critical doesn't

movement—Barry E. Collins, Harold
Guetzkow, John Clifford—the act of writing
must be seen as only one segment of the
overall academic discipline that is
composition. The processes of

non-traditional form of instructional
delivery. Not every student participates
with the same or even necessary level of
enthusiasm to make the collaborations
work. All too often, the academic brunt of

make sense.”
Arguably, in many composition
courses, whether taught by adjuncts,
graduate students, or full-time faculty, it is
the very notion of “glamor,” so central to

researching, drafting, and revising are
distinct components of what can be
considered the “the assemblage of
composition” (LeFevre 37). LeFevre goes
on to suggest that these elements of

assignments is carried by those
exceptional students who might have
already had the capacity to complete the
assignment by themselves. Some students
do minimal work and yet achieve the same

Prince’s argument, which seems the
fundamental problem. Basic skills are too
often considered the province of
secondary education. Placing the onus of
basic skills can lead to hostility among

writing production are by their very nature
social acts that benefit from collaboration
(37).
Opponents of the collaborative,
process-oriented approach to teaching

grade as the group member who
completed most of the work for the
assignment. Too easily the collaborative
environment moves from a theoretically
egalitarian academic space into a

university educators, who may, in turn,
refuse to teach this type of curriculum. At
times, this means that professors may
even leave underprepared students behind
in an effort to maintain learning progress

first-year composition have often cited that
this type of instruction, especially when
students are graded at each stage of the
writing process, offers them an insincere
representation of academic expectations

hierarchical and hostile arena where
relatively few students feel compelled to
complete complex projects, often more
complex than would ever be assigned in a
traditional classroom, by themselves.

within any specific discipline. Veteran
composition teacher and author of English
with Ease: Mastering the Basic Ingredients
of English Deirdre Wolownick Honnold
urges teachers of English, despite

once they depart the composition
classroom. Within product-oriented upperlevel classes, the student will be rarely
mentored or even talked-through the
writing process. Instead, academic papers
will be assigned, only marginally discussed
beforehand, and given a specific deadline

THE BASIC-SKILLS APPROACH
Given the continual decline of
standardized testing scores in the United
States, as well as the influx of secondlanguage students in American colleges

academic level, to reinforce a student’s
knowledge base in the classroom with
overviews of spelling, punctuation,
vocabulary, and sentence construction as
a means of improving confidence in writing
ability (15).

and universities, proponents of the basic15

This basic-skills approach, regardless
of the professor’s implied perception of
student ability, ensures that every

this implied view of the incoming first-year
class has very little basis in real-world fact.
Students in first-year composition courses

instruction diminishes the intellectual
curiosity and academic excitement of those
students who feel that the overviews and

participant in the classroom is academically
ready whenever higher-order instruction
commences (Honnold 16).
Although the basic-skills form of
composition instruction offers a more

run the gamut, in terms of writing
preparedness, from highly efficient and
prepared for rigorous critical thinking to
struggling to understand even the words in
their professor’s lectures or the reading

the grammar workshops do not meet their
expectations of college-level work. For
those students who are on the lower end of
the bell curve, there is not enough time in a
semester to move them from their present

amenable and welcoming classroom
environment, proponents of this approach
infer that many students need only a brief
refresher in order to prepare them for more
rigorous academic assignments. However,

material assigned. A grammar-oriented
composition course is often viewed as
teaching to the least prepared. This type of
instruction is the very epitome of the rock
and the hard place. Too much grammar

state of composition confusion to the
necessary level for them to excel in a
college composition course. In short, one
group receives too much instruction and the
other receives not nearly enough.

HISTORICAL NATIONAL WRITING PROGRAMS

STRENGTHS

WEAKNESSES

WAC/WID (WRITING ACROSS THE
CURRICULUM/WRITING IN THE
DISCIPLINES)

• Works across disciplines in the
university
• Proponents see this approach as
holistic
• Works across different years.
• Ideally helps with audience cognition,
the mechanical aptitude, and the
authority with which to write.

• Writing teaching assumes basic
knowledge
• Lack of institutional follow through
• Lack of continuity with students after
first year
• Cannot effectively meet the needs of
developmental students

• Appreciates the value of learning
collaboratively
• Works across the disciplines
• Teaches researching, drafting, and
revising, key to composition
• Works on social skills alongside
writing skills

• Assumes all students are at the same
level of learning
• Assumes all students are at the same
level of maturity and engagement
• Leaves load of complex projects on a
small portion of already prepared
students
• Overlooks needs of developmental
students

• Appreciates the needs for core
components of composition as
essential prior to teaching critical
thinking and analytical skills
• Teaches vocabulary, reading
comprehension, sentence structure,
and tone
• Ensures that every participant in the
classroom is academically ready
whenever higher-order instruction
commences

• Assumes students only need a brief
refresher to move to a university level
• Provides too much instruction
grammar and syntax instruction for
higher level students
• Provides too little instruction for
developmental students

COLLABORATIVE WRITING

THE BASIC-SKILLS APPROACH
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Best Practices in Writing:
Comparing the Best Practices at Other Institutions
Although the above overview of
pedagogical practices in the English
composition classroom is by no means

divided between a Literature track and a
Professional Writing track. Although many
of the courses in the writing track emanate

evident throughout the country for its firstyear students. Using Laurie G. Kirszner
and Stephen R. Mandell’s Patterns for

exhaustive, we feel that it explores the
three primary tactics used by educators to
teach writing in a preponderance of
academic institutions throughout the
nation. What follows is a critical glimpse of

from the fiction, drama, and poetry catalog,
some courses, such as Advanced
Composition, Creative Writing, and
Screenwriting, are unique to the writing
track and help round out the coursework

College Writing as a university-wide text for
the first sequence of college writing, the
departmental syllabus upholds a relatively
universal series of learning outcomes for
students taking the course. The

how these practices have been adopted,
and in some cases augmented, by four
academic institutions who share a similar
demographic to the students who currently
and those who will also eventually attend

for the major.
In terms of university support for
students within composition courses, the
University of St. Thomas maintains a
Center for Writing (CFW) that offers peer

departmental expectations for first-year
students include: the ability to think
critically, the ability to express ideas in
written and spoken form, the ability to
comprehend social issues from a variety of

St. Thomas University. All these colleges or
universities have a relatively similar
population size to St. Thomas University
and also share strong similarities in terms
of admissions standards, level of student

tutoring for students, staff, and faculty.
Under the guidance of a writing center
director, the peer tutoring staff is
composed of thirty tutors (18
undergraduate/12 graduate) whose primary

perspectives, the ability to demonstrate
interpersonal skills, and the ability to
understand one’s personal and religious
beliefs as well as the ability to tolerate the
beliefs of others. These outcomes are then

diversity, and number of majors offered.

task is to “help writers establish long-term
relationships to writing, reading, and critical
thinking” (CFW). Alongside the help
available at the CFW, the university
launched the Odyssey Program in 2008, a

tested by individual professors via the
normal route of paper-writing,
presentations, oral reports, and a number
of collaborative projects.
Although Spalding offers no classes in

one-credit-hour colloquium to help those
students who might need additional
assistance in reading and writing adapt to
the rigors of academic life. The lack of a
“developmental” course in English at the

developmental English, the majority of the
English composition staff is culled from
students who have successfully finished
ENG 540, the Teaching of Writing. Students
who complete this graduate level course

University of St. Thomas might be the
reason behind the relatively recent launch
of this ongoing semester-by-semester
program.

are then expected to assist full-time faculty
in the teaching of English composition at
the university. The objective behind this
particular course is not only to train a future
adjunct pool, but to acquaint graduate

SPALDING UNIVERSITY

students in composition history, English
pedagogical research, and essential
classroom tactics. Students enrolled in
ENG 540 will also be prepared for teaching
writing at the K-12 level and are urged to

UNIVERSITY OF ST. THOMAS
With approximately 3,500 students
enrolled in a variety of undergraduate
programs, the University of St. Thomas in
Houston, Texas, offers what can be
considered a relatively non-traditional
sequence of courses for English
composition. The three-course arc
introduces literature throughout each
semester as students take a chronological
sequence that spans from the classical
works of rhetoric and literature up to the
modern and contemporary classics. The
school’s required Freshman Symposium,
entitled “Educating Leaders of Faith and
Character,” acts as a first-year introductory
course to meet a variety of college student
needs—time management, note-taking,
self-advising—and is viewed by the

At just a little over 2,000
undergraduate students, Spalding
University in Louisville, Kentucky, is a
small, private university affiliated with the
Roman Catholic Church. Known on a

university as a key to student success.
Students often use these core composition
courses as an entry to the English major at
the university, a course of study that is

national level for its exceptional faculty in
creative writing, the university offers the
essential preparatory two-term
composition cycle (ENG 109/ENG 110)

also acquire teaching experience beyond
the campus itself.
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UNIVERSITY OF MARY
Offering a traditional two-course
English composition cycle (ENG 111/ENG
121) as well as a course entitled “Writing in
Sentences and Paragraphs” (ENG 098),
the University of Mary in Bismarck, North
Dakota, abstains from teaching any form of
literature (fiction, poetry, drama) until
students have completed the first-year of
university study. The idea behind this yearlong adherence to composition studies is
the belief that academic writing and critical
thinking skills are to be achieved and fully
realized before the introduction of any
specific discipline outside of the study of
composition. Given that the very first
learning outcome for students within the
department of English is to “display
mastery of usage and mechanics in edited
work” (U Mary English), it becomes
obvious that the academic focus at the

brainstorming, research, mechanics,
editing, creation of works cited pages, and
a battery of rather normal writing center

discipline, seven days a week, including an
impressive 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. daily
schedule from Monday through Thursday.

tasks are on offer. What makes the
University of Mary quite unique is its inhouse tutoring service, exclusively
reserved for students enrolled in 100-200
level courses. The tutoring service is made

The center is staffed by select upper-level
students and professional tutors who are
screened by members of the full-time
faculty as well as the director himself.
Along with the Learning Resource

available, free of charge, to those students
struggling in their
first-year and
sophomore-level
courses. Tutors,

Center, Saint Leo’s Center for Online

either upper-level or
graduate students,
are assigned a
maximum of 5
students in any given
semester and are
paid a stipend,
depending on the
number of tutees and
the tutor’s academic
year during the time
of assignment.
Tutors, expected to
meet with students a minimum of two
hours per week, acquire essential teaching
skills themselves and ease the full-time
faculty’s 4/4 teaching burden.

University of Mary is the creation of
competent writers before students move
on with their particular educational
interests.
To this end, the school offers students
a variety of ancillary aids in order to ensure
their success as writers. The university’s
writing center, staffed by upper-division
English majors exclusively, performs the
tasks that seem to be part of the universal
scope of most writing centers across the
nation. The primary task of the writing
center is not as a proofreading service;
instead, its aim is to assist students who
have run into some difficulty along the
essay-writing process. Assistance with

Learning provides online sources to aid in
writing, brainstorming, researching, and
proofreading. Through the use of the

SAINT LEO UNIVERSITY
Located a mere 300 miles from the
campus of St. Thomas University, the 500-

private company, SmartThinking, Saint Leo
students have access to writing “estructors” an unprecedented twenty hours
per day every day of the academic year. It
is difficult to ascertain if this particular

plus incoming first-year undergraduate
students enrolled at Saint Leo University,
located in St. Leo, Florida, are offered
some of the most innovative approaches
and assistance found in the area of

program is made free for the students
enrolled in classes at Saint Leo; however,
the standard price for tutoring sessions
with the company is $30/hour for four
individual hour-long sessions. Although

composition studies. Although the firstyear student is asked to complete a
standard two-term cycle of English
composition entitled “Academic Writing I
and II” (ENG 121/122), Saint Leo University

some may balk at this outsourcing of
academic help and its potential intrusion in
the academic freedoms of a private
university, Saint Leo sees this service as an
essential component for improving the

offers students an impressive array of
student services to assist them specifically
with writing and research. Under the
directorship of Angel L. Jimenez, instructor
of Writing and Research, the Learning

academic standing of its own university as
well as assisting students who may be
currently underprepared in terms of
reading, writing, and researching skills.
For summary of these findings and

Resource Center offers academic support
in the area of writing skills, regardless of

their impact, see “Best Practices” table
below.
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Best Practices in Writing at Other Institutions
UNIVERSITY

WRITING PROGRAM

STRENGTHS

RELATED STU INITIATIVES

University of St. Thomas
Houston, TX

• Three course arc for
English courses
• Freshman Symposium

• Transition nicely into ENG
major
• Meets introductory needs
• Provides additional
assistance for students’
needs

• Additional writing courses
for first year
• First-Year Writing
Communities

Spalding University
Louisville, KY

• Universal expectations
for student body across
disciplines
• Successful English
students provide English
composition instruction
to fellow students

• Universal expectations
helpful for evaluating
students’ needs
• Learning opportunities for
student staff

• “W” courses create cross
curricular cohesion

University of Mary
Bismarck, ND

• No English lit courses
until after gaining the
composition basics
• Writing center staffed by
upper division English
majors
• Free, in-house tutoring
service

• Value of basics prior to
higher level educational
needs
• Learning opportunities for
student staff and lightens
faculty load
• Meets developmental
needs

• Strengthen basics
through First-Year Writing
Communities

St. Leo University
St. Leo, FL

• Innovative approach to
student services for
writing
• Professional resource
center

• Provides students at all
levels with assistance
• Works across disciplines

• Online initiatives with
writing center
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Word Up! Goal and Student
Learning Outcomes in Writing
Word Up!
Goal:
Improve
undergraduate
student writing

Writing
Conventions:
Grammar,
Syntax, Spelling

Writing
Conventions:
Citation and
Quotation

Writing
Organizational
Skills

Writing
Research Skills

Writing
Argumentation
Skills
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Word Up! Goal and Student Learning Outcomes
Word Up! Goal
The goal of Word Up! is to improve
student writing at the undergraduate
level. To meet this goal, we have
developed clear and measurable
Student Learning Outcomes. Progress
toward our goal will be
measured by continual
assessment of student
achievement with these
outcomes.

both at the national, state, and local
level. This problem impacts the student
learning of St. Thomas’ student body.
Recent studies have shown the
necessity of writing for the success of
students in their future careers (Yorke

written and oral communication skills,
making writing skills the highest ranked
learning outcome chosen by employers
(Hart 9).
Thus, addressing the issue of
writing is no small matter. Yet the topic
of writing could encompass a
wide variety of different
potential strategies ranging
from lower to higher order
learning skills. With this
awareness, for St. Thomas’
Engaging our Faculty
In developing these
QEP we have chosen to
student learning
incorporate writing skills that
outcomes, we
include both
encouraged the
higher and lower
The
Student
Learning
Outcomes
for
“Word
Up!”
are:
participation of
order learning
the entire St.
skills. The Student
Writing Communities and Writing Intensives:
Thomas faculty.
Learning
1.
Knowledge
of
Writing
Conventions
(Grammar,
Syntax,
Spelling):
Students
will
Towards this end,
Outcomes for
identify and use correct grammar, syntax, and spelling in their writing.
the QEP team met
“Word Up!” focus
2.
Knowledge
of
Writing
Conventions
(Citation
and
Quotation):
Students
will
identify
with the English
on the knowledge
and use appropriate citation and quotation in their writing.
faculty to discuss
of writing
3. Writing Organizational skills: Students will organize their writing with a clear
potential student
conventions, the
and
cohesive
structure
(i.e.,
introduction,
conclusion,
paragraph
organization,
learning
organization of
thesis statement).
outcomes
writing, the
4.
Writing
Research
Skills:
Students
will
find
and
evaluate
primary
and
secondary
associated with
research
sources using writing conventions appropriate to their discipline and utilizing
writing, then
necessary for
technological and library resources.
presented these
writing, and the
5.
Writing
Argumentation
Skills:
Students
will
understand
and
evaluate
materials
results at the
analytical and
from different perspectives and will write responses that effectively integrate their
Faculty Forum for
evaluative
course
materials.
further discussion.
elements of
To spark further
writing. These
Writing in the Discipline
input, a faculty
Student Learning
Student
Learning
Outcomes
#1-#5.
survey was
Outcomes are
6. Conventions of the Discipline: Students will demonstrate sufficient knowledge of
created and
based on applying
the
subject
and
will
use
specialized
concepts
of
the
discipline
to
demonstrate
distributed to all
the revised
understanding.
faculty members.
Bloom’s taxonomy
7. Rhetoric of the Discipline: Students will use genre, format, language and tone
This survey
to writing skills
appropriate
to
the
discipline
and
use
disciplinary
ways
of
thinking
and
an
demonstrated an
(Anderson et. al.).
appropriate sense of audience.
agreement of
The Student
faculty of the
Learning
importance of the
Outcomes for
and Knight 569-70; Davies and Birbili
Student Learning Outcomes. (see
“Word Up!” were created with an
429-445). A 2010 survey on behalf of
“Student Learning Outcome
awareness of the student learning
the Association of American Colleges
Development” in Appendix pg. 71)
outcomes designed by the Council of
and Universities showed that 89% of
Writing Program Administrators, which
Defining “Writing” at St. Thomas
surveyed employers indicated that they
University
has been widely accepted by
Preceding sections of the QEP have wanted colleges to place more
universities across the United States
emphasis on the learning outcome of
21
demonstrated that writing is a problem
(Ericsson).

Word Up! Goal:
Improve Undergraduate Student
Writing

Student Learning Outcomes: Applying Bloom’s
Taxonomy to Writing at St. Thomas
HIGHER ORDER
THINKING SKILLS

LOWER ORDER
THINKING SKILLS

LOWER
ORDER
THINKING
SKILLS

HIGHER
ORDER
THINKING
SKILLS

REVISED BLOOM’S TAXONOMY

STU STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOME

Knowledge-Remember

SLO 1: Students will identify correct grammar, syntax, and
spelling in their writing.
SLO 2: Students will identify appropriate citation and quotation
in their writing.

Understand-Describe, Explain

SLO 5: Students will understand materials from different
perspectives.

Apply

SLO 1: Students will use appropriate grammar, syntax, and
spelling in their writing.
SLO 2: Students will use appropriate citation and quotation in
their writing.
SLO 4: Students will use writing conventions appropriate to their
discipline and utilize technological and library resources.
SLO 6: Students will use genre, format, language and tone
appropriate to the discipline and use disciplinary ways of
thinking and an appropriate sense of audience.
SLO 7: Students will use specialized concepts of the discipline
to demonstrate understanding.

Analyze

SLO 3: Students will organize their writing with a clear and
cohesive structure.

Evaluate

SLO 4: Students will find and evaluate primary and secondary
sources.
SLO 5: Students will evaluate materials from different
perspectives.

Create

SLO 5: Students will write responses that effectively integrate
their course materials.
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Description of Student Learning Outcomes for
Writing Communities and Writing Intensives
As noted above, the Student Learning
Outcomes for “Word Up!” are based
on the revised version of Bloom’s
taxonomy and adapted from the WPA
outcomes. These Student Learning
Outcomes have also been selected
because they reflect trends in recent
scholarship on strategies for
developing student writers.

suggested that utilizing Bloom’s
taxonomy in writing (as this QEP
intends) produces students who better
understand plagiarism in its various
forms (Vosen 43-47).

Organizational Skills in Writing
Organizational skills are essential
to students’ clear delineation of their
goals in their writing and presenting
Knowledge of Writing Conventions:
their content in a way that is
Grammar, Syntax, and Spelling
understandable to their reader.
In order to communicate
Elements of such organization in
effectively, students need to know how writing include: 1. students’ ability to
to use appropriate grammar, syntax,
implement ideas into a cohesive
and spelling in their writing. In order to structure; 2. students’ use of a clear
do this, students need to be able to
introduction, thesis statement,
distinguish between different forms of conclusion, and a clear structure to
verbs, nouns, and other grammatical
the order of the paragraphs
forms, use correct syntax in
representing the main ideas in the
appropriate settings, and apply correct body of their work.
spelling. While these skills would be
In order to train students towards
categorized as lower order thinking
these organizational abilities, writing
skills, they are nonetheless essential to courses will focus on what the WPA
clear written communication. While
refers to as the “processes” of writing,
there has been debate in academic
which includes teaching students to
circles about the role of grammar
write multiple drafts, revise, and edit
teaching, many educators still affirm
their writing (Harrington, et. al. 324).
the value and necessity of these more These organizational skills are not only
traditional skills (Nunan 70-75).
valuable for teaching a student how to
write a paper, but are among the skills
Knowledge of Writing Conventions:
desired by their future employers (Hart
Citation and Quotation Skills
2, 9).
One of the major factors impacting
students’ ability to convey their
Writing-related Research Skills
knowledge of a given subject matter is
In order to write papers at a
their ability to differentiate their work
university level, students need to
from the work of other sources. Thus,
understand the process of research
a clear understanding of appropriate
behind their writing. Towards this end,
citation and quotation and training in
students need to know how to find
its appropriate use is essential not only and evaluate primary and secondary
to create excellent writers, but also to
sources using writing conventions
avoid potential problems with
appropriate to their discipline and
plagiarism. One recent study

utilizing technological and library
resources.
Recent studies have demonstrated
that in order to students to succeed in
the future, whatever their career,
higher order thinking skills in writing
are as valuable as the lower order
thinking skills. This is because the
skills students learn when finding and
evaluating research from different
sources and using modern information
technology mirror skills found in the
everyday life of the average person in
the workforce (Davies and Birbili
429-45). Thus, a focus on research
skills related to writing not only makes
students into better writers, it also
makes them more prepared for their
next steps in their life journey.
Writing-related Argumentation Skills
Besides needing a knowledge of
writing conventions, increased
organizational and research skills,
students also need the higher order
learning skills of understanding and
evaluating materials from different
perspectives in order to succeed both
in their time in university and in their
future careers.
As with training in information
technology and research, evaluating
the ideas of others has been
demonstrated to be a key element to
writing composition. Students need to
be able to identify the strengths and
weaknesses of others’ perspectives
and integrate these different
perspectives into their own analysis.
These skills allow for greater depth
and complexity in students’ writing as
well as greater preparation for future
employment (Hart 2, 9; Davies and
Birbili 429-45).
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Description of Student Learning Outcomes: Writing
in Discipline
Learning Outcomes for Writing in
Discipline (WID)
As a natural progression for those
students who have participated in the
first-year Writing Community (WC)
experience as well as the intellectual
exigencies mandated by the Writing
Intensive (WI) courses, Writing in the
Discipline (WID) courses require a
certain number of specific student
learning outcomes. Although the five
primary QEP Student Learning
Outcomes (SLOs) ensure fulfillment of
adequate writing, research, editing,
and production skills, there need to be
additional outcomes that both
distinguish the WID experience from
the other components of the QEP and
that specifically prepare students for
writing in their particular fields. WID
courses must allow for disciplinary
study, while also emphasizing the
valuable role that written research
plays in any selected field of study.
According to the “Guidelines for
Writing in the Disciplines Courses”
document, produced by the QEP
committee at the University of North
Carolina at Pembroke (UNCP), “The
purpose of assigning writing tasks in
disciplinary courses is to introduce
students to the thinking and writing of
that discipline. Even though students
read disciplinary texts and learn
course material, until they practice the
language use of the discipline through
writing, they are less likely to learn that
language thoroughly.” It is this
particular emphasis on student
comprehension of discipline-specific
rhetoric that must be assessed within
any course carrying the WID
designation. One of the primary

drawbacks of this type of assessment,
however, is the difficulty in discerning
the difference between what
constitutes good writing and good
writing within a particular discipline.
This is a situation which occurs as one
reviews QEPs focused on WID
courses across academic institutions
throughout the US. Whether at small
or large institutions, student learning
outcomes for WID courses tend add
the phrase “within the discipline” in
order to attempt to distinguish these

following two additional student
learning outcomes:
• Conventions of the Discipline:
Students will demonstrate sufficient
knowledge of the subject and will
use specialized concepts of the
discipline to demonstrate
understanding.
• Rhetoric of the Discipline:
Students will use genre, format,
language and tone appropriate to
the discipline and maintain an
appropriate sense of audience as
established by professionals within
that discipline.

The value of these additional SLOs
is to focus on the acquisition of
“specialized concepts” that distinguish
the WID courses from other courses,
such as those taken for the university’s
General Education Requirements, for
example. The WID course will train
students in the language, the voice,
the tone, and the subject matter of the
outcomes from other kinds of writing
profession. Furthermore, it is the
initiatives within the institution.
St. Thomas University has created acquisition of content—“sufficient
knowledge”—that will be the core
two distinct additional SLOs that will
build on the five QEP Student Learning emphasis of the WID course. This
Outcomes and the Writing Rubric (see emphasis will allow students to gain
“Assessment” section) already in place depth in their subject area while
continuing to improve their overall
for the other writing initiatives, but
writing skills.
provide SLOs unique to the needs of
To assess these additional SLOs in
writing specific to a capstone course
conjunction with the other five SLOs, a
in a specific major. These SLOs focus
new assessment tool will be provided:
on the necessary components of
the Writing in the Discipline Rubric.
conventions of writing in the specific
discipline and the rhetoric of writing in This rubric is discussed in greater
detail in the “Assessment” section.
that discipline. Both students taking
and faculty teaching WID courses will
be expected to conform to the
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Word Up! Writing Initiatives
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Word Up!
Initiative #1: Writing Communities
Studies have
shown that
learning
communities are
effective means
of increased
retention,
academic
achievement,
and social
awareness. (See
Learning
Communities
section)

QEP Initiative 1: First-Year Writing Communities
Our QEP has three core elements:
First-Year Writing Communities,
Writing Intensive Courses, and
Writing in the Discipline Courses.

students are engaged, achieve
academic success, and earn a
college degree. Learning
communities have emerged as an
First-Year Writing Communities
effective strategy to improve
First-Year Writing Communities
student learning and engagement.
form the centerpiece and
These specific types of academic
foundation of our QEP. They are
communities often block-schedule
modeled on learning communities,
groups of students (cohorts) who
a nationally proven strategy for
then take linked courses or share
improving student engagement and
the same curriculum in order to
success.
guarantee that the students are all
The Emergence of Learning
studying the same material
Communities
throughout the semester (Tinto,
Colleges and universities are
“Learning”). This allows “coherent
faced with the challenge of creating
interdisciplinary or cross-subject
learning environments where

learning that is not easily attainable
through enrollment in unrelated,
stand-alone courses” (Tinto,
“Learning”). This system promotes
shared collaborative learning
among students so they work
together in their groups and
become active and responsible for
the “learning of both group and
classroom peers . . . [and] share
not only the experience of the
curriculum, but also of learning
within the curriculum” (Gabelnick
41).
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From Best Practices to Word Up! Initiative #1
Learning Communities and Writing Communities
(Continued from previous page)
Retention and Academic
Achievement
The innovative format of the
learning community has become
increasingly popular and many colleges
and universities cite increased student
retention rates as a benefit brought on
by these communities (Cross).
According to several studies done by
the National Learning Communities
Project, learning
communities strengthen
student retention and
academic achievement;
both students and
teachers in learning
communities cite that their
learning community
experience is a positive
one (Price 12). In fact,
according to Tinto,
students in learning
communities tend to form
self-supporting groups
that extend outside the
class more often than did
students in traditional,
unrelated stand-alone
classes; students
identified these supportive
groups as critical to their
ability to continue in
college (“Taking”).
Emily Lardner of the Washington
Center at Evergreen State College notes
that a learning community can have a
much greater impact on students
because the “camaraderie of coenrollment may not only help students
stay in school longer, but learning
communities can offer more curricular
coherence, integrative high-quality

learning, and collaborative knowledgeconstruction” (Lardner). Students in
learning communities spend more time
learning with their peers both inside and
outside the classroom. In this way,
learning communities enable students
to bridge the gap between developing
their academic work and their social
relationships at the same time, an
important combination for ensuring
academic success.

Academic and Social Gains
Additionally, students who formed
part of the learning community were
reported as making significantly greater
intellectual gains; this engagement,
both academically and socially, meant
that they developed at a substantially
higher rate than did comparable
students in the traditional curriculum
(Cross). While the students’

understanding of the curriculum was
enriched, it also created a sense that
individual educational welfare is tied
with the educational welfare of others.
In turn, students reported an increased
need to participate in the learning
experience (Tinto, “Learning”).
Research has drawn a distinction
between deep and surface learning and
finds students cope with course
requirements in a minimalist way. In
most situations, they skim
texts to study only what is
needed to pass tests and
reduce course content to
discrete bits of knowledge
(Lardner). Schools need to
seek a deeper approach in
which students try to
understand ideas generated
by classroom lectures and
discussions, are not hesitant
to research and examine facts
and ideas beyond set
parameters, and critically
appraise the logic of
arguments. Learning
communities can develop
deep learners because they
promote “abilities-based
education—an emphasis on
what we want students to
know and be able to do within
the context of a course, a discipline,
and their entire undergraduate
education” (Lardner). Emily Lardner
goes on to suggest that designing a
curriculum based on a list of topics or
certain themes tends to inhibit a
student’s ability to understand material
in a more participatory fashion.
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Diversity and Learning Communities
The educational system’s
emphasis on individual learning does
not provide the numerous benefits of
the learning communities. The
communities develop a “socialconstructivist” view of learning in
which people learn best not through
assimilating what they are told but
through a knowledge-construction
process which is modeled and
supported in the community
(Bielaczyc & Collins 272). These
communities also prepare students for
the new demands brought on by an
increasingly diverse society.
Universities must foster students’
abilities to work and learn with other
people. Therefore, it is the essential
task of learning communities to
promote each person’s contributions
and diverse views and have these be
respected and synthesized in order to
prepare them to live and work amid
such cultural diversity (Bielaczyc &
Collins 273).

Developing Student Responsibility
in Learning
It should also be noted that
learning communities benefit the
university in that they facilitate an
academic structure in which faculty
collaborate through the entire
curriculum process (Cross). For
learning communities and universities
to be successful because they must
work together to ensure that the linked
courses provide a “coherent, shared
learning experience that is tailored to
the needs of the students the
community serves” (Tinto, “Taking”).
Professors no longer hold complete
authority over what is studied and the
overall assessment of the students’
work; instead, the students become
responsible for their own learning and
the academic achievement of others.
The learning community system
allows every student to have a central
role in the contribution of knowledge
and the collective activities of the
community, while also valuing the
contributions of those students in

peripheral roles (Bielaczyc and Collins
275). The communities approach
acknowledges that each student will
have more or less to contribute at a
given time. Thus, centrality changes.
The system allows students to pursue
different roles and individual interests
towards common goals, and this
serves to develop individual expertise
and identities. At the same time,
learning communities also develop a
notion of community identity, often
lacking in traditional classroom
settings, as the students develop a
“collective awareness of the expertise
available among the members of the
community” (Bielaczyc and Collins
275).
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Word Up! Initiative #1
Moving from Learning to Writing
Communities
Although learning communities do any entering composition cohort,
propose in our QEP, is to augment the
work remarkably well in regards to
underscores the contemporary crisis in learning community model by creating
maximizing student
a similarly immersive and
socialization,
multi-disciplinary academic
(multi-)cultural awareness,
experience whose primary
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and improved critical
goal is continual
thinking, much of the
engagement with writing.
Theme
Self
and
Society
research tends to omit the
Not a learning community,
incorporation of specific
but a Writing Community,
academic skills that will
will ensure that purely
First-Year Composition
ENG 101: Composition (3
Course
credits)
ultimately prove necessary
horizontal academic
to ensure student success.
progress, as outlined by
Lower-Division General
PHI 150: Introduction to
In his 2012 article,
Berrett, will not be the
Education Course
Philosophy (3 credits)
“Freshman Composition is
experience of either faculty
not Teaching Key Skills in
members or students
First-Year Seminar
UNI 101: First-Year
Experience
(1
credit)
Analysis,” Dan Berrett
selected for the Writing
suggests that the first-year
Communities.
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of the primary courses
will be developed and
paired alongside another in
implemented beginning in
Theme
The Migrant Experience
most learning communities
the first year of our QEP.
nationwide, is consistently
Our Writing Communities
First-Year
Composition
ENG
102:
Composition
(3
failing to help students
link first-year composition
Course
credits)
become better researchers
courses with lower-division
and writers. Often,
general education courses
Lower-Division General
COM 102: Society and
students end the first
and sections of our firstEducation Course
Mass Media (3 credits)
semester of college writing
year seminar (UNI
First-Year
Seminar
UNI
102:
First-Year
making the same errors
101/102). The Writing
Experience (1 credit)
during the drafting and
Communities will be
editing process that
thematically linked and
composition
studies.
It
is
a
situation
professors encountered in their very
cohorts of first-year students will enroll
that cannot be merely remedied by
first writing sample. The lack of
in all of three courses that comprise
pairing
one
composition
course
with
progress, according to Berrett, is
the community.
another course in the hopes of
because “standardized testing has
Each Writing Community will have
synergistically
increasing
a
student’s
taught students to identify the main
a similar structure to the one we
abilities
by
multi-disciplinary
idea in a piece of text, but not whether
piloted in the Fall 2012 semester and
instruction.
the underlying idea is sound.” This
the one we are piloting in Spring 2013.
failure to move beyond the thesis
(see Writing Community tables above)
From Learning to Writing
Community at St. Thomas
statement, as well as the paucity of
What is academically vital for
reading comprehension often found in
student improvement, and what we
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Writing Communities
Pilot Writing Community
social justice concern:
Process for Development
We piloted the first STU
migrant labor. The emphasis,
Writing Communities will Writing Community, “Self and throughout the semester, was
be developed and
Society,” in the Fall 2012
on research, writing, and
implemented through a four- semester. The Writing
editing within both of the
step process:
Community linked the
classes. By having both
Steps:
following courses with the
faculty members explain and
1. Faculty submit Writing theme of exploring self and
explore research
Community Proposal Form
society through examination
methodologies, source
(see form in Appendix pg. 76) of migrant labor.
acquisition, drafting
to QEP Director
2. QEP
Director and
“My experience in the writing community was beyond
QEP Advisory
anything that I expected. It was so much more than just
Committee
review form
a ‘writing’ community. It really was the best decision I
and approve
could have made...One of the most enjoyable
or disapprove
experiences was that it connected us with other
3.
Approved
incoming freshmen and we were able to make friends
Writing
rather quickly. These friends that I met at the writing
Community
community have been there to help each other out
faculty
participates in
either by peer editing a paper or just simply help you out
training
with any problems you might have...instead of just being
workshops.
a community it’s sort of become a second family.”
Upon
completion of
Jose Farrera, Student in Writing Community Pilot
training
workshops
procedures,
Writing Community faculty
ENG
101:
Composition
(3
organizational
each receive $1000 stipend
credits, Rafael Montes,
principles, and editing
Workshop One: The
Professor
of
English)
techniques, students
Purpose and Theory of
PHI 150: Introduction to
gained understand
Learning Communities and
Philosophy (3 credits, Darrell that improving their
Writing Communities
Arnold, Assistant Professor of researching and
Workshop Two: Syllabi
writing skills is the
Development and Use of the Philosophy)
UNI
101:
First-Year
key to academic
Writing Rubric
Experience (1 credit, G.
success and faculty
4. Writing Community
Jackson Weber, Associate
reinforced this lesson
offered in semester
Director
of
Leadership
and
to aide students in
following completion of
understanding the
training. Upon completion Service)
primacy of this skills
of the Writing Community
The Self and Society
set. Additionally, the
faculty each receive an
Writing Community focused
emphasis on a
additional $1000 stipend.
on a semester-long
singular social justice
investigation of one particular project helped to

remedy the often disparate
knowledges common to the
composition classroom.
Whether issues-based or
culture-based, all too often
composition classrooms only
offer students a dizzying
array of information that
eventually comes across as
blurry and superficial. Within
the Self and Society Writing
Community, students were
asked to fully explore one
social justice concern from a
variety of viewpoints and to
write in a number of different
academic modes.
The pilot Writing
Community provided us with
valuable information and
assessment data that will be
utilized as we refine and
implement our QEP.
Additionally, this first cohort
of students will be tracked
through their progress at STU
and provide information on
academic success, retention,
and graduation rates.
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WHAT WE LEARNED FROM THE SELF AND SOCIETY
PILOT WRITING COMMUNITY
INFORMATION

SOURCE

RECOMMENDATION

Students felt that there should be UNI 101 in-class discussion with Writing Community faculty
greater coordination between the WC students (November 2, 2012) should meet more regularly to
ENG and PHI instructors
coordinate efforts
Writing Community Exit Survey
Students indicated that they
would have benefitted from
greater common writing
guidelines

UNI 101 in-class discussion with Importance of using the Writing
WC students (November 2, 2012) Rubric in all sections that
comprise the Writing Community

Students felt that their writing
had improved

UNI 101 in-class discussion with
WC students (November 2, 2012)
Writing Community Exit Survey

Students indicated that they
enjoyed the small class size, the
single unifying theme, and that
they felt “comfortable” in the
Writing Community

UNI 101 in-class discussion with
WC students (November 2, 2012)

Students like having a central
theme

WC Student Exit Survey

Writing Community Exit Survey
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Initiative #2: Writing Intensive Courses
Providing writing intensive courses across
the curriculum has been shown to be an
effective means of increasing writing
skills across curriculum at other leading
universities. (See “Best Practices” Table
above)

QEP Initiative 2: Writing Intensive Courses
Writing Intensive Courses
Building upon the foundation of
Writing Communities developed for
first-year students, St. Thomas
University will also develop Writing
Intensive courses at the sophomore
and junior levels. Faculty members will
propose appropriate courses for
development into Writing Intensives.
These courses will focus more heavily
on writing, especially in regards to the
exigencies of the writing process.
Students will be taught by faculty
members specifically trained in the
teaching of grammar, research
methodology, exposition, and editing.
Furthermore, writing instruction and
written assignments will form a
significant component of the course.
The St. Thomas University plan for
introducing several Writing Intensive
courses into the current curriculum
accords with the valuable research on
the necessity of extensive writing
instruction in order to achieve student
success at the college level. According

to Christine Farris and Raymond
Smith, authors of “Writing-Intensive
Courses: Tools for Curricular Change,”
the implementation of courses that
substantially increase the amount of
writing in the college classroom assist
students in a variety of seminal ways:
“students' writing skills will diminish if
not reinforced and practiced between
freshman composition and
graduation” (52). Furthermore, this
increase in academic and intellectual
productivity ensures that the culture of
the institution can be substantially
transformed beyond the select student
body participating in these types of
courses. The introduction of
substantive academic writing ensures
“intellectual and social consequences
for both students and
instructors” (Farris and Smith 53).
This point holds quite true after the
piloting of our first writing community
at St. Thomas University. Students
enrolled in a course that requests

extensive reading, research, and
writing, especially when the workload
is far beyond what is usually assigned
within the traditional English
composition classroom, usually accept
the challenge of the request. In turn,
by transforming the classroom into an
intellectual laboratory of independent
scholars pursuing a single academic
product, a draft for a book for
example, students feel liberated from
their peers’ micro-assignments that
rarely have academic connection from
one end-product to the next. It is this
sense of academic rigor built around a
communal sense of scholarship
production that can ensure a radical
departure from the traditional
schoolwork of the composition
classroom.
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Initiative #2: Writing Intensives (continued)
Even a cursory glance at Writing
Intensive programs throughout U.S.
colleges and universities makes the
implementation of this type of course
into quite a daunting task. Writing
Intensive strategies run the gamut of a
small number of courses with one extra
assigned paper to the construction of
writing laboratories urging students to
extend brief papers into twenty and
thirty page documents. The plan for St.
Thomas University, at least in its initial
phase of the QEP, attempts to find an
attractive mid-point that might
be revisited as the courses
are made available. The
following is arrived at after a
comprehensive look at what is
currently available at a wide
range of academic institutions
throughout the country as well
as what several of St. Thomas
University’s instructors are
already doing within certain
individual courses.
Attributes of Writing
Intensive Courses
Each Writing Intensive
course will have the following
attributes:
1. Incorporation of the QEP
Student Learning Outcomes and use of
the Writing Rubric
2. A minimum of 25 pages of
written work required
3. A minimum of 75% of the grade
for the course based on written
assignments
4. Maximum class size of 15
students
As an addition to the current
graduation requirements, all students

at St. Thomas University will eventually
be required to take two Writing
Intensive courses (six credits total).
These courses will be at the 200-level
(usually taken during a student’s
sophomore year) and at the 300-level
(usually taken during a student’s junior
year) and designated as W1 and W2,
respectively. The logic behind this
approach is to reinforce the necessity
of viewing writing skills development as
an ongoing exercise in academic
advancement. The passage of a full

Diversity requirement and its 3-credit
Catholic Identity requirement for
graduation. These particular course
configurations are currently taught by
faculty members who have undergone
either diversity or catholic intellectual
heritage training as part of their faculty
development. The Writing Intensives
will follow a similar model. Just as with
the Writing Communities, faculty
participants will receive training on
course development and use of the
Writing Rubric.

Writing Intensives Process for
Development
Writing Intensive courses will be
developed and implemented
through a four-step process:
Steps:
1. Faculty submit Writing
Intensive Course Proposal Form
to QEP Director
2. QEP Director and QEP
Advisory Committee review form
and approve or disapprove
3. Approved Writing Intensive
faculty participates in training
workshops. Upon completion of
training workshops, Writing
academic year between Writing
Intensive
faculty receives a $1000
Intensive courses better ensures a level
of academic growth within the student. stipend.
Workshop One: Development of
By discouraging students from taking
Syllabi and Use of the Writing Rubric
these requirements simultaneously,
Workshop Two: Overview of Best
Word Up! reinforces a process-oriented
Practices
in the Writing Classroom
approach to skills acquisition that
4. Writing Intensive courses are
develops alongside the academic
then
offered in the semester following
development of each individual
completion of training. Upon
student.
completion of the Writing Intensive
On an administrative note, Writing
Intensive courses at STU will follow the course, the faculty member will receive
an additional $1000 stipend.
precedent already established by the
university with its current 3-credit
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Initiative #3: Writing in Discipline

Each discipline requires a
unique style of writing. Courses
which focus on writing specific
to discipline allow for students
to become not only better
writers generally, but better
writers specifically in their field.

QEP Initiative 3: Specialized “Writing in the
Discipline” courses
Specialized “Writing in the
Discipline” courses
The third component and final
stage of Word Up! aids in the
development of Writing in Discipline
courses, and builds on the foundation
of the Writing Communities and the
reinforcements of the Writing
Intensives. Although programs that
encourage students to improve writing,
research, and editing skills are vital,
especially during the first year of
collegiate study, the work
accomplished during those initial
semesters should be reinforced
throughout the duration of a student’s
undergraduate experience. Emphasis
on writing skills as a first logical step for
academic preparation and
enhancement, without subsequent
instruction and reinforcement,
diminishes the transformation of writing
that the St. Thomas University plan is
attempting to achieve. Ideally, writing is
to be a central and necessary skill that
will enable students to gain academic
confidence at each step of their
undergraduate careers.
Generalized writing skills alone do
not, however, guarantee adequate
academic preparation. Although certain
criteria—spelling, grammar,
organization, thesis construction—are
viewed as somewhat universal in

defining what constitutes successful
academic writing, there are also
necessary discipline-specific criteria
that a student must master in order to
be viewed as even a “good” writer in a
chosen field. Decisions whether to use
MLA or APA, how to construct literature
reviews, crafting an appropriate
abstract, articulating research
methodologies, or creating readerfriendly survey tables are all vital skills
to accomplish but are dependent upon
the specific field of study the particular
student is pursuing. The purpose of
these types of courses is to ably
instruct students into “what it means to
become members of that discipline's
intellectual community” (Slevin 13).
Understanding this is tantamount to
understanding that the purpose of the
English Composition instructor is not to
be the sole arbiter of good writing. It is,
in fact, a truly cooperative task within a
number of institutional entities.
With this idea in mind, programs
will be encouraged to develop seniorlevel Writing in the Discipline courses
and subsequently make these threecredit courses major requirements.
Because these are academic decisions
by individual programs and schools/
colleges, it is important to note that
these will be encouraged, incentivized,

and supported by the QEP, but they will
not be required of any particular
program. Although the first QEP Writing
in the Discipline is scheduled for launch
in the fourth year of Word Up!
implementation, several courses within
the university’s college, often referred to
as benchmark seminars, have been
taught for a number of years. The
American Studies seminar (ENG 485)
and Literary Criticism (ENG 490), for
example, have been an ongoing
attempt to ensure that students
graduating within the English major
have the necessary instruction, in both
writing and research, to pursue
graduate study within the field. An
already existing course, St. Thomas
University’s three-credit Scientific
Writing course (ENG 200), now in its
sixth year, offers our nursing majors (a
2+2 program with the University of
Miami) a valuable discipline-oriented
writing course immediately following
their general first-year composition
courses at the university. This course
not only prepares the students for
nursing school at the University of
Miami, at the end of their second year
at STU, but also offers the necessary
skills to write research-based scientific
journal-ready articles.
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Initiative #3: Writing in Discipline (continued)
Attributes of “Writing in the
Discipline” Courses
Writing in the Discipline courses
will have the following attributes:
1. Incorporation of the QEP
Student Learning Outcomes and use
of the Writing in the Discipline Rubric
2. A minimum of 25 pages of
written work required
3. A minimum of 50% of the grade
for the course based on written
assignments
4.
Maximum
class size of
15 students
In order to
extend this
type of
academic
instruction
throughout any
number of
programs
within the
university, one could view the
following hypothetical example as a
direct route for institutional
implementation. A course such as
“Writing for Psychology” would focus
on the particulars of writing within that
field so that the students would be
conversant in the writing conventions
of the discipline and to better prepare
them for a successful career in a
psychology-related field. The aim of
any other future Writing in the
Discipline course created by the
faculty will serve a substantial
benchmark course for students on the
verge of either entry into post-

baccalaureate study or professional
school. Furthermore, all the instructors
of these courses will have undergone
the syllabi, rubric, and best practices
training discussed previously,
something not currently done in the
aforementioned courses.
Writing in the Discipline Process for
Development
Writing in the Discipline courses
will be developed and implemented

through the following four-step
process:
Steps:
1. Faculty submit Writing in
Discipline Course Proposal Form to
QEP Director
2. QEP Director and QEP Advisory
Committee review form and approve
or disapprove
3. Approved Writing in Discipline
faculty participates in training
workshops. Upon completion of
training workshops Writing in
Discipline faculty each receive $1000
stipend

Workshop One: Development of
Syllabi and Use of the Writing in the
Discipline Rubric
Workshop Two: Overview of Best
Practices in the Writing Classroom
Workshop Three: DisciplineSpecific Writing Instruction
4. Writing in Discipline courses
offered in the semester following
completion of training. Upon
completion of the Writing in the
Discipline
course, the
faculty
member will
receive an
additional
$1000
stipend
Ideally,
Writing in
the
Discipline
courses will
provide a
capstone to a four-year program of
writing instruction that has taken
students from first-year Writing
Communities through Writing
Intensive courses at the 200- and 300level to the Writing in Discipline
experience. This cohesive plan of
writing, research, and editing training,
uniquely tailored to the strengths and
weaknesses of the St. Thomas
University student body will act as a
transformational multi-year and multitiered writing experience.
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Additional Writing Resources
To further enhance the writing at St.
Thomas, the QEP also will add some
additional staff and supplement
writing resources that are already in
place.

Additional Resources: Enhancing the Writing
Center
In addition to the three main initiatives
or our QEP (Writing Communities,
Writing Intensives, and Writing in
Discipline courses), we will enhance
our current University Writing Center
with the development of online tutoring
services.
Writing Center Enhancements
One of the major resources for
writing at St. Thomas is the University
Writing Center (UWC). The UWC, in
operation since 2007, is Title V funded
with a mission to assist students in
developing critical thinking and
effective written communication skills
that will sustain lifelong learning. The
UWC supports its mission and
overarching goal of nurturing
independent writers primarily through
peer mentoring to assist
undergraduate and graduate students
with academic skills enhancement.
The UWC has established Student
Learning Outcomes.
1. Students from disciplines across
the curriculum (beyond writing courses
in English and English Skills) will apply
time management skills by making
tutorial appointments and arriving with
appropriate preparation and materials.

2. Students will demonstrate selfreliance by choosing which phase of
the writing process, which writing
skills, and which portions of their
writing sample on which to focus
during the tutorial session.
3. Students will identify the main
points of discussion raised during the
tutorial session to plan next steps in
the writing process.
4. Students will identify the ways in
which the tutoring service has helped
to improve their writing skills and
academic habits.
The UWC is currently staffed by an
Associate Director with 16 Graduate
Assistants/Tutors, four Undergraduate
Rise Scholars, and one Graduate
Student Volunteer. Current hours of
operation are Monday through
Thursday, 10:00 AM - 6:00 PM (40
hours per week). In Fall 2011-Summer
2012, the UWC held 940 Individual
tutoring sessions.
In order to further enhance the
current services of our Writing Center,
we will make online tutoring available.
Based on the recommendation of the
Associate Director of the UWC,
expanding services, without detracting
from the UWC’s personalized, face to

face, interaction between tutor and
tutored student, the preferred online
modality will be a real time solution.
We will utilize Collaborate, a
Blackboard product (formerly
Elluminate Live! and Wimba
Classroom) which provides web
conferencing capabilities, including
those required for online tutoring
sessions: two-way audio, interactive
whiteboard, desktop sharing, and
break out rooms.
As evidenced by a report in Francis
Marion University’s newspaper in
October 2012, the implementation of
Collaborate for online tutoring sessions
is relatively simple. “Students must
have a microphone and speakers or
headphones in order to talk to the
tutors. A webcam is helpful, but
optional for students. The tutors,
however, will have a headset as well as
a webcam so students can both see
and hear them during the tutorial.”
Currently, the UWC electronic
appointment system allows students to
make on-site appointments in
advance. The Writing Center’s
appointment setting system will be
modified and expanded to include
online tutoring sessions.
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How STU Writing Initiatives Apply to
Student Learning Outcomes
DESCRIPTION OF LEARNING
OUTCOMES

WRITING
INITIATIVE #1:
WRITING
COMMUNITIES

WRITING INITIATIVE
#2:
WRITING INTENSIVE
COURSES

WRITING INITIATIVE #3:
“WRITING IN DISCIPLINE”
COURSES

1. Identify and use correct
grammar, syntax, and spelling in
their writing.

✔

✔

✔

2. Identify and use appropriate
citation and quotation in their
writing.

✔

✔

✔

3. Organize their writing with a
clear and cohesive structure (i.e.,
introduction, conclusion,
paragraph organization, thesis
statement).

✔

✔

✔

4. Find and evaluate primary and
secondary sources using writing
conventions appropriate to their
discipline and utilizing
technological and library
resources.

✔

✔

✔

5. Understand and evaluate
materials from different
perspectives and write responses
that effectively integrate their
course materials

✔

✔

✔

6. Demonstrate sufficient
knowledge of the subject and use
specialized concepts of the
discipline to demonstrate
understanding.

✔

7. Use genre, format, language
and tone appropriate to the
discipline and use disciplinary
ways of thinking and an
appropriate sense of audience.

✔
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Assessment Plan:

Overview and Indirect Assessment
We have designed a multi-level
approach to collecting the relevant data to
assess the success of the QEP writing

experiences associated with a variety of
writing learning modalities that relate to the
QEP writing initiatives. These writing

at self-selected groups of comparison
institutions. As it has been given at St.
Thomas in past years, it also allows for

initiatives at St. Thomas University. This
assessment plan includes both indirect
and direct forms of assessment including
national standardized instruments and
university designed assessments.

learning modalities include:
• Took part in senior level capstone
courses
• Took part in learning communities
• Wrote papers at different numbers

comparison between previous students’
responses and subsequent students’
responses after the establishment of the
QEP writing initiatives.

Assessments will take place at the course
level for the QEP writing initiatives of the
First-Year Writing Communities, the Writing
Intensive Courses, and the Writing In The
Discipline courses. These assessments will

of pages from <20, 5-19, >5 pages.
• Prepared two or more drafts of a
paper or assignment before turning it in
(This connects to developing effective
organizational skills in writing).

also allow for cross-sectional and/or
longitudinal studies of the efficacy of these
programs in the meeting of student
learning outcomes. The use of two direct
means of assessment will allow for

• Wrote a paper or project that
required integrating ideas or information
from various sources
• Included diverse perspectives
(different races, religions, genders,

evaluation across time of the St. Thomas
rubric as a means of assessment and thus
make possible recursive revisions, when
necessary. For an explanation of how each
of these means of assessment fits into the

political beliefs, etc.) in class discussions
or writing assignments
• Had coursework that emphasized
analyzing the basic elements of an idea,
experience, or theory

overall timeline of the QEP, see the
“Assessment Plan of QEP Writing
Initiatives” chart below.

• Had coursework that emphasized
synthesizing and organizing ideas,
information, or experiences
• Had coursework that emphasized
making judgments about the value of

Indirect Means of Assessment:
St. Thomas already has in place
several means of indirect assessment that
included elements related to writing
including the NSSE (National Survey of
Student Engagement), the CIRP
(Cooperative Institutional Research
Program) Freshman Survey, and the
Graduating Student Survey. In addition to
these already existing surveys, we have
also designed two further means of
indirect assessment: student exit
evaluations of the first-year writing
communities and writing community
faculty reports.
NSSE (NATIONAL SURVEY OF
STUDENT ENGAGEMENT)
The NSSE was given in 2009-2010.
The NSSE has several elements related to
writing. Students report on their

information, arguments, or methods
• Examined the strengths and
weaknesses of your own views on a
topic or issue
Besides describing these writing
learning modalities, students report to
what extent St. Thomas contributed to
their knowledge, skills, and personal
development in the following areas
associated with writing:
• their ability to write clearly and
effectively.
• their ability to think critically and
analytically.
Because the NSSE is a national survey
given to students at hundreds of four-year
colleges and universities, this survey
allows institutions to compare their
students' responses with those of students

NSSE “EXPERIENCES WITH WRITING”
MODULE
In addition to the elements of the
general NSSE that address issues related
to writing, St. Thomas has added a NSSE
writing module for 2013 to help assess
issues related to writing more specifically
as one way of furthering the goals of
assessment of the QEP. According to the
NSSE this module “explores the
relationships between writing and learning,
and identifies effective teaching strategies
to improve students’ writing abilities, their
mastery of course content, and
achievement of other important goals of
higher education. The questions touch on
three content areas: interactive writing
processes, meaning‐making writing tasks,
and clarity of writing
expectations.” (“Experiences with
Writing”). (See appendix for NSSE
“Experiences with Writing” module
description, pg. 72).
Questions that address the impact of
the interactions between students in the
writing community on student’s writing
include whether a student:
• Talked with a classmate, friend, or
family member to develop their ideas
before starting their assignment
• Received feedback from a
classmate, friend, or family member
about a draft before turning in their
final assignment
• Gave feedback to a classmate
about a draft or outline he or she had
written
(Continued on next page)
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Assessment Plan:

Indirect Assessment (continued)

The Word Up! QEP plan at STU encourages
students to learn from one another as well
as their instructors through the core
initiative of Writing Communities. Indirect
assessment such as the NSSE
“Experiences in Writing” survey allow
students in these Writing Communities to
report on their experiences.
(Continued from previous page)
Other questions ask students to report to
what extent their writing assignments
included the following skills (which align
with the Word Up! Student Learning
Outcomes focused on higher order
thinking skills):
• Summarizing, analyzing, and evaluating
materials such as books, articles, or
online publications (Word Up! SLO #4)
• Describing their methods or findings
related to data they collected in lab or
field work, a survey project, etc. (Word
Up! SLO #5)
• Argued a position using evidence and
reasoning (Word Up! SLO #5)
• Explained in writing the meaning of
numerical or statistical data (Word Up!
SLO #6)
• Wrote in the style and format of a
specific field (engineering, history,
psychology, etc.) (Word Up! SLO #7)
• Addressed a real or imagined audience
such as your classmates, a politician,
non-experts, etc. (Word Up! SLO #7)

GRADUATING STUDENT SURVEY
The Graduating Student Survey is
given to graduating seniors each year. This
survey includes several elements related to

WRITING COMMUNITY STUDENT
EXIT SURVEY
The Writing Community Student Exit
Survey is given to students participating in
the Writing Communities each year. This

writing. This survey asks undergraduate
and graduate students to report how much
their study at St. Thomas helped them to
develop the ability to write clearly and
logically and state their level of satisfaction

survey asks students to evaluate their
progress in meeting the Student Learning
Outcomes established for the Writing
Communities (see “Writing Community Exit
Survey” on pg. 75 of Appendix).

with tutoring services (which includes the
resources of the writing center).
Because this survey is conducted
annually and has been administered since
2002, it allows for comparison between the
yearly results prior to the QEP writing
initiatives with results after the QEP
initiatives are in place. It also provides a
means for indirect assessment
longitudinally across the years when the
QEP writing initiatives are being
established.

WRITING COMMUNITY FACULTY
REPORTS
The Writing Community Faculty
Reports are created by faculty participating
in the Writing Communities each year. This
survey asks faculty to evaluate their
experience teaching the Student Learning
Outcomes established for the Writing
Communities and assessing the
effectiveness of the Writing Communities
for student learning (see “Writing
Community Faculty Report” on pg. 77 of
Appendix).
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Assessment Plan:
Direct Assessment
Direct Means of Assessment:

subscores are given for Usage/
Mechanics and Rhetorical Skills.

These rubrics were based on revisions
of the rubric for the English
NATIONAL STANDARDIZED TESTS
Composition courses already in place
FOR WRITING
CAAP: Writing Essay Exam
at St. Thomas. Additions were made to
Within the field of higher education,
The CAAP Writing Essay exam is a allow the new rubrics to better
there has been an increasing focus on
“direct measurement of writing skills
ascertain the student’s achievement in
the use of national standardized tests
where students are allowed a total of
the specific QEP student learning
to assess the quality of student writing. 40 minutes to write two independent
outcomes.
Several studies have examined the
essays in response to short situational
One rubric will be used for the
history and impact of such assessment prompts (i.e., 20 minutes per essay).”
Writing Communities (Initiative #1) and
tools on meeting student learning
This exam has a modified-holistic
the Writing Intensives (Initiative #2).
outcomes in writing (Broad, Lynne,
scoring system that ranges from 1 to 6 This rubric includes assessment for
Haswell, Hillocks, Huot, O’Neill,
in increments of .25. Students’
organizational skills, mechanical writing
Murphy, and Williamson). Using
responses are”evaluated according to
skills (e.g., grammar, syntax,
national standardized tests in writing as how well the student formulates a clear punctuation, etc.), research skills,
an assessment tool provides the ability assertion on the issues raised in the
argumentation skills, and citation and
to compare St. Thomas students to
prompt, supports that assertion with
quotation skills, assessing the Word
their fellow students in areas such as
reasons and evidence appropriate to
Up! Student Learning Outcomes #1-#5.
writing mechanics and rhetorical skills. the position taken and the specified
These writing rubrics will be used
Based on the QEP student learning
concerns of the audience, and
in all English 101 and 102 courses at
outcomes, we will be using two
develops the argument in a coherent
St. Thomas beginning Fall 2013 in
different, but related national
and logical manner” (CAAP,
addition to their use within the Writing
standardized tests in writing: the
“Description of the CAAP” 1-2).
Communities and Writing Intensives.
Collegiate Assessment of Academic
Besides the general reports
This will allow comparisons between
Proficiency (CAAP) Writing Skills exam generated from these two exams, the
students participating in the Writing
and the CAAP Writing Essay exam.
CAAP also offers Content Analysis
Communities and other nonThese two tests will be used in
Reports that provide a higher level of
participating students.
conjunction with one another as per
specificity in the following fields of
One rubric is being used for both
the suggestion of the ACT.
writing:
the Writing Communities and the
Punctuation
Writing Intensive courses with the
•
CAAP: Writing Skills Exam
assumption that resulting scores on
• Grammar
The CAAP Writing Skills exam
these rubrics will be different based on
• Sentence Structure
consists of a 72-item, 40-minute
Strategy
the level of the students. Students in
•
multiple-choice test. This exam
the Writing Communities will be
• Organization
measures “a students’ understanding
Style
expected to receive lower scores on
•
of the conventions of standard written
the rubrics overall compared to those
English in punctuation, grammar,
STU WORD UP! WRITING RUBRICS in the Writing Intensives to
sentence structure, strategy,
For the purpose of the QEP, the
demonstrate comparative growth from
organization, and style.” (CAAP
Steering Committee designed a series their first year to sophomore and junior
“Description of the CAAP” 1). In
of St. Thomas University Writing
years. (See the benchmarks in the
addition to the general scores
Rubrics that allow for students to be
Assessment Plan of Word Up! Writing
compared to the national standard,
evaluated in their progress in regards to Initiatives below).
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the QEP Student Learning Outcomes.

Assessment Plan:

Direct Assessment (continued)

Using national standardized tests in writing as
an assessment tool provides the ability to
compare St. Thomas students to their fellow
students in areas such as writing mechanics
and rhetorical skills.

(Continued from previous page)
Another rubric will be used for the
Writing in Discipline courses. This
rubric will assess the same first five
Word Up! Student Learning Outcomes
found in rubric for the Writing
Communities and Writing Initiatives,
but, will include the two additional
elements of assessment of Word Up!
Student Learning Outcomes #6 and
#7. These two additional areas assess
students’ ability to demonstrate their
knowledge and understanding in the
conventions of their discipline and to
demonstrate their use of the rhetoric

of their discipline in terms of genre,
format, language, tone, and audience.
The goal of using two writing
rubrics is to demonstrate
advancement from the development of
writing skills in the Writing
Communities and Writing Intensives to
the Writing in Discipline courses at the
Senior level. (Writing rubrics are on
pgs. 73-74 of the Appendix).

year within the capstone Writing in the
Discipline courses. These portfolios
will demonstrate the student’s level of
achievement in the Word Up! student
learning outcomes. Several studies
have demonstrated the effectiveness
of portfolios for assessing writing
ability in students as well as providing
resources for students’ selfassessment (Taki and Heidari 192-99;
Etheridge).

STU WORD UP! SENIOR WRITING
PORTFOLIO
Another means of direct
assessment will be a portfolio
designed by students in their senior
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Assessment Plan of Word Up! Writing Initiatives

INITIATIVE

Initiative #1:
Writing
Communities

ASSESSMENT
TOOLS

Writing
Rubric
Writing
Community
Exit Survey

ASSESSMENT METHOD

Writing Community faculty
provide Writing Assessment
Committee with random
sample of student papers.
Writing Assessment
Committee scores papers
using Writing Rubric and
shares results with Writing
Community faculty, QEP
Advisory Committee, and
General Education
Requirements Review
Committee.
Students in Writing
Community complete Writing
Community Exit Survey.
Results of Exit Survey shared
with Writing Assessment
Committee, Writing
Community faculty, and QEP
Advisory Committee.
Writing Assessment
Committee and QEP
Advisory Committee
recommend improvements.

BENCHMARKS

70% of student
writing samples
will score 3 or
higher on each
of the Student
Learning
Outcomes on
Writing Rubric I
80% of
students will
indicate an
overall rating of
the Writing
Community
experience of 4
or higher on
Writing
Community Exit
Surveys

FREQUENCY
OF
ASSESSMENT

Every
semester

RESULTS

USE OF RESULTS
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INITIATIVE

Initiative #2:
Writing
Intensives

ASSESSMENT
TOOLS

Writing Rubric
ACT-CAAP
Writing Skills
Test and
Writing Essay
Test
Writing
Intensive Exit
Survey

ASSESSMENT METHOD

Writing Intensive faculty provide Writing
Assessment Committee with random
sample of student papers.
Writing Assessment Committee scores
papers using Writing Rubric and shares
results with Writing Intensive faculty, QEP
Advisory Committee, and General
Education Requirements Review
Committee.
ACT-CAAP tests administered to Writing
Intensive students and students outside of
the Writing Intensives for comparative
purposes.
ACT-CAAP results shared with faculty,
Writing Assessment Committee, QEP
Advisory Committee, and General
Education Requirements Review
Committee.
Students in Writing Intensives complete
Writing Intensive Exit Survey. Results of
Exit Survey shared with Writing
Assessment Committee, Writing Intensive
faculty, and QEP Advisory Committee.
Writing Assessment Committee and QEP
Advisory Committee recommend
improvements.

BENCHMARKS

70% of student
writing samples
will score 4 or
higher on each of
the Student
Learning
Outcomes on
Writing Rubric I.
30% of students
who take the ACTCAAP Writing
Skills exam will
score at or above
the 50th percentile
of the national
average.
80% of students
will indicate an
overall rating of
the Writing
Intensive
experience of 4 or
higher on Writing
Intensive Exit
Surveys.

FREQUENCY
OF
ASSESSMENT

Annually

RESULTS

USE OF
RESULTS
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INITIATIVE

Initiative #3:
Writing in the
Discipline

ASSESSMENT
TOOLS

Writing Rubric
Writing in the
Discipline Exit
Survey

ASSESSMENT METHOD

Student portfolios
submitted electronically.
Writing Assessment
Committee reviews
portfolios and scores
materials using Writing
Rubric and shares
results with Writing in
Discipline faculty, QEP
Advisory Committee,
and General Education
Requirements Review
Committee.
Students in Writing in
Discipline complete
Writing in Discipline Exit
Survey. Results of Exit
Survey shared with
Writing Assessment
Committee, Writing in
Discipline faculty, and
QEP Advisory
Committee.
Writing Assessment
Committee and QEP
Advisory Committee
recommend
improvements.

BENCHMARKS

70% of student
sample portfolios
will score 4 or
higher on each of
the Student
Learning
Outcomes in the
Writing in the
Discipline Rubric
(Writing Rubric II).
80% of students
will indicate an
overall rating of
the Writing in
Discipline
experience of 4 of
higher on Writing
in Discipline Exit
Surveys.

FREQUENCY
OF
ASSESSMENT

Annually

RESULTS

USE OF RESULTS
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$
$
QEP$Student$Learning$Outcomes$Assessment$Cycle$
QEP STUDENT LEARNING
OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT
CYCLE

Faculty(selected(to(
teach(in(QEP(
ini3a3ves(and(
receive(training(

Changes(
incorporated(into(
QEP(

WAC(and(QEPAC(
review(results(from(
rubric,(surveys,(and((
ACTECAAP(tests(and(
recommend(
changes(

Writing Assessment Committee (WAC) Composition
• Program Director for English (Chair)
• Faculty from several different disciplines
• QEP Director
• Director of the Writing Center

Faculty(collect(
student(wri3ng(
samples(and(exit(
surveys(and(share(
with(WAC(

WAC(scores(wri3ng(
samples(with(
Wri3ng(Rubric(and(
shares(results(with(
faculty,(QEPAC,(and(
GER(Review(
CommiCee(

Additional Assessments
NSSE Writing Module will be administered on a threeyear cycle. Results will be shared with the Writing
Assessment Committee and the General Education
Requirements Review Committee.

General Education Requirements (GER) Review
Committee
• Dean of Biscayne College
• Program Coordinator for the General Education
Requirements
• Faculty from each school/college
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Implementing the QEP
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Developing the Plan: Engaging the STU Community
We have endeavored to ensure broad-based involvement from our campus community in developing
Word Up!, from topic selection through articulation of the central components of the plan. We have
engaged our institutional constituents throughout the process and will continue to do so as we move
forward with implementation, assessment, and evaluation of the plan. Guided by a Steering
Committee with members from each of the academic colleges/schools, major university divisions,
and student body, we have utilized a wide variety of means of engagement, including surveys, focus
groups, Community Meeting discussions, student activities, a Facebook page, and a Name the QEP
Contest that resulted in over 100 submissions.
Below is a chronological chart of activities undertaken as we developed Word Up!
DATE

QEP ACTIVITY

STU COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

March 19, 2010

Community Meeting discussion
and ranking of potential QEP
topics

Faculty, Staff, Administrators

July 7, 2011

After interviewing several
candidates, President Casale
selects Dean of Biscayne
College to serve as Chair of the
QEP Steering Committee

President, Provost, Dean of Biscayne College

September 2011

QEP Steering Committee
formed with initial membership.
Members added as needs and
topics are identified.

QEP Steering Committee Membership
Darrell Arnold, Assistant Professor of Philosophy
Isaac Carter, Dean of Students
Walter Cegelka, Professor of Special Education
Jodi Grace, Associate Professor of Psychology
Maria Garavito-Bedoya, Graduate Student and an
Alumna
Rudy Ibarra, Chief Information Officer
Giselle Jamison, Associate Professor, Political
Science
Paul Maxwell, Associate Professor of Business
Administration
Rafael Montes, Professor of English and Program
Director for English
Marivi Prado, Chief Marketing Officer
Cinthia Ramos, Undergraduate Student in
International Business
Aryanne Schoomer, Undergraduate Student in English
Beth Stovell, Assistant Professor of Biblical Studies
Alexis Tapanes-Castillo, Research Assistant Professor
in STEM
G. Jackson Weber, Associate Director of Leadership
and Service
Jerry Weinberg, Director of Institutional Research
Scott Zeman, Dean of Biscayne College and
Professor of History (Chair)
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DATE

QEP ACTIVITY

STU COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

September
16, 2011

First QEP Steering Committee
meeting. Provost gives charge to
committee

QEP Steering Committee, Provost, Associate Provost,
Academic Deans

September
21, 2011

QEP process and timeline presented
at campus reaffirmation orientation
session

President, Provost, SACS/COC Compliance Officer,
Program Directors, Administrators, Faculty

September
-October
2011

QEP Steering Committee review of
institutional data and previous
potential topic discussions. Range of
topics narrowed to reading or writing

QEP Steering Committee

October
21, 2011

Community Meeting group discussion Faculty, Staff, Administrators
of topics and feedback collected
(reading or writing)

November
2011

Student Focus group discussion and
feedback about topic (reading or
writing)

Approximately 20 undergraduate Students

November
2011

Students surveyed online (reading or
writing)

All STU students

November
5, 2011

QEP focus on improving student
writing skills at undergraduate level
approved by President and Senior
Staff as QEP topic

President, Senior Staff

Faculty surveyed online about writing
practices in their classes

All STU faculty

January
2012

January 13, QEP Working Teams Established
2012
(subcommittees of Steering
Committee)

President Monsignor Franklyn Casale
Provost Gregory Chan
Vice President for Enrollment and Planning Beatriz
Gonzalez-Robinson
Vice President for Advancement and Marketing Beverly
Bachrach
Vice President for Finance and Administration and Chief
Financial Officer Terry O’Connor
Dean of School of Law Douglas Ray

Best Practices Team
Rafael Montes (Team Leader), Isaac Carter, Maria
Garavito, Rudy Ibarra, Paul Maxwell, Alexis TapanesCastillo
Writing Team
Beth Stovell (Team Leader), Walter Cegelka, Giselle
Jamison, Rafael Montes, Jerry Weinberg, Scott Zeman
Marketing and Publicity Team
G. Jackson Weber (Team Leader), Grace Bernard, Jodi
Grace, Marivi Prado, Cinthia Ramos
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DATE

QEP ACTIVITY

January 19, QEP Steering Committee members
2012
meet with SACS/COC Vice
President Cheryl Cardell

STU COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

QEP Steering Committee, Dr. Cardell

February
15, 2012

Main components of QEP presented President, Senior Staff
to Senior Staff and approved

February
22, 2012

Main components of QEP presented President, Senior Staff, Faculty Forum Officers
to Cabinet and approved

March 2,
2012

Main components of QEP presented Board of Trustees, Chair of QEP Committee
to Board of Trustees and endorsed

March 16,
2012

QEP presented at Community
Meeting and feedback solicited

Faculty, Staff, Administrators

May 3,
2012

QEP workshop with English
Department faculty on developing
the QEP Student Learning
Outcomes

English Faculty, QEP Writing Team members

May 4,
2012

QEP presentation at Faculty Forum
luncheon. Discussion of SLOs

Faculty, President, Cabinet members

July 18,
2012

QEP Steering Committee meets
with SACS/COC Vice President
Cheryl Cardell

QEP Steering Committee, Dr. Cardell

AugustDecember
2012

Pilot Writing Community – “Self and
Society” offered

Nine first-year students participate

September
25, 2012

QEP budget approved by Chief
Financial Officer and Provost

Chief Financial Officer, Provost, QEP Steering Committee
Chair, Comptroller

September
28, 2012

QEP update and launch video
premier at Community Meeting

Faculty, Staff, Administrators

September
2012

STU/QEP Facebook page and
webpage launched

QEP Steering Committee
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DATE

QEP ACTIVITY

STU COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

September
2012

QEP information table at Student
Involvement Fair. Students who
answer questions about QEP given
STU/QEP t-shirts

Students, faculty, staff

October
2012

Faculty Survey on SLOs conducted

All STU Faculty

October
2012

Name the QEP Contest launched
with Over 100 submissions. “Word
Up!,” submitted by Psychology
student Admira Janvier,
recommended by Steering
Committee as top choice.

STU faculty, staff, students, administrators, alumni asked to
participate

November
7, 2012

Word Up! endorsed by President
and Senior Staff

President, Senior Staff

November
14, 2012

Word Up! endorsed by Cabinet.
Adopted as official name for QEP
(see “Word Up! in The St. Thomas
Monthly” in Appendix pg. 80)

President, Senior Staff, Cabinet

November
13, 2012

English Department recommends
Writing Rubric

English Department faculty

November
2012

Writing Rubric finalized

English Department, QEP Steering Committee

November
29, 2012

General Education Requirement
(GER) Review Committee adopts
Writing Rubric for use in pilot
assessment of student writing
samples

GER Review Committee

QEP Information and Feedback
sessions with faculty

Members of the QEP Steering Committee, STU faculty

JanuaryFebruary
2013

Mary Carter-Warren, Professor of Theology (Chair)
Pamela Cingel, Professor of Psychology
Adrianne Vynne, Professor of Computer and Information
Sciences
Maria Espino, Professor of Business Management
Darrell Arnold, Assistant Professor of Philosophy
James Conley, Professor of English
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Calendar for Upcoming QEP Implementation
Word Up! is a comprehensive and ambitious QEP that seeks to transform writing at STU. In
order to ensure a systematic process for development, implementation, assessment, and
continual improvement, our QEP will be phased-in following a multi-year Implementation Plan.

YEAR 1 (2013-2014)
SEMESTER ACTIVITIES
Spring 2013

QEP Steering Committee
restructured as QEP Advisory
Committee

RESPONSIBLE
PARTIES
Provost and Chair of
QEP Steering
Committee

Identify faculty participants for
QEP Advisory
first Writing Community
Committee
Writing Assessment Committee Program Director for
formed with faculty from across English, Dean of
various disciplines and chaired by Biscayne College
the English Program Director

GOALS AND MILESTONES
QEP Advisory Committee created

Writing Community faculty identified
Writing Assessment Committee
created

Publish first electronic QEP
QEP Advisory
newsletter (will be published once Committee
every semester)
Summer 2013 Hire QEP Director
Writing Community faculty
training on purpose and theory of
learning communities and writing
communities, and on
development of syllabi and use of
writing rubric

Provost, Dean of
Biscayne College
QEP Director

Writing Community faculty receive
training

Identify and enroll student cohort Director of Admissions, Students enrolled in first Writing
into first Writing Community
QEP Director
Community
Begin offering online tutorial
services for Writing Center

Writing Center Director,
Director of OIT
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Calendar for QEP Implementation
YEAR 1 CONTINUED (2013-2014)
SEMESTER ACTIVITIES

Fall 2013

RESPONSIBLE
PARTIES

GOALS AND MILESTONES

Launch of first Writing
Community
Continue identification and
training of Writing Community
faculty

QEP Director, Writing One Writing Community offered
Community Faculty
QEP Director, QEP
Writing Community faculty
Advisory Committee identified and receive training

Initial implementation of
Writing Community
assessment model

QEP Director, Writing Initial assessment results gathered
Community Faculty
and shared

Spring 2014 Continue implementation and QEP Director, QEP
expansion of Writing
Advisory Committee
Communities and faculty
training

Two Writing Communities offered

Identify faculty participants for QEP Director, QEP
first Writing Intensives
Advisory Committee

Writing Intensive faculty identified

Summer
2014

Writing Intensive faculty
receive training on
development of syllabi and
use of writing rubric

QEP Director, Writing Writing Intensive faculty receive
Community faculty
training on development of syllabi
and use of writing rubric

Formative Evaluation of QEP

QEP Director, Writing Report provided to Dean of
Assessment
Biscayne College, Provost,
Committee, QEP
President
Advisory Committee
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Calendar for QEP Implementation
YEAR 2 (2014-2015)
SEMESTER

ACTIVITIES

RESPONSIBLE
PERSONS
QEP Director, Writing
Community Faculty

GOALS AND MILESTONES

Fall 2014

Continue implementation and
expansion of Writing
Communities and faculty
training

Launch of first Writing Intensives QEP Director, Writing
Intensive faculty

Two Writing Intensives offered

Initial implementation of Writing QEP Director, Writing
Intensive assessment model
Intensive faculty

Initial assessment results
gathered and shared

Three Writing Communities
offered

Follow approval process to add Dean of Biscayne College, One Writing Intensive course
one Writing Intensive course as Provost’s Executive
added as a graduation
a graduation requirement
Committee, Academic
requirement
Policy Committee
Spring 2015

Continue implementation and
expansion of Writing
Communities and faculty
training.

QEP Director, Writing
Community faculty

Three Writing Communities
offered

Continue implementation and QEP Director, Writing
Two Writing Intensives offered
expansion of Writing Intensives Community faculty, Writing
and faculty training
Intensive faculty

Summer 2015

Creation and implementation of Chief Information Officer,
site for student portfolios
Office of Information
Technology

Portfolio site created and tested

Formative Evaluation of QEP

Report provided to Dean of
Biscayne College, Provost,
President

QEP Director, Writing
Assessment Committee,
QEP Advisory Committee
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Calendar for QEP Implementation
YEAR 3 (2015-2016)
SEMESTER ACTIVITIES
Fall 2015

Writing Communities

RESPONSIBLE
PERSONS
QEP Director, Writing
Community Faculty

GOALS AND MILESTONES
Minimum Target of Five Writing
Communities reached

Continue implementation and
QEP Director, Writing
Three Writing Intensive courses
expansion of Writing Intensives and Community faculty, Writing offered
faculty training.
Intensive faculty
Writing in Discipline faculty
identified
Spring 2016 Writing Communities

QEP Director, Writing in
Discipline faculty

Writing in Discipline faculty
identified

QEP Director, Writing
Community faculty

Minimum Target of Five Writing
Communities reached

Continue implementation and
QEP Director, Writing
Three Writing Intensive courses
expansion of Writing Intensives and Community faculty, Writing offered
faculty training
Intensive faculty
Writing in Discipline faculty training QEP Director, Writing
on course development, use of
Intensive faculty
student portfolios, and use of
writing rubric
Summer 2016 Formative Evaluation of QEP

QEP Director, Writing
Assessment Committee,
QEP Advisory Committee

Writing in Discipline faculty receive
training

Report provided to Dean of
Biscayne College, Provost,
President

55

Calendar for QEP Implementation
YEAR 4 (2016-2017)
SEMESTER

ACTIVITIES

Fall 2016

Writing Communities
Writing Intensives
First Writing in Discipline
course launched
Initial implementation of
Writing in Discipline
assessment model

RESPONSIBLE
PERSONS
QEP Director, Writing
Community faculty

GOALS AND MILESTONES

QEP Director, Writing
Intensive faculty
QEP Director, Writing in
Discipline faculty

Four Writing Intensive courses
offered
One Writing in Discipline course
offered

Minimum Target of Five Writing
Communities reached

QEP Director, Writing in Initial assessment results
Discipline faculty
gathered and shared

Follow approval process to
Dean of Biscayne College, Two Writing Intensive courses as a
add a second Writing Intensive Provost’s Executive
graduation requirement
course as a graduation
Committee, Academic
requirement
Policy Committee

Spring 2017

Writing Communities

Writing Intensives

QEP Director, Writing
Community faculty

Minimum Target of Five Writing

QEP Director, Writing
Intensive faculty

Four Writing Intensives offered

Communities reached

Continue implementation
QEP Director, Writing
One Writing in Discipline course
and expansion of Writing in Intensive faculty, Writing offered
Discipline and faculty
in Discipline faculty
training.
Summer 2017

Formative Evaluation of
QEP

QEP Director, Writing
Report provided to Dean of
Assessment Committee, Biscayne College, Provost,
QEP Advisory
President
Committee
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Calendar for QEP Implementation
YEAR 5 (2017-2018)
SEMESTER

ACTIVITIES

RESPONSIBLE PERSONS

GOALS AND MILESTONES

Fall 2017

Writing Communities

QEP Director, Writing
Community faculty
QEP Director, Writing Intensive
faculty

Minimum Target of Five Writing
Communities reached
Minimum Target of Five Writing
Intensives reached

QEP Director, Writing in
Discipline faculty

Minimum Target of Two Writing in
Discipline courses reached

Writing Intensives

Writing in Discipline

Spring 2018

Summative Evaluation of QEP Director, Writing
QEP
Assessment Committee, QEP
Advisory Committee, Dean of
Biscayne College

Report provided to Provost,
President, Board of Trustees

Writing Communities

QEP Director, Writing
Community faculty

Five Writing Communities offered

Writing Intensives

QEP Director, Writing Intensive
faculty

Four Writing Intensives offered

Writing in Discipline

QEP Director, Writing in
Discipline faculty

Minimum Target of Two Writing in
Discipline courses reached

Submission of Impact
Report

President, Provost, Dean of
Report submitted to SACS/COC
Biscayne College QEP Director

57

Annual Implementation Schedule and Targets for
Major QEP Writing Initiatives
WRITING COMMUNITIES

YEAR ONE

YEAR TWO

YEAR THREE

YEAR FOUR

YEAR FIVE

Number of Writing Communities
Offered

3

6

10

10

10

Number of Writing Community
Faculty Who Have Received
Training

6

12

20

20

20

Number of Writing Intensive
Courses Offered

0

2

6

8

10

Number of Writing Intensive
Faculty Who Have Received
Training

0

2

6

8

10

Number of Writing in Discipline
Courses Offered

0

0

0

2

4

Number of Writing Intensive
Faculty Who Have Received
Training

0

0

0

2

4

WRITING INTENSIVES

WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINE

58
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Physical and Fiscal Resources
!

QEP!Management!Chart!
!

Provost'

QEP'Advisory'
Commi;ee'

Dean'of'
Biscayne'
College'

Associate'
Provost'

QEP'Director'

Wri9ng'Center'
Director'

QEP MANAGEMENT CHART

Administra9ve'
Assistant'
!
!

Institutional Capability and
Budget
Word Up! focuses on
improving undergraduate
student writing skills through
three major initiatives. Students
will become more engaged and
successful writers through the
following:
Participation in First-Year
Writing Communities;
Successful completion of
two Writing Intensive courses;
Participation in a Writing in
the Discipline course;
St. Thomas University has
the institutional commitment
and capability to implement all
aspects of our QEP. We have
allocated sufficient resources
for successful implementation
and sustainability. The
University has allocated
$605,688 in new resources for
the project (See QEP Budget
section). In addition, existing
resources such as the Writing
Center, administrative assistant
support, and support from the
Office of Institutional Research

and the Office of Information
Technology are committed to
the project. The University has

in ongoing assessment of the
Student Learning Outcomes, as
well as formative and

Appendix “QEP Director
Position Description,” pg. 65)

committed an overall budget of
approximately $669,688 over
five years to ensure the success
of Word Up! (see Budget)
Our QEP has sufficient

summative evaluation of Word
Up!

ADMINISTRATIVE
ASSISTANT

QEP DIRECTOR
Reporting directly to the
Dean of Biscayne College for

The QEP Director will
receive support from an
Administrative Assistant. The
position of Administrative
Assistant to the Dean of

resources for implementation,
as evidenced by a substantial
budget, including new and
existing resources, and key
personnel.
Key Personnel
FACULTY
Crucial to the success of
our QEP are faculty. In addition
to playing the central role in
guiding the development and
implementation through the
QEP Advisory Committee,
faculty will teach in the Writing
Communities, the Writing
Intensives, and Writing in the
Disciplines. Participation will be
incentivized and supported with
faculty stipends for
development and instruction.
Faculty will also actively engage

Liberal Arts and Social
Sciences, the QEP Director will
oversee the implementation,
administration, and evaluation
of the QEP (see QEP
Management Chart and QEP
Director Position Description).
The QEP Director is a new
position at St. Thomas
University. The Director will be a
full-time administrator. The
individual hired for this position
will have a terminal degree in
writing and significant teaching
experience at the

Biscayne College will be
restructured so that 25% of the
current duties will be
specifically assigned in support
of the QEP Director. Because
the QEP Director will work
closely with and report directly
to the Dean of Biscayne
College, the shared use of an
administrative assistant will
help ensure continuity and
collaboration.

undergraduate level. The QEP
Director will lead training and
development of faculty for the
Writing Communities, Writing
Intensives, and Writing in the
Discipline courses. (See
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Implementation:
Physical and Fiscal Resources

Additional New Resources
In addition to the key personnel,
the QEP budget includes the following:
FACULTY STIPENDS

Faculty stipends will be used to
incentivize and reward participation on
each of the three major
components of our QEP.
Faculty participating in the
Writing Communities, Writing
Intensives, and Writing in the
Disciplines will each receive a
$1000 stipend for participation
in training workshops and an
additional $1000 stipend for
teaching the course. Prior to
teaching the courses, each
faculty participant will have
completed the required
training sessions.
ENHANCEMENTS TO WRITING
CENTER

To supplement and expand the
current services of the university
Writing Center, the QEP will provide
additional resources in the form of
online tutorial services.

COST OF ASSESSMENT

Funds have also been appropriated
to support the use of the ACT-CAAP
Writing Skills Test and Writing Essay
Test as a critical component of
assessment of the QEP Student
Learning Outcomes as well as our
General Education Requirements.

Existing Resources
In addition to new resources, the
use of existing resources will ensure
successful implementation of our QEP.
We will utilize the facilities and
equipment of the existing University
Writing Center. The Director of the
Office of Institutional Research will
assist the QEP Director, Writing

Assessment Committee, and QEP
Advisory Committee with data
collection and analysis. The Office of
Information Technology will create and
maintain a site for collection and review
of students’ electronic portfolios and
other assessment materials at no
additional cost to the university.
Instruction in the Writing
Communities, Writing Intensives,
and Writing in the Discipline
courses will be provided by
existing faculty from the
Department of English and
Humanities and faculty from other
departments across campus.
Undergraduate English majors will
assist with the Writing
Communities as part of their
English Program Internships. As
Writing Intensives and Writing in
the Discipline courses are developed
and implemented, the cognizant
programs and departments may
supplement these with the use of
Graduate Teaching Assistants.
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QEP Budget
QEP Budget
Personnel (2% COLA Annually)
QEP Director

Year 1
$50,000.00

Year 2
$51,000.00

Year 3
$52,020.00

Year 4
$53,060.40

Year 5
$54,121.61

PERSONNEL TOTAL

$50,000.00

$51,000.00

$52,020.00

$53,060.40

$54,121.61

Year 1
$14,475.00

Year 2
$14,764.50

Year 3
$15,059.79

Year 4
$15,360.99

Year 5
$15,668.21

FRINGE TOTAL

$14,475.00

$14,764.50

$15,059.79

$15,360.99

$15,668.21

PERSONNEL + FRINGE

$64,475.00

$65,764.50

$67,079.79

$68,421.39

$69,789.81

$8,000.00

$16,000.00
$12,000.00

$612.00

$2,142.00

$24,000.00
$12,000.00
$8,000.00
$3,366.00

$24,000.00
$12,000.00
$10,000.00
$3,519.00

$24,000.00
$12,000.00
$10,000.00
$3,519.00

$8,612.00

$30,142.00

$47,366.00

$49,519.00

$49,519.00

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

$8,000.00

$8,000.00

$8,000.00

$8,000.00

$8,000.00

$8,000.00

$8,000.00

$8,000.00

$8,000.00

$8,000.00

$40,000.00

$4,000.00

$4,000.00

$4,000.00

$4,000.00

$4,000.00

$20,000

$4,000.00

$4,000.00

$4,000.00

$4,000.00

$4,000.00

$20,000.00

$90,087.00

$112,906.50

$131,445.79

$134,940.39

$136,308.81

$605,688.49

Administrative Assistant (25% time, 2% COLA)
Administrative Assistant (fringe)

$7,500.00
$2,171.25

$7,650.00
$2,214.68

$7,803.00
$2,258.97

$7,959.06
$2,304.15

$8,118.24
$2,350.23

E-Portfolio System (Developed In-House)

$7,000.00

$1,000.00

$1,000.00

$1,000.00

$1,000.00

Office Space (K-209A) and Computer, Phone, etc.

$1,364.00

$364.00

$364.00

$364.00

$364.00

$108,122.25

$124,135.18

$142,871.76

$146,567.59

$148,141.29

Fringe Benefits (28.95%)
%)
QEP Director

Faculty Development Funds
Writing Community Development Stipends
Writing Intensive Development Stipends
Writing within the Discipline Development Stipends
Fringes (7.65%)
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT TOTAL
Writing Center Enhancements
Online Tutoring Services
WRITING CENTER TOTAL
Assessment Tools
ACT-CAAP
ASSESSMENT TOTAL
Promotional Activities
PROMOTIONAL TOTAL
TOTAL (NEW RESOURCES)

Total

$335,530.49

$185,158.00

$25,000.00

REALLOCATION OF EXISTING RESOURCES

TOTAL

$669,838.06
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QEP Topic Selection:
Student QEP Topic Survey

QEP_STUDENTS

1. What level student are you?

Undergraduate

Graduate

Law

answered question

(0)

0.0%

(55)

100.0%

Undergraduate

0.0%

(44)

100.0%

(0)

0.0%

Graduate

(54)

100.0%

(0)

0.0%

(0)

0.0%

Law

153

(54)

What level student are you?

0.0%
(0)
54
0

35.3%

(44)

28.8%

(55)

35.9%

Totals

(0)
44

Response

55
skipped question

(1)

4.5%

Undergraduate

67.5%

(13)

32.5%

Graduate

(54)

100.0%

(0)

0.0%

Law

116

(102)

87.9%

What level student are you?

95.5%

(27)

54

(14)

12.1%

Totals

(21)

40

37

answered question

Undergraduate

(20)

71.4%

Graduate

(24)

82.8%

Law

What level student are you?

(28)

84.8%

(5)

17.2%

(18)

20.0%

(72)

80.0%

Totals

Response

3. Of the two key student-learning isues identified: writing skills and reading skills, which
one do you believe would be the best candidate for the QEP?

Writing Skills

(8)

59

28.6%

13 replies

(5)

24 replies

90

15.2%

22 replies

29

Reading Skills

Please explain why

28

Graduate

9 replies

Law

Undergraduate

23 replies

Graduate

13

13 replies

Law

58

58

95

Count
22 replies

23

44

44

Count

2 of 16

109

skipped question

22

Response

63

33

skipped question

answered question

Undergraduate

18 replies

9

What level student are you?

4. How will addressing this issue positively impact St. Thomas University?

answered question

17 replies

18

What level student are you?

17

skipped question

Response

5. In what ways might this issue be addressed in a QEP to improve student learning?

skipped question

22

Response

2. If you are a graduate or law student, did you receive an undergraduate degree from St.
Thomas University?

Yes

No

answered question

1 of 16

Undergr
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QEP Topic Selection:
Faculty Surveys from Spring 2010 Community Meeting
QEP	
  Topics	
  as	
  Ranked	
  by	
  Faculty	
  and	
  Staﬀ	
  at	
  Spring	
  2010	
  Community	
  MeeAng:
Descriptive Statistics
N

Mean Std. Deviation
2.36
.860

STUDENT_ADVISING

25

WRITING_EXCELLEN
CE
FELLOWS

30

2.13

.681

14

1.93

.829

EXPERIENTIAL_LEAR
NING
INFORMATION_LITER
ACY
Valid N (listwise)

22

1.68

.780

9

1.56

.726

0

List	
  of	
  items	
  placed	
  in	
  the	
  'other'	
  category:
OTHER
Frequency
26

Percent
72.2

basic math

1

2.8

2.8

75.0

communication excellence

2

5.6

5.6

80.6

customer service

1

2.8

2.8

83.3

facilities

1

2.8

2.8

86.1

quality faculty

1

2.8

2.8

88.9

quality of residence life

1

2.8

2.8

91.7

student activities

1

2.8

2.8

94.4

Technology

1

2.8

2.8

97.2

undergraduate research

1

2.8

2.8

100.0

36

100.0

100.0

Valid

Total

Valid Percent
Cumulative Percent
72.2
72.2

	
  NOTE:
The	
  higher	
  the	
  mean,	
  the	
  higher	
  the	
  group	
  ranked	
  the	
  topic;	
  however,	
  refer	
  to	
  the	
  N's	
  for	
  the	
  
respecAve	
  topics.	
  As	
  you	
  can	
  see,	
  the	
  top	
  choice	
  by	
  mean	
  was	
  student	
  advising	
  (2.36)	
  with	
  
wri.ng	
  excellence	
  coming	
  in	
  second	
  (2.13);	
  nonetheless,	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  persons	
  endorsing	
  
wriAng	
  excellence	
  as	
  a	
  QEP	
  topic	
  was	
  greater	
  than	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  parAcipants	
  selecAng	
  
student	
  advising.	
  	
  Both	
  staAsAcs	
  should	
  be	
  taken	
  into	
  consideraAon	
  when	
  considering	
  what	
  
our	
  internal	
  consAtuents	
  believe	
  our	
  QEP	
  choice	
  should	
  be.
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Best Practices in Writing:
Survey of Faculty Writing Instruction
QEP Writing Survey
3. Within any given semester, how many class periods do you focus on research
methodology (including research skills, research discovery, correct citation procedure,
explanation of either MLA or APA)?

1. Within any given semester, how many class periods do you focus on grammar/writing
instruction?
Response

Response

Response

Response

Percent

Count

Percent

Count

Five or more

21.4%

12

Five or more

25.0%

Three to four

10.7%

6

Three to four

16.1%

9

One to two

28.6%

16

One to two

48.2%

27

None

None

14

39.3%

22

10.7%

6

answered question

56

answered question

56

skipped question

1

skipped question

1

4. How important is the minimizing of plagiarism in your students’ written assignments?

2. Within any given semester, how many class periods do you focus on essay construction
instruction?
Response

Response

Percent

Count

Five or more

17.9%

10

Three to four

8.9%

5

One to two

30.4%

17

None

42.9%

24

answered question

56

skipped question

1

5. Within any given semester, how much time is dedicated to explaining methods of
avoiding plagiarism?

Three of more class periods

Response

Response

Percent

Count

Essential

76.4%

42

Relatively important

12.7%

7

Somewhat important

9.1%

5

Marginally important

1.8%

1

answered question

55

skipped question

2

7. In terms of expected page counts, how much writing is expected of your students in your
most writing-heavy course?

Response

Response

Response

Response

Percent

Count

Percent

Count

16.7%

9

25 or more pages

21.4%

12

Two class periods

16.7%

9

15 to 24 pages

33.9%

19

One class period or less

63.0%

34

10 to 14 pages

23.2%

13

2

Less than 10 pages

21.4%

12

answered question

56

skipped question

1

1 of 5
2 of 5

Never discussed

3.7%
answered question

54

skipped question

3

8. What would be your most common interaction between yourself and student in regards
to a plagiarized paper?

6. On average, how many written assignments (essays/essay examinations/lab reports) do
you assign in your most writing-heavy course?
Response

Response

Percent

Count
Rewrite the paper in question

Five or more

40.0%

Response

Response

Percent

Count

33.9%

19

22
A failing grade on the

Three to four

40.0%

22

assignment

55.4%

31

One to two

18.2%

10

A failing grade for the course

10.7%

6

None

1.8%

1

Justify a passing grade

0.0%

0

answered question

55

answered question

56

skipped question

2

skipped question

1

9. How confident do you feel in regards to imparting writing/research instruction to your
students?

3 of 5

Response

Response

Percent

Count

Extremely confident

41.1%

23

Relatively confident

30.4%

17

Somewhat confident

21.4%

12

Not very confident

7.1%

4

answered question

56

skipped question

1

4 of 5

10. How vital would you consider a student’s ability to write as a measure of success in
your classroom?
Response

Response

Percent

Count

Essential

66.1%

37

Relatively Important

23.2%

13

Somewhat Important

3.6%

2

Marginally important

7.1%

4

answered question

56

skipped question

1
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Student Learning Outcome Development:
Faculty Survey October 2012

STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES---QEP

their writing.

Important

Not At All
Important

Not Very

(0)

0.0%

(3)

5.3%

(2)

3.5%

(1)

1.8%

(4)

7.0%

(3)

5.3%

(2)

3.6%

Neutral

1 of 11

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

1.8% (1)

Average

Rating
Count

Response

5

56

6

57

5

57

6

57

9

57

7

57

10

55

Extremely

4.96

4.72

4.75

4.89

4.53

4.61

4.69

Important

(54)

96.4%

(44)

77.2%

(45)

78.9%

(52)

91.2%

(34)

59.6%

(38)

66.7%

(43)

78.2%

Important

3.6% (2)

17.5% (10)

17.5% (10)

7.0% (4)

33.3% (19)

28.1% (16)

16.4% (9)

Somewhat

1. In rating the following, be sure to rate each independently of each other, and not in
comparison to the others.

Students will identify correct
their writing.

grammar, syntax, and spelling in

Any comments or concerns?
Students will identify appropriate
writing.

citation and quotation in their

Any comments or concerns?

from different perspectives.

Students will understand materials

Any comments or concerns?
Students will use appropriate
grammar, syntax, and spelling in

Any comments or concerns?
Students will use appropriate
citation and quotation in their
writing.
Any comments or concerns?
Students will use writing
conventions appropriate to their
and library resources.

discipline and utilize technological

Any comments or concerns?
Students will organize their writing
with a clear and coherent structure.
Any comments or concerns?

Students will find and evaluate
primary and secondary sources.
Any comments or concerns?

from different perspectives.

Students will evaluate materials

Any comments or concerns?
Students will write responses that
materials.

effectively integrate their course

Any comments or concerns?

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

1.7% (1)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

(0)

0.0%

(2)

3.5%

(4)

7.0%

32.8% (19)

40.4% (23)

(38)

65.5%

(32)

56.1%

4.62

4.53

4.79

58

5

57

3

57

0

(49)

86.0%

Any comments or concerns?

58

7.0% (4)

answered question

1

6

skipped question

17

2. Do have any additional outcomes you think should be included? Do you have any
additional comments about the project or the outcomes?

Count

Response

answered question

42

17

skipped question
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Assessment:
NSSE “Experiences with Writing”
Topical Module: Experiences with Writing
This module was drawn from the Consortium for the Study of Writing in College, an
ongoing collaboration between NSSE and the Council of Writing Program Administrators,
which explores the relationships between writing and learning, and identifies effective
teaching strategies to improve students’ writing abilities, their mastery of course
content, and achievement of other important goals of higher education. The questions
touch on three content areas: interactive writing processes, meaning-making writing
tasks, and clarity of writing expectations.

1.

During the current school year, for how many writing assignments have you done the following?

a. Talked with a classmate, friend, or family member to
develop your ideas before starting your assignment
b. Received feedback from a classmate, friend, or family
member about a draft before turning in your
final assignment
c. Gave feedback to a classmate about a draft or outline
he or she had written
d. Summarized material you read, such as articles, books,
or online publications
e. Analyzed or evaluated something you read, researched,
or observed
f. Described your methods or findings related to data you
collected in lab or field work, a survey project, etc.
g. Argued a position using evidence and reasoning
h. Explained in writing the meaning of numerical or
statistical data
i. Wrote in the style and format of a specific field
(engineering, history, psychology, etc.)
j. Addressed a real or imagined audience such as your
classmates, a politician, non-experts, etc.
2.

All writing
assignments

Most writing
assignments

Some writing
assignments

Few writing
assignments

No writing
assignments

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O
O

O
O

O
O

O
O

O
O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

During the current school year, for how many of your writing assignments has your instructor done the following?

a. Provided clear instructions describing what he or she
wanted you to do
b. Explained in advance what he or she wanted you to learn
c. Explained in advance the criteria he or she would use
to grade your assignment

Subject to final revisions and formatting

All writing
assignments

Most writing
assignments

Some writing
assignments

Few writing
assignments

No writing
assignments

O
O

O
O

O
O

O
O

O
O

O

O

O

O

O
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Writing Rubric I: Writing Community and
Writing Intensives

!
!
!
SLO"1:!Knowledge!of!Writing!
Conventions!(Grammar,!
Syntax,!Spelling)!!

SLO"2:"Knowledge!of!Writing!
Conventions!(Citation!and!
Quotation)!

SLO:"3"Writing!Organizational!
Skills!

SLO"4:"Writing!Research!Skills!

SLO"5:"Writing!
Argumentation!Skills!

"

!

2"
Limited"
Communicates!ideas!
successfully,!yet!
demonstrates!some!difficulty!
in!mastering!the!writing!
conventions!(grammar,!
syntax,!spelling,!sentence!
variety,!audience)!
!
Shows!adequate!grasp!of!
documentation!(citation,!
quotation,!use!of!MLA,!APA,!
or!other!appropriate!style)!

3"
Adequate"

Successfully!develops!ideas!
following!a!logical!sequence!
(introduction—thesis!
statement—supporting!
paragraphs—conclusion)!

Shows!solid!grasp!of!
documentation!(citation,!
quotation,!use!of!MLA,!APA,!
or!other!appropriate!style)!

Communicates!ideas!well!by!
demonstrating!an!accurate!
knowledge!of!writing!
conventions!(grammar,!
syntax,!spelling,!sentence!
variety,!audience)!

4"
Strong"

Develops!ideas!exceptionally!
well!following!a!logical!
sequence!(introduction—
thesis!statement—supporting!
paragraphs—conclusion)!
!
Demonstrates!a!thorough!
understanding!of!the!validity!
of!primary!or!secondary!
sources,!and!uses!both!these!
sources!and!course!materials!
exceptionally!to!craft!an!
argument!
!

Shows!precision!in!!
documentation!(citation,!
quotation,!use!of!MLA,!APA,!
or!other!appropriate!style)!

Communicates!ideas!clearly!
by!demonstrating!an!
excellent!knowledge!of!
writing!conventions!
(grammar,!syntax,!spelling,!
sentence!variety,!audience)!

5"
Outstanding"

!

!

Score"

Communicates!ideas!poorly!
and!makes!pervasive!errors!in!
the!use!of!writing!
conventions!(grammar,!
syntax,!spelling,!sentence!
variety,!audience)!

Adequately!develops!ideas!
following!a!logical!sequence!
(introduction—thesis!
statement—supporting!
paragraphs—conclusion)!

Demonstrates!an!
understanding!of!the!validity!
of!primary!or!secondary!
sources,!and!uses!both!these!
sources!and!course!materials!
well!to!craft!an!argument!
!

1"
Extremely"Limited"
Barely!communicates!ideas!
and!gives!little!to!no!
attention!to!writing!
conventions!(grammar,!
syntax,!spelling,!sentence!
variety,!audience)!

Shows!difficulty!in!presenting!
ideas!in!an!organized!
sequence!(introduction—
thesis!statement—supporting!
paragraphs—conclusion)!

Shows!some!difficulty!in!
gauging!the!validity!of!
primary!or!secondary!sources!
as!well!as!the!best!method!
for!implementing!these!
sources!and!course!materials!
into!the!overall!essay!
!

Documentation!(citation,!
quotation,!use!of!MLA,!APA,!
or!other!appropriate!style)!is!
either!incorrectly!executed!or!
inappropriately!sourced!

Does!not!correctly!identify!
valid!primary!or!secondary!
sources,!nor!implements!
these!sources!and!course!
materials!correctly!into!the!
overall!essay!
!

!

!

Uses!persuasive!examples!
well!to!support!the!overall!
essay.!Evidences!clear!
understanding!and!
evaluation!of!different!
perspectives!

Uses!exceptionally!persuasive!
examples!to!support!the!
overall!essay.!Shows!
exceptional!ability!to!
understand!and!evaluate!
different!perspectives!!

!

!

!

!

Documentation!(citation,!
quotation,!use!of!MLA,!APA,!
or!other!appropriate!style)!is!
either!lacking!entirely!or!
shows!marked!confusion!in!
the!formatting!
!
Shows!limited!understanding!
of!organization!
(introduction—thesis!
statement—supporting!
paragraphs—conclusion)!

Lacks!enough!persuasive!
examples!in!order!to!clarify!
the!overall!argument.!Shows!
minimal!understanding!or!
evaluation!of!different!
perspectives!

Does!not!correctly!identify!
valid!primary!or!secondary!
sources!or!fails!to!incorporate!
research!entirely.!What!
secondary!sources!and!
course!materials!are!used!in!
the!overall!essay!is!used!
either!incorrectly!or!without!
regard!to!the!overall!
argument!
!
Offers!no!clear!examples!to!
support!the!overall!
argument.!No!evidence!of!
understanding!or!evaluation!
of!different!perspectives!

Persuasive!examples!to!
support!the!essay!may!
consist!somewhat!of!opinion!
or!unproven!data.!Shows!
solid!evidence!of!
understanding!different!
perspectives,!weaker!on!
evaluation!of!different!
perspectives!
!
!

!
Average"Score"
!
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Writing Rubric II: Writing in the Discipline

!
!
!
SLO"1:!Knowledge!of!Writing!
Conventions!(Grammar,!
Syntax,!Spelling)!!

SLO"2:"Knowledge!of!Writing!
Conventions!(Citation!and!
Quotation)!

SLO:"3"Writing!Organizational!
Skills!

SLO"4:"Writing!Research!Skills!

1"
Extremely"Limited"
Barely!communicates!ideas!
and!gives!little!to!no!
attention!to!writing!
conventions!(grammar,!
syntax,!spelling,!sentence!
variety,!audience)!

2"
Limited"

3"
Adequate"

Shows!solid!grasp!of!
documentation!(citation,!
quotation,!use!of!MLA,!APA,!
or!other!appropriate!style)!

Communicates!ideas!well!by!
demonstrating!an!accurate!
knowledge!of!writing!
conventions!(grammar,!
syntax,!spelling,!sentence!
variety,!audience)!

4"
Strong"

Develops!ideas!exceptionally!
well!following!a!logical!
sequence!(introduction—
thesis!statement—supporting!
paragraphs—conclusion)!
Demonstrates!a!thorough!
understanding!of!the!validity!
of!primary!or!secondary!
sources,!and!uses!both!these!
sources!and!course!materials!
exceptionally!to!craft!an!
argument!
!

Shows!precision!in!!
documentation!(citation,!
quotation,!use!of!MLA,!APA,!
or!other!appropriate!style)!

Communicates!ideas!clearly!
by!demonstrating!an!
excellent!knowledge!of!
writing!conventions!
(grammar,!syntax,!spelling,!
sentence!variety,!audience)!

5"
Outstanding"

!

!

Score"

Communicates!ideas!poorly!
and!makes!pervasive!errors!in!
the!use!of!writing!
conventions!(grammar,!
syntax,!spelling,!sentence!
variety,!audience)!

Communicates!ideas!
successfully,!yet!
demonstrates!some!difficulty!
in!mastering!the!writing!
conventions!(grammar,!
syntax,!spelling,!sentence!
variety,!audience)!
Shows!adequate!grasp!of!
documentation!(citation,!
quotation,!use!of!MLA,!APA,!
or!other!appropriate!style)!

Successfully!develops!ideas!
following!a!logical!sequence!
(introduction—thesis!
statement—supporting!
paragraphs—conclusion)!
Demonstrates!an!
understanding!of!the!validity!
of!primary!or!secondary!
sources,!and!uses!both!these!
sources!and!course!materials!
well!to!craft!an!argument!
!

Documentation!(citation,!
quotation,!use!of!MLA,!APA,!
or!other!appropriate!style)!is!
either!incorrectly!executed!or!
inappropriately!sourced!

Adequately!develops!ideas!
following!a!logical!sequence!
(introduction—thesis!
statement—supporting!
paragraphs—conclusion)!
Shows!some!difficulty!in!
gauging!the!validity!of!
primary!or!secondary!sources!
as!well!as!the!best!method!
for!implementing!these!
sources!and!course!materials!
into!the!overall!essay!
!

Uses!exceptionally!persuasive!
examples!to!support!the!
overall!essay.!Shows!
exceptional!ability!to!
understand!and!evaluate!
different!perspectives!!

Shows!some!knowledge!of!
the!subject!and!limited!use!
specialized!concepts!!

!

!

!

!

!

!

Shows!difficulty!in!presenting!
ideas!in!an!organized!
sequence!(introduction—
thesis!statement—supporting!
paragraphs—conclusion)!
Does!not!correctly!identify!
valid!primary!or!secondary!
sources,!nor!implements!
these!sources!and!course!
materials!correctly!into!the!
overall!essay!
!

Uses!persuasive!examples!
well!to!support!the!overall!
essay.!Evidences!clear!
understanding!and!
evaluation!of!different!
perspectives!

Provides!little!or!no!evidence!
or!!knowledge!of!the!subject!
or!use!specialized!concepts!!

SLO"5:"Writing!
Argumentation!Skills!

Lacks!enough!persuasive!
examples!in!order!to!clarify!
the!overall!argument.!Shows!
minimal!understanding!or!
evaluation!of!different!
perspectives!

Shows!clear!understanding!of!
the!subject!and!facility!with!
specialized!concepts!

SLO"6:!Conventions!of!the!
Discipline!!!
"

Shows!limited!use!of!genre,!
format,!language!and!tone!
appropriate!to!the!discipline!

SLO"7:!Rhetoric!of!the!
Discipline!
"

Documentation!(citation,!
quotation,!use!of!MLA,!APA,!
or!other!appropriate!style)!is!
either!lacking!entirely!or!
shows!marked!confusion!in!
the!formatting!
Shows!limited!understanding!
of!organization!
(introduction—thesis!
statement—supporting!
paragraphs—conclusion)!
Does!not!correctly!identify!
valid!primary!or!secondary!
sources!or!fails!to!incorporate!
research!entirely.!What!
secondary!sources!and!
course!materials!are!used!in!
the!overall!essay!is!used!
either!incorrectly!or!without!
regard!to!the!overall!
argument!
Offers!no!clear!examples!to!
support!the!overall!
argument.!No!evidence!of!
understanding!or!evaluation!
of!different!perspectives!

Persuasive!examples!to!
support!the!essay!may!
consist!somewhat!of!opinion!
or!unproven!data.!Shows!
solid!evidence!of!
understanding!different!
perspectives,!weaker!on!
evaluation!of!different!
perspectives!
Shows!knowledge!of!the!
subject!and!engages!in!use!of!
specialized!concepts!

!

!

Good!use!of!disciplinary!
appropriate!genre,!format,!
language!!

Use!of!genre,!format,!
language!and!tone!are!
appropriate,!but!not!highly!
developed!
!

Shows!deep!understanding!!
of!the!subject!area!and!high!
degree!of!facility!with!
specialized!concepts!
Shows!very!high!degree!of!
use!of!disciplinary!
appropriate!genre,!format,!
language!and!tone!
!
!
!
Average"Score"
Use!of!genre,!format,!
language!and!tone!are!!
inappropriate!for!the!
discipline!
!

"
"
"
"
!
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Writing Community Exit Survey
WriAng	
  Community	
  Exit	
  Survey
Please	
  answer	
  a	
  few	
  ques8ons	
  to	
  help	
  us	
  improve	
  the	
  Wri8ng	
  Community	
  experience	
  at	
  St.	
  Thomas	
  University.	
  	
  
On	
  a	
  scale	
  of	
  1-‐5	
  where	
  1	
  is	
  “strongly	
  disagree”	
  and	
  5	
  is	
  “strongly	
  agree,”	
  please	
  indicate	
  your	
  response	
  to	
  the	
  
following	
  statements.
1.	
  	
  I	
  formed	
  rela8onships	
  in	
  the	
  Wri8ng	
  Community	
  that	
  I	
  
believe	
  will	
  con8nue	
  beyond	
  this	
  semester.

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  1	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  2	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  3	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  4	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  5	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
strongly	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  strongly
disagree	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  agree
2.	
  	
  The	
  Wri8ng	
  Community	
  encouraged	
  me	
  to	
  apply	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  1	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  2	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  3	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  4	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  5	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
concepts	
  and	
  skills	
  I	
  learned	
  in	
  one	
  course	
  to	
  another	
  
strongly	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  strongly
course.
disagree	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  agree
3.	
  	
  I	
  learned	
  skills	
  in	
  the	
  Wri8ng	
  Community	
  that	
  I	
  believe	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  1	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  2	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  3	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  4	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  5	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
will	
  help	
  me	
  succeed	
  at	
  St.	
  Thomas	
  University.
strongly	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  strongly
disagree	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  agree
4.	
  	
  The	
  Wri8ng	
  Community	
  helped	
  me	
  become	
  a	
  bePer	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  1	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  2	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  3	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  4	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  5	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
writer.
strongly	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  strongly
disagree	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  agree
5.	
  I	
  am	
  bePer	
  at	
  my	
  grammar	
  and	
  syntax	
  because	
  of	
  the	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  1	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  2	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  3	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  4	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  5	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
Wri8ng	
  Community.
strongly	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  strongly
disagree	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  agree
6.	
  The	
  Wri8ng	
  Community	
  helped	
  me	
  appreciate	
  diﬀerent	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  1	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  2	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  3	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  4	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  5	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
perspec8ves.
strongly	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  strongly
disagree	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  agree
7.	
  I	
  learned	
  skills	
  in	
  the	
  Wri8ng	
  Community	
  that	
  help	
  me	
  to	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  1	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  2	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  3	
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  papers.	
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8.	
  The	
  Wri8ng	
  Community	
  encouraged	
  me	
  to	
  use	
  proper	
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9.	
  I	
  Would	
  recommend	
  par8cipa8ng	
  in	
  a	
  Wri8ng	
  Community	
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to	
  a	
  fellow	
  student
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Please	
  respond	
  to	
  the	
  following:
List	
  three	
  of	
  the	
  most	
  helpful	
  aspects	
  of	
  the	
  Wri8ng	
  Community.
List	
  three	
  of	
  the	
  least	
  helpful	
  aspects	
  of	
  the	
  Wri8ng	
  Community.
List	
  three	
  ways	
  you	
  suggest	
  to	
  improve	
  the	
  Wri8ng	
  Community	
  experience.
Any	
  general	
  comments	
  or	
  sugges8ons?
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Writing Community Proposal Form

WriAng	
  Community	
  Proposal	
  Form

Wri8ng	
  Communi8es	
  link	
  an	
  English	
  composi8on	
  course	
  (ENG	
  101	
  or	
  ENG	
  102)	
  to	
  another	
  lower-‐division	
  general	
  
educa8on	
  course	
  and	
  a	
  ﬁrst-‐year	
  experience	
  course	
  (UNI	
  101).	
  A	
  cohort	
  of	
  ﬁrst-‐year	
  students	
  will	
  enroll	
  in	
  all	
  three	
  
sec8ons	
  of	
  the	
  Wri8ng	
  Community.
For	
  faculty	
  interested	
  in	
  oﬀering	
  a	
  Wri8ng	
  Community,	
  please	
  ﬁll	
  out	
  and	
  submit	
  this	
  form.	
  Your	
  proposal	
  will	
  be	
  
reviewed	
  by	
  the	
  QEP	
  Director	
  and	
  the	
  QEP	
  Advisory	
  CommiPee.	
  If	
  approved,	
  you	
  will	
  be	
  required	
  to	
  par8cipate	
  in	
  a	
  
series	
  of	
  training	
  workshops	
  prior	
  to	
  oﬀering	
  the	
  Wri8ng	
  Community.	
  

What	
  is	
  the	
  focus	
  or	
  theme	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  Wri8ng	
  Community?

Which	
  courses	
  will	
  be	
  linked	
  in	
  the	
  proposed	
  Wri8ng	
  Community?	
  	
  

Which	
  faculty	
  will	
  teach	
  the	
  courses	
  within	
  this	
  Wri8ng	
  Community?

What	
  shared	
  ac8vi8es	
  and	
  assignments	
  will	
  the	
  proposed	
  Wri8ng	
  Community	
  include?

What	
  semester	
  would	
  you	
  like	
  to	
  oﬀer	
  the	
  Wri8ng	
  Community?
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Writing Community Faculty Report

WriAng	
  Community	
  Faculty	
  Report
Please	
  respond	
  to	
  the	
  ques8ons	
  below.	
  Your	
  feedback	
  will	
  help	
  us	
  make	
  improvements	
  to	
  Word	
  Up!

1.	
  Overall,	
  how	
  would	
  you	
  evaluate	
  your	
  experience	
  par8cipa8ng	
  in	
  the	
  Wri8ng	
  Community?

2.	
  How	
  well	
  did	
  the	
  workshops	
  help	
  prepare	
  you	
  for	
  teaching	
  in	
  the	
  Wri8ng	
  Community?	
  What	
  changes	
  would	
  you	
  
recommend	
  to	
  the	
  workshops?

3.	
  How	
  useful	
  was	
  the	
  Wri8ng	
  Rubric?	
  

4.	
  What	
  were	
  the	
  most	
  posi8ve	
  elements	
  of	
  your	
  experience	
  with	
  the	
  Wri8ng	
  Community?

5.	
  Based	
  on	
  your	
  experience,	
  what	
  changes	
  would	
  recommend	
  to	
  the	
  wri8ng	
  communi8es?
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Implementation: Position Description of QEP Director

POSITION DESCRIPTION
POSITION TITLE:

Quality Enhancement Plan Director

INCUMBENT:

New Position

REPORTS TO:

Dean of Biscayne College

UNIT/DEPARTMENT:

Biscayne College/Academic Affairs

CLASSIFICATION:

Administrative

FLSA STATUS:

Exempt

POSITION SUMMARY:
Responsible for the implementation and operation of St. Thomas University’s Quality Enhancement
Plan (QEP). Oversees the development, implementation, and evaluation of the major components of
the QEP: first-year writing communities; writing-intensive courses; and writing in the discipline
courses. Effectively coordinates QEP-related activities with faculty, staff, and students, including
leading faculty development workshops, assessment of QEP Student Learning Outcomes,
benchmark reporting, and program evaluation. May teach writing courses as assigned by the Dean
of Biscayne College.

CHARACTERISTIC DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES:
•

Identify faculty participants in first-year writing communities, writing intensives, and writing in
the discipline courses

•

Lead faculty development workshops for writing communities, writing intensives, and writing in
the discipline courses

§

Coordinate formative and summative assessment of QEP student learning outcomes

§

Coordinate formative and summative assessment of QEP goals and objectives

§

Administer QEP budget
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Implementation: Position Description of QEP Director
(continued)
SUPERVISION RECEIVED:
Will exercise high degree of independent judgment and self-direction in the implementation,
development, and evaluation of the QEP. Will consult regularly with the Dean of Biscayne
College.

SUPERVISION EXERCISED:
Will share supervision of 25% of Administrative Assistant to the Dean of Biscayne College.

POSITION QUALIFICATIONS/SPECIFICATIONS:
§

MA, MFA in, or PhD in English or closely related field required

§

Significant experience in teaching writing at the college level required

§

Experience with writing across the curriculum required

§

Experience with writing in the discipline required
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Word  Up!  with  QEP
Written  by:    Professor  Beth  Stovell

    Many   of   you  have  seen  the  black  and  red  t-shirts  around  campus  with  the  phrase  “STU   QEP”  on  it.  
Some  of  you  may  recognize  the  QEP  from  the  “Name  the  QEP”  contest  that  has  happened  recently.  But  
some  of  you  may  be  wondering  “What  is  the  QEP?”    QEP  stands  for  Quality  Enhancement  Plan.  This  
plan   describes   how   St.   Thomas   as   a   university   will   enhance   some   aspect   of   student   learning.   STU’s  
QEP  focuses  on  undergraduate  writing.    The  QEP  at  STU  has  three  core  elements:  First-Year  Writing  
Communities,  Writing  Intensive  Courses,  and  Writing  within  the  Discipline  Courses.  
      Our   QEP   now   has   a   new   name!   Many   of   you   may   be   excited   to   hear   the   results   of   the   “Name   the  
QEP”  contest.  We  had  over  100  submissions,  but  one  stuck  out  as  particularly  noteworthy.  Our  winner  
of  the  contest  is  “Word  Up!”  submitted  by  Psychology  major,  Admira  Janvier.     This  student  received  a  
free  iPad  as  their  contest  prize.  Congratulations,  Admira!
      Students   are   excited   about   the   Word   Up!   QEP   Writing   Community   pilot   taking   place   this   Fall.  
Freshman  Jose  Farrera  describes  his  experience  this  way:  “My  experience  in  the  writing  community  was  
beyond  anything  that  I  expected.  It  was  so  much  more  than  just  a  "writing"  community.  It  really  was  the  
best   decision   I   could   have   made.   Whenever   I   had   questions   about   professors   or   homework   they   were  
always  there  to  give  a  helping  hand.”  
      Jose  particularly  appreciated  how  it  connected  him  to  other  students:  “one  of  the  most  enjoyable  experiences  was  that  it  connected  us  with  
other  incoming  freshmen  and  we  were  able  to  make  friends  rather  quickly.  These  friends  that  I  met  at  the  writing  community  have  been  there  
to  help  each  other  out  either  by  peer  editing  a  paper  or  just  simply  help  you  out  with  any  problems  you  might  have.  The  unique  thing  is  that  
the  writing  community  will  stick  together  for  the  2nd  semester,  so  instead  of  just  being  a  community  its  sort  of  become  a  second  family.”  
      When  asked  if  he  would  recommend  the  Writing  Community  experience  to  other  students,  Jose  said,  “Without  a  doubt  in  my  mind  I  would  
recommend  the  writing  community  to  absolutely  everyone.  Not  only  will  you  make  a  close  group  of  great  friends  but  you  will  also  benefit  
from  the  outstanding  help  that  the  advisors  will  provide  you  with.  The  writing  community  will  help  you  academically  and  personally.”

Feeling  Overwhelmed  or  Stressed?
Written  by:  Josie  Oramas,  STU  Counselor
Are  you  feeling  overwhelmed  or  stressed?  
What  is  stress?  A  reaction  response  to  certain  
events  or  situations  perceived  as  threatening.  
Some  of  the  responses  to  stress  are:  
Constant   worrying,   Inability   to   concentrate,  
Negativistic   thinking,   Substance   abuse,   Racing   thoughts,   Moodiness,  
Irritability,  Isolation,  Frequent  colds,  Aches  and  pains,  Interrupted  sleep
Here  are  some  ways  you  can  cope:
Exercise,  Express  feelings,  Write  in  a  journal,  Maintain  a  healthy  diet,  Get  
enough  sleep,  Focus  on  the  positive,  Talk  to  friends,  Plan  each  day,  
Prioritize  tasks,  Set  time  limits,  Say  no  to  nonessential  tasks,  Break  large  
tasks  into  smaller  ones,  Take  time  to  do  a  quality  job,  Evaluate  how  time  is  
spent,  Limit  distractions,  Take  breaks  as  needed,  Delegate
VISIT  YOUR  COUNSELOR
Health  &  Wellness  Center
305-628-6695
joramas@stu.edu
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