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Guide for Authors

WPA: Writing Program Administration publishes empirical and theoretical research
on issues in writing program administration. We publish a wide range of research
in various formats, research that not only helps both titled and untitled admin-
istrators of writing programs do their jobs, but also helps our discipline advance
academically, institutionally, and nationally.

Possible topics of interest include:

* writing faculty professional development

* writing program creation and design

* uses for national learning outcomes and statements that impact writ-
ing programs

* classroom research studies

* labor conditions: material, practical, fiscal

* WAC/WID/WC/CAC (or other sites of communication/writing in aca-
demic settings)

* writing centers and writing center studies

* teaching writing with electronic texts (multimodality) and teaching in digi-
tal spaces

* theory, practice, and philosophy of writing program administration

* outreach and advocacy

* curriculum development

* writing program assessment

* WPA history and historical work

* national and regional trends in education and their impact on WPA work

* issues of professional advancement and writing program administration

* diversity and WPA work

* writing programs in a variety of educational locations (SLACs, HBCUs,
two-year colleges, Hispanic schools, non-traditional schools, dual credit or
concurrent enrollment programs, prison writing programs)

* interdisciplinary work that informs WPA practices

This list is meant to be suggestive, not exhaustive. Contributions must be appro-
priate to the interests and concerns of the journal and its readership. The editors
welcome empirical research (quantitative as well as qualitative), historical research,
and theoretical, essayistic, and practical pieces.

Submission Guidelines

Please check the WPA website for complete submissions guidelines and to down-
load the required coversheet. In general, submissions should:

* be a maximum 7,500 words;

* be styled according to either the MLA Handbook (8th edition) or the Pub-
lication Manual of the American Psychological Association (6th edition), as
appropriate to the nature of your research;
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* include an abstract (maximum 200 words);

* contain no identifying information;

* be submitted as a .doc or .docx format file; and

* use tables, notes, figures, and appendices sparingly and judiciously.

Submissions that do not follow these guidelines or that are missing the cover page
will be returned to authors before review.

Reviews

WPA:Writing Program Administration publishes both review essays of multiple
books and reviews of individual books related to writing programs and their
administration. If you are interested in reviewing texts or recommending books
for possible review, please contact the book review editor at wpabookreviews@
gmail.com.

Announcements and Calls

Relevant announcements and calls for papers may be published as space permits.
Announcements should not exceed 500 words, and calls for proposals or partici-
pation should not exceed 1,000 words. Submission deadlines in calls should be no
sooner than January 1 for the fall issue and June 1 for the spring issue. Please email
your calls and announcements to wpaeditors@gmail.com and include the text in
both the body of the message and as a .doc or .docx attachment.

Correspondence

Correspondence relating to the journal, submissions, or editorial issues should be
sent to wpaeditors@gmail.com.

Subscriptions

WPA: Writing Program Administration is published twice per year—fall and
spring—by the Council of Writing Program Administrators. Members of the
council receive a subscription to the journal and access to the WPA archives as part
of their membership. Join the council at http://wpacouncil.org. Information about
library subscriptions is available at http://wpacouncil.org/library-memberships.



WPA 41.1 (Fall 2017)

Writing
P Program
A Administration

Journal of the

Council of Writing Program Administrators
Volume 41.1 (Fall 2017)

N
-

Contents

Editing WPA: Taking Wing.........ccccceveiniiiniciniiininiicenenenen,

Lori Ostergaard, Jim Nugent, and Jacob Babb

Time Enough?: Experimental Findings on

Embedded Librarianship .......cccocceveviiininininiinnincncniiicincnnenn

Alexis Teagarden and Michael Carlozzi

A Case Study Exploring the Connections between Locally
Defined Writing and Student Engagement: Toward a

“Think Little” Model for Assessment and Accountability ............

Diane Kelly-Riley

Linguistic Diversity in Online Writing Classes............cccccoceveuncne.

Bethany Davila, Tiffany Bourelle, Andrew Bourelle,
and Anna V. Knutson

Paths to Productive Partnerships: Surveying High School
Teachers about Professional Development Opportunities

and “College-Level” Writing .......ccccocevvviveniininiiincncicicincnne,

Melanie Burdick and Jane Greer

Metaphors for Writing Transfer in the Writing Lives and

Teaching Practices of Faculty in the Disciplines.........ccccccecvrueneee.

Neil Baird and Bradley Dilger

Review Essay

Critical Reading: Attention Needed! .........ccccoevvuiviiviniiinnnnnnnne.

Alice Horning

Research Review

Queer Ways of Knowing ........ccceceevvivincnicniiinincncniciccccncnne,

Jonathan Alexander

...... 125



Extending an invitation to join the

Council of

Writing Program Administrators

The Council of Writing Program Administrators offers a national network
of scholarship and support for leaders of college and university writing
programs.

Membership benefits include the following:

* A subscription to WPA: Writing Program Administration, a
semi-annual refereed journal

* Invitations to the annual WPA Summer Workshops
and Conferences

* Invitations to submit papers for sessions that WPA sponsors at MLA
and CCCC

* Participation in the WPA Research Grant Program, which
distributes several awards, ranging from $1,000 to $2,000

e Invitations to the annual WPA breakfast at CCCC and the annual
WPA party at MLA

* Information about the WPA Consultant-Evaluator Service

ANNuAL DuEgs
Graduate Students: $20
Not on Tenure Track: $20
Regular: $40
Sustaining (voluntary): $60
Library: $80

To Join
Visit us online at http://wpacouncil.org/membership or send your name,
address, email address, institutional affiliation, and dues to

Michael McCamley, CWPA Secretary
University of Delaware
Department of English

212 Memorial Hall
Newark, DE 19716
mccamley@udel.edu



Editing WPA: Taking Wing

Lori Ostergaard, Jim Nugent, and Jacob Babb

Forty years ago, the very first issue of the WPA Newsletter was pulled from a
typewriter platen, photocopied, and mailed to everyone who had paid their
$10 annual membership fee to the CWPA. The goals of that newsletter
were as modest as its production values: it aspired “to address some of the
issue which WPAs face” and to provide administrators with “helpful ways
of solving common problems.” Two years later, editor Kenneth A. Bruffee
recognized the field’s need for an even more vibrant, scholarly forum and
transformed the newsletter to “a full-fledged journal.” In his introduction
to the the first issue of WPA: Writing Program Administration (vol. 3, no.
1), he noted

we really didn’t expect to leave the comfortable nest of newsletter
publication so soon. . . . We’re still a little shaky on our pinions. Our
first few flights are likely to be short ones. But we are glad we've taken
wing, and we hope our fellow WPAs share our exhilaration. (97)

In assuming the editorship of WPA nearly four decades later, we find our-
selves, like Bruffee, both a little wobbly and very much exhilarated by what
lies ahead.

In 1979, Bruffee outlined a seemingly simple, two-pronged vision for
this publication: the dissemination of “thought, information, and expertise
relevant to the teaching-administrative function of writing program admin-
istration” and public and professional advocacy for the “special needs, val-
ues, and aims of writing program administrators” (7). As the eleventh edi-
torial team to lead this journal, we find it remarkable that WPA’s mission
has changed so little over time. Of course, we are pleased to continue the
journal’s mission to publish “thought, information, and expertise” relevant
to the work we do as program administrators. But we are also dismayed
that the need is perhaps more urgent than ever for us to convey our value
and values to broader publics. Reviewing the earliest issues of this journal,

WPA: Writing Program Administration, vol. 41, no. 1, 2017, pp. 7-11. 7
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we can’t help but observe—simultaneously and paradoxically—that whar’s
past is present and we’ve come a long way.

We will be instituting some changes to the journal over the next few
years to address the current values, research, and challenges of the field.
For example, we are now accepting proposals for policy symposia that will
engage with state, regional, or national policies of interest to WPAs. For
these symposia, we would like to have one expert introduce the policy and
its significance for WPAs, followed by a collection of two or three scholars
from different institutions who can explain how that policy has impacted
their writing program.

In response to the changing shape of our research, including the field’s
increasing embrace of the methods of social science, we are now accepting
articles in either MLA or APA editorial style. Our wish is for the journal to
reflect the wide range of research methods currently being used by WPAs
and to allow WPA contributors to use the style most rhetorically appropri-
ate for their purposes.

We are also delighted to bring Courtney Adams Wooten onboard as
our new book review editor. Courtney is an assistant professor and writing
program administrator at Stephen F. Austin State University. She has served
as an assistant editor for College English and she is co-editor (with Jacob) of
the collection WPAs in Transition: Navigating Educational Leadership Posi-
tions. Courtney is already hard at work on reviews for the spring 2018 issue,
which will be the first issue in which she assumes full control of the book
review section. We are very pleased to have her as part of our editorial team.

In addition to our core editorial team, we are pleased to welcome three
graduate students, each of whom will serve for a one-year term. We've
appointed two assistant editors to aid us with copyediting and author cor-
respondence. Katie McWain is a doctoral candidate in composition and
rhetoric at the University of Nebraska—Lincoln, where she co-directs the
Writing Lincoln Initiative and serves as a Husker Writers teaching fellow.
Molly E. Ubbesen is a doctoral candidate at the University of Wiscon-
sin—Milwaukee, where she studies composition pedagogy, writing program
administration, and feminist and queer rhetorics and she serves as the Eng-
lish 101 coordinator. We have also appointed Amy Cicchino as our new
advertising manager. Amy is a doctoral candidate at Florida State Univer-
sity, where she studies WPA scholarship and digital multimodality and she
teaches both in the college composition program and the editing, writing,
and media major. We're grateful to Katie, Molly, and Amy for jumping into
these new positions with enthusiasm and for helping us to get this first issue
ready for press.



Letter from the Editors

We’d like to thank the members of the editorial board who have agreed
to continue their service to the journal for the next year and beyond. Mem-
bers of the board met with us in Knoxville in July, providing us with advice,
encouragement, and input on the direction of the journal. We're also grate-
ful for the service of our colleagues who are cycling off of the board this
year: Norbert Elliot, Kristine Hansen, Martha Townsend, and WPA-GO
representative Al Harahap. The CWPA and this journal are better because
of you. Finally, this journal would not be possible without the active and
engaged membership of the CWPA. As a discipline of program administra-
tors, we understand the importance of resources for maintaining vigorous
institutions. Please help support the work of the council by checking your
CWPA membership status on the WPA website. In addition, please con-
sider becoming a sustaining member.

In Tais Issue

In this issue, we will continue the work of the previous editors by seeing the
articles that they selected and developed to publication. We remain struck
by the quality of works that Barbara UEplattenier and Lisa Mastrangelo
cultivated and, as we have worked with them during the editorial transi-
tion, we have seen firsthand how constructive, generous, and thoughtful
they were in their responses to articles; how closely they worked with WPA
contributors; and how meticulous they were in every aspect of this jour-
nal’s production. We are fortunate to follow in their footsteps. It will prob-
ably also surprise no one that these two historians of the field maintained a
careful archive for the journal that enabled us to make a smooth editorial
transition. Barb and Lisa have been generous, instructive, and supportive
during this past year as we shadowed their work for the journal, and we are
grateful for their mentorship.

This issue opens with an article by Alexis Teagarden and Michael
Carlozzi that investigates models for information literacy instruction in
first-year writing courses and asks “what does good information literacy
instruction look like?” While library researchers generally agree that "one-
shot" instructional approaches are inadequate, the more resource-intensive,
embedded librarian approach may not be any more effective. They sug-
gest that WPAs should consider alternative models, including the four
approaches these authors describe: online embedding, “train-the-trainer”
models, “macro-embedded librarian positions,” and “campus-wide curricu-
lum remapping.”

Diane Kelly-Riley’s argument for a “think little” model of assessment
emphasizes the importance of contextualizing assessment data within a
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local setting. Drawing from a junior-level portfolio assessment at a single
institution, Kelly-Riley addresses how to use local assessment data along
with broader, multi-institutional data from sources such as the National
Survey of Student Engagement. Following from the naturalist Wendell
Berry’s invitation to think little, Kelly-Riley argues that WPAs can do more
with assessment than just satisfy institutional assessment mandates. Her
article offers a model for gathering and analyzing data about student writ-
ing that can enable WPAs to make assessment mandates “more meaningful
for our programs and the faculty and students who occupy them.”

Bethany Davila, Tiffany Bourelle, Andrew Bourelle, and Anna Knutson
explore “Linguistic Diversity in Online Writing Classes” by describing an
online writing curriculum that enacts our field’s commitment to honoring
“linguistic diversity and multilingual writers” in our programs. Among the
findings of their study, which was conducted at a Hispanic-Serving Institu-
tion, Davila et al. note that while students in “traditional” sections of the
course referenced their exposure to other languages in their portfolio reflec-
tions, students enrolled in the language-focused classes seemed to recognize
that “language choices vary based on the expectations, affordances, and
limitations of discourse community values and genres.”

Melanie Burdick and Jane Greer investigate how secondary educators
define “college-level writing” and document the outside sources that shape
these teachers’ definitions and practices. Their survey of secondary educa-
tors in thirteen counties demonstrates that these teachers “draw upon a
wide range of professional resources and theories as they work to prepare
students for writing in college,” and they encourage WPAs to “engage more
energetically” with these practitioners and develop additional studies to
determine “how both high school teachers and college writing instructors
synthesize different sources of professional knowledge.”

While Burdick and Greer researched secondary educators’ definitions of
college-level writing, Neil Baird and Bradley Dilger’s article examines the
metaphors writing-in-the-disciplines faculty use to describe transfer. Their
study, “Metaphors for Writing Transfer in the Writing Lives and Teaching
Practices of Faculty in the Disciplines,” presents data from interviews with
fifteen faculty at their state comprehensive university and illustrates a dis-
connect between these instructors’ understanding of transfer in their own
learning, and their construction of transfer for their students. Baird and
Dilger demonstrate that a majority of instructors in their study employed
more complex metaphors for transfer when describing their own experi-
ences, but used much “simpler metaphors and approaches when teach-
ing writing.”

10



Letter from the Editors

This issue concludes with review essays from Alice Horning and Jona-
than Alexander, both commissioned by outgoing book review editor Nor-
bert Elliot. As her title suggests, Horning’s “Critical Reading: Attention
Needed!” calls attention to works on reading in writing studies. Exploring
recent books by Ellen C. Carillo, Daniel Keller, and Amy Wan, Horning
ultimately asserts that these texts offer “various ways to achieve the outcome
of intentional critical literacy” and that it is the “responsibility of writing
program administrators” to strive to incorporate critical literacy instruc-
tion in their programs. Alexander’s “Queer Ways of Knowing” provides a
review of research on queering the WPA, calling back to past president Rita
Malenczyk’s 2013 CWPA conference theme. Alexander offers a review that
examines the “relative irreconcilability of queerness and WPA work while
also . . . maintaining an eye on both for any generative tensions that might
yield useful insights.” We hope you find these reviews to be useful, engag-
ing, and thought-provoking.

11



Time Enough?: Experimental Findings
on Embedded Librarianship

Alexis Teagarden and Michael Carlozzi

ABSTRACT

We often assume first-year composition (FYC) involves outside research and
that information literacy (IL) is a necessary component of a college education.
Yet scholarship routinely shows that students struggle with college-level research,
writing instructors struggle to teach it, and librarians struggle to connect with
curriculum and students. What can be done? This article reports on a semester-
long controlled study measuring the effect embedded librarianship had on FYC
students’ basic IL skills, library attitudes, and source synthesis. Across three mea-
sures, embedded librarianship failed to demonstrate significant improvement in
comparison to the controls. Our results provide further evidence that one-shot
sessions are insufficient means of reaching IL objectives set by professional orga-
nizations. We conclude by overviewing four possible alternative approaches to
structuring information literacy education.

INTRODUCTION

What does good information literacy instruction look like? As a WPA and
a librarian teaching in the same first-year composition program, we found
this question critical to pose and challenging to answer. Like many univer-
sities, our campus lacks courses dedicated to IL or basic research methods.
Instead, our required general education curriculum assigned research skills
to English 101 and 102, 14-week courses that deliver research instruction
through a librarian-led single class period on library resources—a “one-
shot” session. This solution fit our time constraints and matched common
practice but meant that students had approximately one hundred min-
utes to master IL objectives. Unsurprisingly, this approach failed to meet
required course outcomes.

WPA: Writing Program Administration, vol. 41, no. 1, 2017, pp. 12-32. 12
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The term one-shot names its trouble. Artman et al. argue it “describe(s]
and convey(s] the futility of these sessions” (94). We further worried one-
shot sessions could hinder students’ IL development. One-shots can misrep-
resent research as a single database foray, realized in the product of a found
source—any source that seems to work. This contradicts the Association of
College and Research Libraries’ (ACRL) Framework for IL, which empha-
sizes recursivity and practice, how compositionists define research as a pro-
cess (Perl; Brent “The Research Paper”; Fister), and how professionals and
lay people acquire information (Haglund and Olsson; Jamali and Asadi;
Haines et al.; Nuti et al.; Stevens; Hightower and Caldwell; Sennyey et al.;
Rowlands et al.).

Recognizing one-shots as pedagogically unsound, our FYC/library fac-
ulty team sought alternatives. While composition studies has called for new
ways to teach research, library science has proposed an improvement—the
embedded librarianship model. The model is not without issues. First,
it demands time and personnel from departments often lacking both. It
increases librarians’ classroom contact hours and necessitates planning ses-
sions and regular communication with faculty. The model requires writ-
ing instructors to emphasize research skills without necessarily reducing
other curricular expectations. Such rearrangements of staff time and class
hours call for careful deliberation and well-grounded hope. Grounded hope
speaks to the second issue: embedded librarianship research often relies on
small case studies, making it difficult to generalize positive results.

Our team thus not only developed an embedded librarian—based cur-
riculum but also ran the pilot as a controlled experiment, intending to
collect robust, generalizable data. Over a semester, we tested the effects of
embedded librarianship against those of a traditional one-shot instruction
model. We hypothesized that embedded librarianship would prove a wor-
thy investment of class time, as we thought its effects would extend beyond
basic IL skills. Extra time spent working with librarians, we speculated,
would help model academic research as an iterative process arising from
responsive and responsible inquiry. We thought the model would improve
the timing of research activities in our curriculum and provide students
more time to search, to analyze sources, and to integrate those sources into
their arguments.

Ultimately we found both the control and experimental groups dem-
onstrated minor improvement in IL, but the general improvements fell far
short of our objectives and there was no significant difference between stu-
dents in the one-shot model and students in the embedded librarian model.
Our findings add to the growing concerns about the one-shot model of IL
instruction; they also raise questions about the efficacy of embedded librar-

13
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ianship. We offer details in our conclusion, where we concentrate on the
timing of IL education. Our results suggest more time in itself may not sig-
nificantly improve students’ research skills. This opens the question of how
much time research deserves in FYC classrooms, and how we balance that
allocation with other commitments.

WHAT’s Past: A ReEview oF IL STubDIES

How have previous programs taught research skills and fostered IL? The
field of composition studies acknowledges the importance of IL while illus-
trating deficits in its instruction. Students are argued to lack general IL
skills (Calkins and Kelley; Haller), the higher-level research skills college
demands (Purdy and Walker; McClure and Clink; McClure “Examining”),
and the motivation to invest in research (Brent “The Research Paper”).
But such misery has not sought company. Perelman points out that librar-
ians are stakeholders and willing collaborators in IL discussions (193), yet
few compositionists publish on joint efforts (Birmingham et al.). Journals
mostly offer case studies on specific assignments (Vetter; Rosinski and Pee-
ples; McClure et al.; Kadavy and Chuppa-Cornell). Brady et al. do provide
an overview of a joint library/FYC program, but offer as evidence only posi-
tive student feedback while noting the publication dearth of such collabora-
tions (see also Rabinowitz). Anecdote suggests FYC programs and libraries
cooperate, but such work remains within campus walls.

Instead of library collaborations, composition scholars often propose
revising curricula. In a trend that spans decades, a number of articles offer
intriguing ways to teach research-based argument but provide little detail
about what the associated library activities entail (Birmingham et.al). For
example, Petersen and Burkland provide detail on generating effective
research questions but state students “research it” without elaborating how
(239). Capossela outlines an inquiry-based, conversation model, claiming
“This logical, need-based way of approaching the library is more reason-
able and psychologically realistic than the traditional prompt for research
papers” (78). Her model, however, offers no insight into the library research
component beyond select student praise. More recently, Davis and Shan-
dle’s plea for reimagined research assignments gives multiple approaches
but never mentions librarians as a resource (see also Coon; Mueller; Keast;
Sura; Foster; Sdnchez et al.). Corbett even rejects the need for librar-
ian presence in his FYC courses. The siloed effect persists at the national
level; Addison and McGee’s review of the NSSE questionnaire shows
twelve questions about writing assignments, none of which even suggests a
library interaction.

14
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Academic librarianship, in contrast, has produced robust work on
teaching IL, one of which as recently as 2013 suggests writing studies to
be “blissfully unaware” (Brent, “The Research Paper” 43). A review of the
field finds strong consensus against one-shot models (Kvenild and Calkins;
Walker and Pearce; Kesselman and Watstein). As far back as 1988, Engeld-
inger acknowledged one-shots were “universally lamented by instruction
librarians.” Now librarians increasingly promote the embedded librarian-
ship model.

Embedded librarianship in general means that “the librarian becomes a
member of the customer’s community rather than a service provider stand-
ing apart” (Si et al.). Within this approach, Si et al. summarize the lit-
erature by defining two continua of embedded programs: micro to macro
and physical to online. Micro-embedding involves library intervention at
the course or program level. Macro-embedded models integrate librarians
within a department, so much so that librarians may even “permanently
reside in the department” (Si et al.). This approach somewhat differs from
traditional library liaison programs by formally placing librarians within
other departments. One of our project’s librarians, for example, was the
English department’s library liaison, but she operated from within the
library and did not have dedicated requirements in place for instruction
or research assistance outside of delivering one-shot sessions. Physical-
embedding enhances the librarian’s presence by increasing the frequency of
visitations or by expanding availability (e.g., office hours). Online embed-
ding typically occurs within the university’s learning management software
(Daly; Matthew and Schroeder).

In the past decade, many librarians implemented embedded librarian-
ship. Some report generalizable results (see Sapp et al.), but most draw on
case studies (Helms and Whitesell; Hall; Kim and Shumaker). So while we
saw great promise in the theory of embedded librarianship, we recognized a
need to examine embedded librarianship’s efficacy in a wide-scale, rigorous
study. This is especially true given embedded librarianship’s demands on all
parties involved. Such “costs” require careful study before wholesale adop-
tion, and we wanted to implement programmatic and interdepartmental
changes only with sufficient empirical evidence, advice we offer any WPA.

To test the effects of embedded librarianship, we piloted a micro-level,
physical model, as we worked with a particular course rather than an entire
department. We also used the physical method as it was most familiar and
appealing to our librarians.
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SEMESTER OF CHANGE: STUDY DESIGN AND PARTICIPANTS

In spring 2015, we conducted our experiment at University of Massa-
chusetts Dartmouth. Students were drawn from eighteen sections of ENL
102, the second course in the required FYC sequence (/V = 248). Half the
sections received the project’s intervention and the rest served as controls.
Of those 248 participants, 150 students completed both the IL pretests
and posttests and 146 completed both the attitudinal survey pretests and
posttests. All participating ENL 102 sections shared curriculum as well as
major writing assignments. Five instructors taught all of the project’s sec-
tions. Each instructor taught an equal number of control and experimental
sections. The two participating librarians handled the library instruction
for all sections involved. Prior to the semester, we divided sections among
the instructors and librarians. Following an IRB-approved protocol, we
requested participation from all students in each of the eighteen sections on
the first week of classes. There was no incentive for student participation.

Control sections received a one-shot instruction session taught by a
team librarian. Experimental sections received the same one-shot session
as controls as well as an additional three lessons all run by their embedded
librarian. The additional lessons included a dedicated introductory session,
further training in database navigation and source evaluation, and practice
with selecting objects of analysis for the final essay. The team’s two librar-
ians coordinated lessons so all classes received similar material.

To measure IL skills and attitudes, we analyzed three forms of stu-
dent data.

1. Pretests and Posttests

We based our test format on Hufford’s published work. Both the pretest
and posttest assessed the same content and took the same form, differing
only in question order and detail (e.g., the pretest used climatology while
the posttest used astrophysics). Test content included general IL skills, skills
covered by the one-shot sessions, and skills to be re-emphasized during the
extra “Library Connection” sessions. The pretest was distributed in the first
two weeks of classes, the posttest during the penultimate (13th) week of the
semester. Each test had 15 multiple choice questions.

2. Attitudinal Surveys

Just as composition scholars note the disjunction between high school and
college English classes (Applebee and Langer), the literature of library sci-
ence shows that many first-year students fail to comprehend university
libraries: they frequently come from high schools with one librarian and feel
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unprepared for comparatively massive university libraries (Head). The uni-
versity landscape—with subject-specialist librarians and discipline-specific
discourse communities—confuses many first-year students. Thus library
sessions often aim to familiarize students with university librarians; Mark-
graf et al. argue, for instance, that “having a librarian come to a class for an
instruction session can reduce library anxiety” (15).

We also created a six-question survey about students’ comfort level with
using online research skills and campus library services. Four of the ques-
tions were Likert-type items and two were yes/no. This attitudinal survey
was administered twice, once with the pretest and once with posttest.

3. Student Essays

We collected and analyzed final papers—an argumentative essay meant to
contribute to a class’s themed “conversation.” As every section taught the
same assignment sequence, all essays responded to essentially an identical
writing assignment.

Over the summer and fall of 2015, we analyzed the project’s data. We
first, however, omitted five questions from the pretests and posttests that
failed to capture what both the one-shot session and additional library
instruction lessons covered. After a norming session, the team coded for
and graded 130 student essays (with controls and experimentals distributed
evenly), having disregarded work from sections whose instructors altered
assighment requirements (e.g., some instructors did not require their stu-
dents to acquire scholarly sources).

Statistical analyses were conducted with IBM’s SPSS software. In all
cases, we followed convention by setting an alpha of 0.05 to determine sta-
tistical significance.

Our MoMEeNT oF TrRuTH: REVIEW OF RESULTS

1. IL Pre- and Posttests

While many students completed at least one pretest or posttest (z = 248),
we examined only completed pairs of pre- and posttests (z = 150), leading
to 82 controls and 68 experimentals respectively. The data show the experi-
mental sections scored higher than the control sections on the posttest,
but pretest means varied widely (table 1). Thus, comparing posttest means
would not inform us about changes brought on by the intervention because
the experimentals began with a considerable “head start.” We analyzed
the data with a repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA), a useful
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method to compare improvement between groups. We did not find signifi-
cant differences between groups, F(1, 148) = 1.20, p = .275.

Table 1
Mean Results for Pre- and Posttests

Control Experimental
(8D) (8D)
n 82 68
Pretest Mean 47.0 (20.3) 55.1(21.90)
Posttest Mean 63.9 (21.7) 67.8 (19.0)

2. Attitudinal Surveys

146 students completed both attitudinal surveys. Students improved in
most categories (table 2). To determine the influence of the intervention on
these gains, we ran a repeated measures ANOVA on each item. Some con-
troversy exists with using parametric tests on ordinal, Likert-type data, but
Norman and Murray find that such tests are appropriate. Question 6 alone
demonstrated significance (p = .003).

3. Student Essays

The final assignment called for students to synthesize one outside, schol-
arly source into an academic camp/perspective. We found this the one area
where some instructors diverged from the pre-established curriculum; we
removed divergent classes from the dataset and then rounded to the clos-
est even number (z = 130, split evenly for controls/experimentals). Coding
identified what kind of source, if any, a student used beyond the required
readings, i.e. “Outside Source Present” and “Scholarly Source Present.” For
all categories other than “Outside Source Present,” we coded only those
students who had included an outside source, 7z = 110, 54 controls and 56
experimentals (table 3).
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Within this subset, coders scored Synthesis Effectiveness from 0 to 3.
When a student used multiple sources in a paper, the coders scored the
source which appeared to facilitate the best synthesis. A paper which made
no discernible synthesis received a 0, e.g. explaining a source in isolation
or using a source as evidence for a student’s individual claim. A score of 1,
the most common score given, made a superficial connection between the
outside source and the synthesis camp, e.g.: “Like Adichie, Marco Carac-
ciolo contributes an argument that proves authors have a personal impact
on readers.” This level of synthesizing names a connection but leaves
it undeveloped.

A score of 2 demonstrated a more specific connection among authors.
For example:

This camp believes that writers are not writing about anything
important. Currey argues that emails taking over letters is hindering
the quality of writing because writers don’t think about what they’re
saying. Nehring presents the lack of reading by people today being
due to writers not talking about important subjects that would be
worth reading. Prato also complains that the largest problem facing
the news industry is sloppy writing by reporters that no one wants
to read.

While a 2 score reflects a vague connection which requires the reader
to connect the pieces, a 3 shows a specifically named and fully sup-
ported connection:

This Creative Camp, instead of paying attention to audience, sees
writing as a way to create ideas and be creative. Mason Currey argues
how writing is an outlet which gives the writer the ability to create
new ideas without any limitations. Currey views letter writing as a
way of “easing in and out of a state of mind” which permits the writer
to create more meaningful and “in depth work” (Currey). The idea
is that letter writing is what writing should be. Similarly, Flower and
Hayes argue that authors should free write, and in so doing, build
on previous ideas through creation: “this act of creating ideas, not
finding them, is at the heart of significant writing” (22). A similar
stance is found in Lou LaBrant’s work, who believes that good writ-
ing allows the writer to focus on expression, writing without any lim-
its. In all of these authors, writers should not be restricted by any
rules, and are truly able to convey the thoughts that they have—writ-
ing is basically a way to create and to solve problems, not so much to
reach an audience.
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This excerpt connects the outside source to the synthesized perspective and
then gives this set of authors a concrete description of shared values.

To test for significance, we ran an ANOVA on each of the categories,
finding no significant differences between groups.

Table 3
Mean Results for Student Essay Synthesis Coding (03 Scale)
Control Experimental ~ Significance
Qutside Source Present 84.6% 96.2% F=.061
(n =130) p =.806
F=.665
Scholarly Source 9% 4%
Present (1 = 110) p=.417
Synthesis E.ffectiveness Fe 203
Score Outside Source 0.50 0.64
p=.275

(n = 110)

TimEe To REFLECT: DiscussioN oF ResuLTs

After analysis and review, two key findings emerge. First, both groups
improved their basic IL skills. Gains from the IL pretest to the posttest
were significant (p < .001) and responses of “I don’t know” declined by
almost half (320 to 161). We recognize too many extra-classroom factors to
claim responsibility for the students’ gains: we acknowledge, for example,
the presence of a “maturation effect” as well as corroboration (other courses
covering IL skills). These factors, and more, may have caused such improve-
ment. Still, these results show that FYC students improve in basic IL skills,
even without focused training. Such findings might temper the widespread
concern that college, and FYC in particular, does not improve students’
IL. Yet these slight gains fail to represent either our program’s objectives or
expectations set by the CWPA or ACRL.

This foreshadows our second, more pressing conclusion: the data show
no significant differences between our experimental and control groups.
Absent any discernible effects from our embedded librarianship proj-
ect, we cannot claim that the intervention improved students’ IL skills
and attitudes. The findings provide further evidence that one-shot ses-
sions are insufficient means of reaching IL objectives set by professional

21



WPA 41.1 (Fall 2017)

organizations. They also complicate the current optimism for embed-
ded librarianship.

Our survey results also illustrate the difficulty in improving students’
library attitudes. We assume that a large majority of students coming into
our experiment received library instruction, since most ENL 101 classes
included a one-shot. But just 27% of pre-intervention students claimed to
ask librarians for research assistance, and 27% post-intervention students
made the same claim. Similarly, students did not feel comfortable working
with librarians at the project’s end relative to other scores; the posttest result
of 3.81 barely increased and remained the lowest score on the same scale.
Our hypothesis that additional librarian visits would improve students’
comfort of the library and its librarians, unfortunately, did not prove true.

We did find notable improvement on one question: students in the
embedded librarian sections reported a statistically significant increase in
using library resources. Such results call for further exploration through
corroboration (e.g., tracking library visitations). But overall the attitudi-
nal surveys show, at most, that the embedded librarianship model slightly
increased the number of students who report using the library’s resources.
In our targeted areas of improving comfort and contact with librarians, the
embedded librarianship model cannot be considered an improvement over
the one-shot model, and neither model demonstrates much efficacy.

The student essay results, which examined synthesis skills, also raised
concerns. Source selection is a common IL assessment measure within
library studies, and one in which embedded librarianship has shown
improvement (Sapp et al.). We hypothesized that embedded librarianship
would result in more students finding appropriate outside sources during
class and/or be more likely to consult librarians. We predicted the experi-
mental sections would use more outside sources that matched the assign-
ment criteria (peer-reviewed, scholarly articles), yet we found no differences
between groups.

We had also speculated our intervention’s early work identifying “out-
side sources” might give students more time to unpack these difficult texts
and thus improve their ability to integrate outside research. But all students
struggled to synthesize outside material. Most students could retrieve schol-
arly sources (81%), but few could effectively integrate these found sources
into larger discussions. In contrast, students were more able to synthesize
class readings, identifying and analyzing connections among authors (scor-
ing 1.27 out of 3.00, over a 200% improvement from synthesizing out-
side sources). We thus suggest that the low synthesis scores reflect not an
inability to synthesize but rather a difficulty engaging independently with
scholarly work. This echoes Doug Brent’s experiences, where his students
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“learned how to find information in the library and how to document
it . . . But their research papers, by and large, remained hollow imitations
of research, collections of information gleaned from sources with little syn-
thesis, evaluation, or original thought” (Reading 3). These conclusions also
complement The Citation Project’s finding that students pick up a source’s
individual sentences rather than engage with its entire argument (Howard
et al.).

We find our results surprising and disappointing, especially when simi-
lar programs reported success with embedded librarianship. We postulate
several hypotheses for this difference in findings. First, we may not have
“embedded” librarians enough. The experimental classes received three
times more exposure and interaction with librarians—a serious investment
of class time and curricular focus. However, three days comprise little of the
semester’s 40-some sessions and do not offer much reinforcement or guided
practice. Unfortunately, this is where the resource-intensiveness of embed-
ded librarianship factors in: a practical look at staff resources and curricu-
lar demands finds our model already strains campus capacity. More library
sessions would be infeasible.

We also considered that our test instrumentation failed to capture the
intervention’s effects. We acknowledge the difficulty inherent in measuring
literacy growth. Pre- and posttests are the norm for library science research
(Helms and Whitesell), but they might not fully capture student develop-
ment. However, we argue that our data collection—tests, surveys, and stu-
dent writing—is too robust to dismiss solely in terms of erroneous assess-
ment measures.

Instead we wonder if our study’s design affected results. We were able
to work within a semester-long timeframe; previous work did not often
probe “long lasting” effects. Gandhi, reporting on an often-cited success-
ful embedded librarianship project, administered IL pretests on week two,
reviewed them with experimental sections in week three, and then admin-
istered posttests on week four. If we wish to measure gains in IL, then con-
sidering a full semester seems to us the basic unit of time; advanced study
would consider transfer across semesters and even beyond college.

We could also control many variables among the 18 involved sections,
another feature not always possible in previous work. Mery et al. found that
students receiving online embedded instruction performed much better on
posttests than students receiving traditional instruction. Yet they acknowl-
edge that for “students [receiving online instruction], both the pre- and
posttests had points toward the final grade associated with them. However,
students in the other groups did not have this grade incentive” (375). Con-
necting student grades to test performance for one group will confound
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results. Archambault’s multi-year assessment of first-year student learning
admits a “major limitation of [her] research study is its methodology . . .
seven different librarians taught the face-to-face segments, and while stan-
dardization was attempted, there may have been some inconsistencies in
delivery . . . No control group was used . . . there was no pre-test, and so it
is unknown whether the students in each year started from different base-
lines of knowledge” (100).

However, our results do concord with some previous research. One-shot
models have been shown ineffective at meeting IL learning outcomes (Mery
and Newby; Artman et al.). Furthermore, Hufford’s study of a library-
run research course found that, while students improved from beginning
to end, they could not satisfy the course’s objectives. Thus while previous
studies of intensive embedded models have reported some success, even
IL-centered, library-run courses report problems teaching this complex
topic successfully.

In summary, while students show minor improved basic IL skills and
attitudes over the semester, we find no meaningful difference between stu-
dents receiving one-shot or embedded instruction. Furthermore, there is
no evidence of advanced IL improvement as defined by students’ ability to
successfully synthesize “outside sources” into their arguments. Thus neither
the one-shot nor the embedded librarianship model helped students achieve
the course’s IL learning outcomes.

THE FUTURE TENSE: ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES TO TEACHING IL

A writing program’s best approach to IL must balance generalizable
research with local needs, resources, and constraints. But because our find-
ings suggest the embedded model is itself insufficient for improving student
literacy, and the model is particularly resource-heavy, we caution against its
adoption. Yet we also recognize the need to move beyond one-shot mod-
els. What, then, might be done? The literature provides several alternatives.
They all reimagine what good IL education looks like; each may also cre-
ate strain within and between stakeholders. We recommend reviewing all
of these models before planning pilot interventions; each offers a different
arrangement of costs and benefits.

Moving Embedding Online

For programs interested in extending time spent on IL and with librar-
ians, embedding online might offer a feasible and efficacious model. Physi-
cal embedding is limited by staff availability whereas online librarians can
simultaneously assist many classrooms. While studies of online embedded
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are few, they show potential. Heathcock, for instance, found no significant
differences in student performances when they received “limited-duration
[online] embedded librarians” or “full-semester embedded librarians,”
although with a limited sample (7 = 22).

The online embedded model, however, often takes a one-on-one
approach. This can shift a librarian’s perceived role from teacher to tutor,
possibly challenging professional identity and training. An ACRL report
finds librarians often fail to include interactive tutoring sessions in descrip-
tions of valuable work (Oakleaf 134). While ACRL defends the importance
of such online support, the shift requires more than a change in role defi-
nition. Studies find classroom-based instructional strategies do not effec-
tively transfer to tutoring (Eldredge; Waite; Gannon-Leary and Carr), so
successful online embedding can require new skills. We see a need for more
research in online embedded librarianship’s effects, especially controlled
studies comparing one-shot and physically embedded models to online
forms and what works for training staff and designing curriculum.

Adopting a Train-the-Trainer Model

For programs prepared to rearrange instructional responsibilities, another
possibility is adopting the “train-the-trainer” model. This approach shifts
IL teaching entirely to the FYC faculty. Librarians, in turn, instruct fac-
ulty on how to best teach IL. White-Farnham and Gardner report their
successes with faculty and librarians co-developing online course-content
and then having faculty integrate it in their courses. Their study speaks to
the larger research agenda in library science called “train-the-trainer” (for
parallel quantitative arguments, see Samson and Millet; Wolfe). At its best,
this model increases teaching adaptability while also efficiently allocating
time. The librarians concentrate on supporting the writing faculty who in
turn meet their classes’ unique needs with well-trained methods. But train-
the-trainer undercuts an important goal of many FYC/library collabora-
tions—increasing students’ comfort and engagement with librarians to cre-
ate thereby transferable, cross-campus connections. Its paired potential and
risk call for more research.

Developing Macro-Embedded Librarian Positions

Micro-level, physical embedded librarianship might be the most resource-
heavy of current IL instruction models. Macro-level embedding, with its
program/department-level dedicated librarian, could require fewer long-
term resources. When working on the micro-level, library-based instruction
staff must juggle university-wide commitments, coordinate schedules, stan-
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dardize instruction, and collaborate with all interested faculty. A macro-
embedded librarian can concentrate on developing expertise and connec-
tions within a smaller, stable sphere. The cost of such positions is upfront
and serious. Yet after establishment, these positions abound with time to
create and implement IL education throughout a program or major.

Such dramatic role realignments and institutional change require buy-
in from various stakeholders and cannot be easily implemented. For most
universities, macro-librarianship cannot be the short-term or even mid-
range solution to IL education’s issues. What WPAs could do, however, is
advocate for these kinds of positions in their institutions and their profes-
sional organizations.

Remapping IL Outcomes

Turning to the inward logic of the above solutions, however, we note these
approaches all raise the question why FYC should include IL or research
objectives at all. The assumption FYC advances IL through outside research
is thoroughly embedded, though its efficacy has been questioned for
decades (Larson). The current WPA outcomes statement expects students
to locate, evaluate, and integrate sources, and ACLR’s Framework more
fully depicts college-level ILs complexity. Mazziotti and Grettano argue
that previous incarnations of these documents demonstrate cross-field con-
sensus points—foundations for cooperative IL teaching efforts. Their work
illustrates a collaboration-based perspective to IL, one seemingly premised
on many hands make light work.

Yet is teaching IL an issue of coordinating multidisciplinary hands?
Meeting the IL portion of CWPA outcomes, let alone the ACRL Frame-
work, seems to require at least its own class, a conclusion reached by some
librarians (Cook; Eland). Perhaps effective teaching requires us not to make
light work of IL (and perhaps unintentionally make light of it), but rather to
shift focus from collaborative planning to curriculum timing. What if both
fields turned their attention to redesigning IL education, making time for
it throughout an entire college education and/or developing research skills
within concentrated classes?

With such a change, FYC could devote more time to teaching students
how to unpack complex readings and then integrate them meaningfully
into argument. Adler-Kassner and Estrem, with many others, have called
for a renewed FYC focus on reading (Bunn; Rhodes; Howard et al.), and
Keller concludes his book-length study of the issue arguing “As literacies
accumulate composition must position and reposition itself amidst reced-
ing, merging, and emerging literacies, as well as in respect to its purposes
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and responsibilities” (157). We wonder what would happen if FYC repo-
sitioned its contribution to IL as that of increasing reading and writing
skills and teaching students to understand and respond to arguments. Later
courses could assume the responsibility of teaching discipline-based IL and
research skills.

As the college-wide ACRL standards acknowledge, FYC cannot be the
sole provider of IL; it might not even be a good provider. WAC, WID,
or even major-based classes in research offer more contextualized, dedi-
cated, and extended time for research skills training. But alike to macro-
embedded librarianship, this dramatic a change extends beyond the power
of a WPA or even an FYC/library collaboration. Such work might begin,
though, with FYC/library advocacy against one-shot instruction and one-
class mastery. And both composition studies and library science can shape
research and policy agendas that support substantial IL education.

Now is not the time to be coy about teaching IL; its importance deserves
our best efforts. But IL is a long-term project and an FYC semester is short.
How to balance FYC’s sometimes iron-wrought time constraints requires
individual, programmatic, and cross-field study. However, we acknowledge
the wide consensus that one-shot sessions show little success. Similarly, our
findings suggest “micro-level” embedded librarianship will not necessarily
improve student learning. For WPAs intrigued by embedded librarianship
models, we recommend careful study of their efficacy, especially before
moving whole programs to such a resource-intensive approach. We also
suggest considering the wider set of options currently under study, from
online embedding to campus-wide curriculum remapping. Overall, we join
voices from both composition and library science calling to develop further,
empirical studies of IL interventions.
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A Case Study Exploring the Connections
between Locally Defined Writing and Student
Engagement: Toward a “Think Little” Model
for Assessment and Accountability

Diane Kelly-Riley

ABSTRACT

WPAs are positioned to provide valuable perspective on local and broader assess-
ment and accountability conversations, and can also contribute to the larger
understanding of what writing is and how it operates. This article reports on
an exploratory case study that conducts an extrapolation inquiry looking at con-
nections between writing, evaluated in a local context through a campus-wide,
Junior writing portfolio, and student engagement, measured by the National
Survey of Student Engagement. The article advocates for WPAs to use assess-
ment data from local contexts as a way to document the complexity of postsec-
ondary writing.

We are going to have to gather up the fragments of knowledge and
responsibility that we have parceled out to the bureaus and the cor-
porations and the specialists, and put those fragments back together
again in our own minds . . . .

—Wendell Berry, “Think Little” (76-77)
INTRODUCTION

Connections between the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE)
and writing are often framed through the lens of accountability. Recently,
Paul Anderson et al. detailed a large-scale study examining the relationship
between writing and engagement across multiple institutions, an impor-
tant perspective in the current assessment and accountability climate. Their
study provides a high-level view of what students report learning across
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multiple disciplines and institutions, and provides evidence for the value
of writing and engagement practices in postsecondary settings. George
Kuh, one of the creators of NSSE, states “student engagement . . . has
emerged during the past fifteen years to become one of the most impor-
tant ‘organizing constructs for institutional assessment, accountability, and
improvement” (“Conceptual and Empirical Foundations” 5). In “What is
NSSE?,” Chatles Paine et al. explain NSSE’s definition of engagement as “a
construct that represents the degree to which (1) students devote time and
effort to educationally purposeful activities, and (2) schools, programs, and
teachers organize curricula to support and encourage students to devote
time and effort to these activities (267). Additionally, Charles Paine details
the work of the CWPA/NSSE Consortium, a collaboration which created
twenty-seven additional writing-focused questions administered with the
regular NSSE survey to establish writing-specific benchmarks comparable
across institution types. Addison and McGee note that such data provide
“more information on writing instruction in the United States [and] also
an understanding of the extent to which engaging in certain types of writ-
ing instruction measures up to NSSE’s benchmarks” (152). However, all of
the NSSE survey questions (including the twenty-seven Consortium items)
are self-reported student responses about their connection to and engage-
ment with writing. NSSE results do not reflect actual writing performance.
Paine et al. offer valuable suggestions for how WPAs might use NSSE data
in their work, but the use only considers writing and engagement data par-
allel to each other, and never in direct relationship.

Often, WPAs aren’t positioned to participate in such large-scale research
projects. In this paper, I want to turn attention to opportunities WPAs
have to explore how local assessment data—often arising from classroom
settings—can be used to explore local definitions of writing, which also
contributes valuable perspective to the larger understanding of what writ-
ing is and how writing works. In particular, I report on an exploratory case
study of how writing—assessed and defined in a local context—relates to
student engagement—assessed and defined by NSSE, a construct with high
value for and within writing programs. Examinations of local definitions
of writing against external measures help illuminate how writing operates
in natural settings. Such an analysis is considered extrapolation inquiry as
detailed by Diane Kelly-Riley and Norbert Elliot in “The WPA Ouzcomes
Statement, Validation, and the Pursuit of Localism.”

In an essay from 1969, naturalist author Wendell Berry reflects on the
tendency of large social movements to stall, and asserts that
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for too many they have been the fashionable politics of the
moment . . . undertaken too much in ignorance . . . too much sim-
plified . . . powered . . . by impatience and guilt of conscience and
short-term enthusiasm, and too little by an authentic social vision
and long-term conviction and deliberation. For most people those
causes have remained almost entirely abstract . . . [with] too little per-
sonal involvement, and too much involvement in organizations that
were insisting that ozher organizations should do what was right. (69)

Berry warns of issues that become “public causels], served by organiza-
tions that will self-righteously criticize and condemn other organizations,
inflated for a while by a lot of public talk in the media” (70). He argues that
the solution to this disconnect is to “think little,” to take direct and spe-
cific action toward solving problems. For Berry, planting a garden is a more
meaningful act that does more “to solve [a problem] than any bureaucrat
who is talking about it in general” (78). Certainly, for WPAs, assessment
and accountability represent the Big Issues of which Berry warns. Chris
Gallagher notes that assessment is a daily reality for WPAs with multiple
guises: “politics and pedagogy, burden and opportunity, threat and prom-
ise, weapon and tool” (29). The assessment and accountability mandates
result from broader, national political initiatives that suggest that students
aren’t learning enough in college (see Arum and Roksa’s Academically
Adrift) and other national conversations that politicize the ills and problems
of public education.

As Linda Adler-Kassner and Susanmarie Harrington observe in
“Responsibility and Composition’s Future in the Twenty-first Century:
Reframing Accountability,” accountability efforts tend to define writing—
and other constructs—in very limited ways. They argue “writing is nar-
rowly conceived, sometimes as grammatical correctness or, more recently,
as the reproduction of particular interpretations or modes” (74-76). As a
result, the complexity of writing is seldom captured in materials or reports
that respond to assessment and accountability mandates. Similarly, the
domain of engagement also has been narrowly defined. Michael Olivas
argues that “the rise of the [Surveys of Student Engagement] was spawned
in the tidal wave of the [No Child Left Behind]-related ethos, where assess-
ments matter at all levels, including structural didactic shifts, such as the
widespread use of instructional technology, asynchronous learning, and
web-based teaching” (2). Alexander McCormick states that “accountabil-
ity is accomplished by the marketplace—that is, the response of students
and their parents—which rewards and punishes institutions based on pub-
licly reported performance information” (98). In other words, writing and
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engagement exist in politically charged contexts, and writing programs
experience these pressures at multiple levels.

Gallagher observes that WPAs occupy unique terrain from which
meaningful assessment data can be drawn and conclusions can be made,
and, in this paper, I advocate that a “think little” approach can be used
effectively by WPAs to respond to problems observed in local, institu-
tional, and broader assessment and accountability efforts. It’s important
that WPAs don’t conflate Adler-Kassner’s and Harrington’s caution about
narrowly defined constructs of writing with localness, because writing prac-
tices within our local contexts represent a great deal of diversity and variety.
For local inquiry, it’s important to include writing that comes from unique
situations of instructional settings.

Our WPA work requires us to be attentive to the accountability con-
text, but we also are stewards of writing enacted in multiple, complex sites.
Brian Huot, Linda Adler-Kassner and Peggy O’Neill, and I assert that local
definitions of writing situated within instructional contexts should be the
primary focus within an assessment and accountability frame. In “Stan-
dards, Outcomes, and All that Jazz,” Kathleen Blake Yancey describes how
the WPA Outcomes Statement for First-Year Composition was deliberately
articulated in terms of common areas for learning rather than specific lev-
els of performance. This nuance is important. Rather than reporting how
well we meet an arbitrary and external level of performance, the terms we
have set for ourselves in the Outcomes Statement invite us to investigate the
ways our programs and students meet our common goals through differen-
tiated levels of performance. As a result, WPAs should document the local
varieties of writing, and it’s important to demonstrate these local yields by
virtue of considering what is produced in instructional settings. There is an
inherent tension within our work to quantify and measure what students
can do, but we also need to expand and explore broader notions of writing
in the academic and public realms.

Cast Stupy: CONSIDERING WRITING THROUGH ENGAGEMENT

In “The WPA Outcomes Statement, Validation, and the Pursuit of Local-
ism,” Kelly-Riley and Elliot argue for the need to consider extrapolation
evidence related to writing performance in writing programs by posing
three questions:

1. How does. .. writing . . . relate to other measures of writing?

2. What methods can be used to examine the nature of the relation-
ship of the given model to related ones?
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3. What methods can be used to expand the construct model so that
its relationship to robust measures may be increased? (102)

Looking at writing in particular contexts defined in relationship to other
learning outcomes helps build more complex views of writing. Extrapola-
tion is “defined as the extension of [a] limited representation [of a con-
struct] to the full range of performances in the target domain” (92). In
other words, extrapolation inquiry considers the variables within and exter-
nal to writing that help give it shape. For WPAs, empirically based inquiry
offers one way to explore and answer extrapolation questions. A common
approach for empirically based extrapolation inquiry explores postsecond-
ary writing ability in terms of performance on standardized measures, such
as the SAT and ACT, and then subsequent writing performance in first-
year writing curricula through course grades. In 2008, Ernest Pascarella et
al. used extrapolation techniques to explore how engagement benchmarks
related to other measures that support behaviors of “quality of undergradu-
ate education.” Precedence has been established using these techniques for
both writing and engagement, and extrapolation inquiry often considers
different measures at relatively close, but distinct points in time. Often data
used in extrapolation inquiry must be drawn from staggered points because
of the nature of the timing of the administration of various assessments.

Study Description

My study took place at a large, public research university in the Pacific
Northwest that has maintained a mostly constant presence on the list of
U.S. News and World Report’s “College Rankings Writing in the Disciplines
Academic Programs to Look For.” The institution touts that it robustly
promotes writing throughout the entire undergraduate experience, stating
that writing happens in every department on campus, and documents such
in biennial reports about the institution-wide, junior-level Writing Portfo-
lio assessment. Evans and He observe “papers submitted for the Portfolio
came from nearly every program at the institution” (48). The institution has
a writing-rich undergraduate curriculum with embedded writing require-
ments throughout all areas of study; writing assessment requirements at the
entry and junior levels; and a writing center that supports writers through
small group and face-to-face tutorials.

Situating this study in the junior-level writing portfolio assessment
allows for exploration of a broader definition of writing—one that goes
beyond the traditional conception of WPA work as something limited
to first-year composition, and encompasses a multi-disciplinary perspec-
tive. The domain of writing is explored in relationship to data about stu-
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dent engagement reported as students prepare to exit their undergraduate
study. The junior writing portfolio is comprised of an impromptu essay and
three course papers written for college courses that have been approved by
the original instructor for inclusion in the portfolio and serves as a mid-
career placement test (see Haswell and Wyche). An expertrater system for
evaluation—one that relies on teachers’ classroom expertise about student
and classroom expectations to make direct placements into Writing in the
Major courses—is used to evaluate the portfolios (Smith; Haswell).

Faculty members approve course papers originally written in their
classes for submission in the Writing Portfolio. The original course instruc-
tors evaluate the papers as Acceptable or Outstanding, and this part of
the evaluation informs the assessment process. Broadly stated, faculty
make one of three decisions: the writing in the portfolio demonstrates a
need for supplemental support in Writing in the Major courses; the writ-
ing demonstrates readiness to enter into the curriculum unassisted, or the
writing demonstrates with a level of quality worthy of recognition beyond
acknowledgement of readiness for the upper-division curriculum. Evalu-
ators decide on a range of options for assessment—{rom needing supple-
mental writing instruction to deeming the writing exceptional. The actual
assessment is communicated in words—Needs Work, Acceptable, Dis-
tinction—since the purpose of the assessment is to ascertain instructional
needs or accomplishments.

For a WPA, their institution has likely participated in the administra-
tion of NSSE at some point in time. NSSE developed out of Chickering
and Gamson’s “Seven Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Edu-
cation” and emphasizes “student faculty contact, cooperation among stu-
dents, active learning, prompt feedback, time on task, high expectations,
and respect for diverse talents and ways of learning” (Kuh, “Conceptual
and Empirical Foundations” 5). The scope and impact of NSSE is impres-
sive. In 2014, 355,000 first-year and senior students attending more than
seven hundred colleges and universities completed the survey, and the
surveys were first administered in 1999. NSSE partners with institutions
to facilitate decision-making about undergraduate practices and policies
to make decisions about program improvement. In particular, the NSSE
website touts more than five hundred examples of how “faculty, staff and
others can use NSSE results almost immediately to improve the quality
of the undergraduate experience” (Kuh, “Conceptual Framework”). There
are customizable reports by institution type, size, studentlevel, and other
demographic indicators. In “What Is NSSE?,” Paine et al. detail additional
background on NSSE and ways in which WPAs can use that data to under-
stand and improve their programs.
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The general NSSE survey includes several questions or survey statements
related to writing. I identified common groupings, and organized writing-
related survey items into six categories: individual writing process, collab-
orative writing process, interaction with faculty, mental process, length of
assigned papers, and educational expectations.

Research Questions

I wanted to explore the relationship between the definition of good writing
enacted locally through the required, university-wide, junior-level writing
portfolio assessment and engagement as articulated through several ques-
tions on the main NSSE survey. | adapted my research questions from the
three previously articulated extrapolation questions (above), and the follow-
ing questions guided my research:

1. What is the relationship between student engagement (defined by
the NSSE) and writing (defined within a locally developed, uni-
versity-wide, junior-level writing portfolio assessment)? In other
words, how does writing relate to other measures that quantify
writing?

2. What can exploratory techniques reveal about ways in which the
six areas relevant to writing on NSSE account for writing perfor-
mance in the local writing portfolio assessment?

3. What does an expanded view of writing say locally about writing
on campus and more broadly?

Methods

I collected archived data of student writing performance assessed in the
junior-level, university-wide writing portfolio at a large, public research
university in the Pacific northwest and the students’ senior-year NSSE
responses on the 2004 or 2006 surveys. I worked with the institution’s
Institutional Research Office to get an archival data set of 2,180 records.
Random samples were drawn from this larger set for analysis, and the indi-
vidual sample sizes for each analysis are reported. The main sample included
42% males and 58% females. Also, 80% of students indicated that English
was their first language; 6% indicated that they spoke another language
other than English; and 14% did not report their language background.
Since my project focused on extrapolating writing scores to engagement
scores, I used scores that were administered as closely together as possible.
The junior Writing Portfolio is supposed to be a rising junior exam com-
pleted at around sixty credit hours, but in practice, students submit it much
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later. According to He and Evans, 65% of students who completed the
Writing Portfolio in 2003-2006 did so as rising seniors or later. Addition-
ally, senior-level NSSE questions ask students to recall their undergraduate
experiences, so their recollections on these senior surveys include the time
during which they compiled and submitted their writing portfolios. Given
the exploratory nature of this study to identify trends, these two points in
time seemed reasonable to investigate.

Writing and Engagement Scales

Extrapolation inquiry often requires analyzing measures that have differ-
ent scales. Survey questions on NSSE are phrased in Likert scale statements
convertible to 4- or 5-point numeric scales. These statements ask students to
comment on frequency (how much or how often). On the 2004 and 2006
NSSE survey questions, I identified six writing behavior—related categories:
individual writing process; collaborative writing process; student-faculty
interaction; mental activities; length of writing; and educational expecta-
tions. Table 1 lists my groupings of writing-related behaviors and individual
variables represented as statements on the survey of 2004 or 2006.

For writing, a numeric scale presented more of a challenge since the
writing portfolio is assessed using a two-tiered, expert-rater process that
makes assessment recommendations geared directly toward a course or
instructional decisions. The first tier combines the classroom instruc-
tor’s assessment of the individual course paper with faculty assessment of
impromptu exams; at this point, many of the portfolios are deemed ready
for the Writing in the Major courses, and have no further evaluation. Port-
folios that are evaluated as potentially weak or potentially very strong move
on to the second tier of evaluation. A Writing in the Major faculty mem-
ber assesses portfolios at the second tier to determine whether the student
needs additional help with the M-course requirements or not, or whether
the students has submitted an exceptional Writing Portfolio or not (Has-
well, “Two-Tier Rating System”). The rating process asks faculty to make
placements directly into the curriculum rather than assign a number to
represent an arbitrary value. In the Writing Portfolio, a Needs Work rating
means that the student’s writing demonstrates a need for additional writing
instruction concurrent to the Writing in the Major course; an Acceptable
rating indicates a student’s readiness for Writing in the Major course work;
and an Outstanding rating means that the student’s writing is superior as
he or she enters the Writing in the Major course requirements.
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Table 1

Study Grouping of NSSE Items Related to Writing Process

Writing Behavior . .
§ B¢ Specific NSSE variables from 2004 or 2006 survey
Grouping
® Prepared two or more drafts of a paper or assignment before turning
itin
. e Worked on a paper or project that required integrating ideas or
Individual . . .
o information from various sources
Writing ) ) ] o
Process o Included diverse perspectives (different races, religions, genders,
political beliefs, etc.) in class discussion or writing assignments
e DPut together ideas or concepts from different courses when
completing assignments or during class discussions
o Worked with other students on projects during class
Collaborative ~ ® Worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class assignments
Writing o Tutored or taught other students (paid or volunta
& p ry
Process . . . . .
¢ Used an electronic medium (listserv, chat group, internet, instant
messaging, etc.) to discuss or complete an assignment
e Used email to communicate with an instructor
Student- e Received prompt feedback from faculty on your academic
Faculty performance (written or oral)
Interaction o Worked harder than you thought you could to meet an instructor’s
standards or expectations
o Memorizing facts, ideas, or methods from your courses and readings
so you can repeat them in pretty much the same form
o Analyzing the basic elements of an idea, experience, or theory, such
as examining a particular case or situation in depth and considering
its components
Mental o Synthesizing and organizing ideas, information, or experiences into
Activities new, more complex interpretations and relationships
e Making judgments about the value of information, arguments, or
methods, such as examining how others gathered and interpreted
data and assessing the soundness of their conclusions
o Applying theories or concepts to practical problems or in new
situations
Lenoch of e Number of written papers or reports of 20 pages or more
ength o
Wr%ting e Number of written papers or reports between 5 and 19 pages
o Number of written papers or reports of fewer than 5 pages
Educational ~ e Writing clearly and effectively
Expectations o Thinking critically and analytically
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In order to explore how writing and engagement interact, I needed to
convert the writing results to a numerically based scale. Given that my
study was exploratory in nature, I converted the nine possible configura-
tions of writing portfolio scores to represent a numeric scale, as there is a
logical hierarchy to the range of possible scores. The combinations of the
assessments of the impromptu evaluation with the overall results determine
the placement on the hierarchical scale (see table 2).

Table 2
Study Scale and Original Writing Portfolio Rating

Study Scale Tier I: Timed Exam +

Conversion Evaluation of Course Tier II: Overall Rating
Papers
1 Needs Work Needs Work
2 Acceptable Needs Work
3 Needs Work Acceptable
4 Acceptable Acceptable (No further review)
5 Acceptable Acceptable (Reviewed by faculty)
6 Distinction Acceptable
7 Acceptable Distinction
8 Distinction Distinction (Not reviewed)
9 Distinction Distinction (Reviewed by faculty)

In other words, a one, the lowest point on the scale, represents a student
who earned a Needs Work rating on the impromptu exam portion of the
writing portfolio, and on the overall course papers. The highest point of the
scale, a nine, is an impromptu exam deemed outstanding, and upon further
review of the course papers earned a Distinction rating by faculty evalua-
tors. While a timed exam can be evaluated as Needs Work, and later the
entire portfolio can be evaluated as Distinction, such moves are rare, and
represent outliers. My sample did not include any such portfolios. Addi-
tionally, this analysis only included the evaluation of the portfolios as a
whole, rather than an analysis of the individual portfolio components. The
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nine-point scale also provided adequate distribution in order to do a mean-
ingful analysis.

Statistical Procedures

[ used a technique called statistical stepwise regression to investigate how the
six areas of engagement may contribute to writing performance. There are a
variety of regression techniques available. According to Barbara Tabachnick
and Linda Fidell, “standard multiple regression is atheoretical—a shotgun
approach” (143), and “statistical (stepwise) regression analysis is a tech-
nique that focuses on “model-building rather than model-testing” (144).
Statistical stepwise regression can determine how much one domain can
be explained by other variables in a separate domain. In this case, I was
interested in seeing how much engagement (as self-reported by seniors on
the NSSE survey) could be accounted for in writing quality demonstrated
in the university-wide writing portfolio assessment results. This type of
analysis is commonly done in empirical research to explore how different
domains border and overlap with each other, and it’s a technique that can
establish a causal relationship. This technique is primarily used in explor-
atory research, and other regression methods can be used once the initial
analysis is completed if the researcher wishes to follow up on the findings.

Findings

The first research question considered the relationship between student
engagement and writing, and specifically considered how writing related
to other variables that quantified writing within the six NSSE categories.
The following tables detail the means, standard deviations, and inter-cor-
relations for the six groupings of engagement variables with the writing
portfolio score.
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Table 3
Means, Standard Deviations, and Inter-Correlations for Individual Writing Pro-
cess Variables (measured 1-4, n = 474)

grated
information

Variable M SD

Included diverse

perspectives
Used ideas from
other classes

Wrote multiple

Portfolio score
drafts

Inte

1. Writing portfolio

score

|
=
—_
"\

4.18 171 — .032 .067

=
\O
N

*

2. Wrote multiple N . .
drafts 2.38 0.94 — 3297 207 223**

3. Integrated
information from 3.29 0.74 — 465 317

various sources

4. Included diverse
perspectives in 2.70 0.87 — 294**

assignments

5. Used ideas from
other classes in 2.86 0.76 —
course

Correlations are significant at *p = .05. **p = .01 (1-tailed)

Table 3 details that the Writing Portfolio score had a weak, but significant
correlation with inclusion of diverse perspectives.
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Table 4

Means, Standard Deviations, and Inter-Correlations for Collaborative Writing
Process Variables, (1 = 474)

9 Q
8 52 % E
O = O 3 =
2 ] o 5
.2 o 2 ] = 8 2L g
£ R £ g 55 c 2
£ 58 55 £3%  B%F
Variable M SO £ B3 2% =2 DE
1. Portfolio score 418 171 — -.097* - 111 .097* .000
2. Worked with 2.32  0.81 — 317 046 .133%*
other students
on projects
3. Worked outside 276 0.87 — 242%*  166**
of class
4. Tutored 1.91 0.92 — .145%*
students
5. Used electronic 273  1.01 —

medium to do
assignment

Correlations are significant at *p = .05. **p = .01 (1-tailed)

Table 4 details that the Writing Portfolio score had a significant weak and
inverse relationship to working with other students on projects and working
outside of class. In other words, assigning students to work outside of class
and/or working with other students seemed to be related in a negative way
to writing performance. The experience of tutoring students also seemed to

have a positive relationship to writing performance.
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Table 5

Means, Standard Deviations, and Inter-Correlations for Student-Faculty Interac-
tion Variables and Writing, (7 = 474)

A
8 £ _§ ]
=] =
k) 9 e ]
o = s v
= ‘3 = =
. = E Q o
Variable M SD L m Y =
1. Portfolio score 418 171 — 034 062 -.061
2. Emailed faculty 3.22  0.80 — 226** 275%*
3. Received feedback 2.66 0.75 — 273
from faculty on
academic
performance

4. Worked hard to 254 0.84 —
meet faculty
expectations

Correlations are significant at *p = .05. **p = .01 (1-tailed)

Table 5 details that no significant correlations existed between student-fac-
ulty variables and writing quality.
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Table 6
Means, Standard Deviations, and Inter-Correlations for Mental Ability Variables

and Writing, (n = 474)

0 Q
2 = " Z ©

& g s £ E =

. = & 0§ % %

Variable M SD L = < & i) <

1. Portfolio score 418 171 — -.011 050 055  .066 .079*
2. Memorize 298 0.89 — 201 .097*  .129** .058
3. Analyze 325 075 — 582 443 442%*
4. Synthesize 293 0.84 — 559 487**
5. Evaluate 2.84 0.89 — 507+

6. Apply 322 0.86 —

Correlations are significant at *p = .05. **p = .01 (1-tailed)

Table 6 shows that a weak but significant correlation was found between
Writing Portfolio results and Apply. In other words, asking students to
apply information seemed to be related to improved writing quality.

Table 7

Means, Standard Deviations, and Inter-Correlations for Amount of Writing Vari-

ables and Writing, (7 = 545)

.2
O :
. 3 g =) S
Variable M SD ~ %) = =
1. Portfolio score 4.14 1.76 — .007 .085* .186
2. Small (<5 pages) 3.35 1.09 — 394%  138**
3. Mid (5-19 pages)  2.70 0.96 — .383**

4. More (>20 pages) 1.58 0.81 —

Correlations are significant at *p = .05. **p = .01 (1-tailed)

Table 7 details a weak correlation between writing 5-19 pages and writing
quality (.085, p < .05). Writing quality seems to be positively related to the
length of writing assignments that fall between 5 and 19 pages.
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Table 8
Means, Standard Deviations, and Inter-Correlations for Educational Expectations

Variables, (7 = 542)

Portfolio
Think critically
Werite clearly

Variable M SD

1. Portfolio score 4.25 1.69 — .086* .145%*

2. Think critically 3.22 0.75 — .564**

3. Write clearly 2.97 0.86 _

Correlations are significant at *p = .05. **p = .01 (1-tailed)

Table 8 shows that the expectations for writing clearly and thinking criti-
cally had weak and significant correlations with Writing Portfolio scores.

The second research question explores how variables within these six
engagement areas account for writing quality. The first question considered
how the variables related to each other, but relationship doesn’t equal causa-
tion. In other words, this question explores the extent to which the writing
portfolio score can be attributed to the engagement variables using the sta-
tistical stepwise regression technique. Finding a significant regression equa-
tion between writing and variables in the engagement areas suggests that
the writing and engagement affect each other more directly.

Four of the six areas for writing had statistically significant regression
equations between writing quality demonstrated in the writing portfolio
and engagement variables in the six categories. In other words, four of the
six engagement areas included variables that seemed to have a direct effect
on the quality of writing demonstrated in writing portfolios. First, for
individual writing process, inclusion of diverse perspectives accounted for
a small, but statistically significant amount of writing quality. In collab-
orative writing process, three variables significantly accounted for writing
quality at small, but statistically significant levels. Both out of class work
and group work had an inverse relationship to writing quality. In other
words, writing portfolio scores were lower in portfolios where students
reported more out of class work and/or group work. Also, the experience of
tutoring accounted for a small yet statistically significant amount for writ-
ing quality. In other words, the experience of tutoring had a positive effect
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on writing quality. Writing assignments that required 5-19 pages in length
also contributed a small yet statistically significant amount toward writing
scores. Finally, students’ perception that the campus held the expectation
for students to write clearly also contributed a small yet statistically signifi-
cant amount to writing quality. Details about those equations are included
in the appendix.

The third research question considered what an expanded view of writ-
ing says locally about writing on campus and writing more broadly. Again,
this study uses a broader definition of writing enacted in multiple genres
across multiple disciplines at the midpoint of an undergraduate curricu-
lum. Student papers submitted in portfolios include lab reports, case stud-
ies, first-year composition assignments, research papers, and group proj-
ects, and, as such, the papers represent a multiplicity of what good writing
might look like in various disciplines. The relationship between writing and
engagement isn’t particularly strong, and may reflect the kinds of writing
assighments that many faculty may give, which emphasize more informa-
tion exchange or verification that students have learned the course content
than interaction with materials on higher-order levels. These findings are
also positive in that the results from this study include writing from class-
room settings in all of their complexity, and evidence suggests that certain
writing-related engagement behaviors seem to promote and can directly
affect writing quality.

Discussion

Given that writing and engagement are separate domains, it's not surpris-
ing that the relationship between the two here very is weak, although it
is compelling and interesting that there seems to be a causal relationship
between the two. As a point of comparison, Ernest Pascarella conducted a
similar analysis between learning represented on standardized tests (SAT,
ACT, and COMPASS) and student engagement reported on the NSSE in
the Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education, and he reported no
link between student engagement and learning represented by standardized
tests. In other words, the domains Pascarella used were narrowly defined
constructs for learning, which Adler-Kassner and Harrington suggest do
not and cannot represent the complexity of student learning. In contrast,
this study found evidence that the broadly defined domain of writing situ-
ated within a writing-rich curriculum was affected by certain engagement
behaviors. Complex representations of writing—coming out of instruc-
tional settings—provided a viable way to account for the more narrowly
defined domain of student engagement.
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The findings in this study validate existing writing research and schol-
arship. Nancy Sommers and Laura Saltz’s Harvard study of undergradu-
ate writers documented that students felt their writing got better and they
learned content more deeply when they had to write about topics, noting
they were no longer “academic tourists” to the content (131). In this study,
writing quality seems to be positively influenced by having students write
about diverse perspectives and write lengthier papers (5-19 pages), and by
students feeling like the institution expects them to write effectively. Ander-
son et al. concur that “the presence of writing in coursework enhances stu-
dent participation in deep approaches to learning and also their perceived
gains in learning and development as defined by the acquisition of practi-
cal competence, personal and social development, and general-education
skills” (202). They also argue that the move to apply and integrate diverse
sources is important: “In general, assignments that involve interactive writ-
ing processes, meaning-making writing tasks, and clear writing expecta-
tions appear to be associated with engagement in higher-order learning,
integrative learning, and reflective learning activities” (231).

The value of wrestling with other perspectives and helping students on
their writing also has been documented in other writing research. Janet
Emig’s landmark essay on writing to learn strategies corroborates the
importance of using writing to help students figure out what they think
about diverse topics. Research into the takeaways for undergraduate tutors
is also unfolding. Harvey Kail argues that “undergraduate [peer writing
tutors] work in the fraught but intellectually rich middle spaces between
the formal curriculum, student culture, and individual learning” and he
and his collaborators Bradley Hughes and Paula Gillespie have documented
in “What They Take with Them: Findings from the Peer Writing Tutor
Alumni Research Project” the rich intellectual experiences that undergrad-
uate tutors seem to take from working with other students Such experiences
also seem to translate into tutors’ own writing. While the NSSE questions
don’t distinguish the type of tutoring, the study site has an active writing
center that supports the writing-rich curriculum through face-to-face and
small group writing tutorials.

There are limitations to this exploratory study. The study intentionally
included writing from a variety of courses, and does not adhere to strict
experimental controls to control for variability. (Again, this is an inten-
tional design decision). The subject matter is local, so the findings for this
campus are not necessarily generalizable to other settings. Likewise, NSSE
has its share of criticism as an instrument. Michael Olivas argues that
NSSE’s psychometric rigorousness is mostly based on internal report, and
not the result of careful and rigorous external scrutiny. Alicia C. Dowd,
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Misty Sawatzy, and Randi Korn raise concerns about the ways in which
the psychometric definition of engagement does not work due to construct
underrepresentation for first-generation and students of color on the NSSE.
Likewise, Stephen R. Porter questions the widespread practice of using
self-report surveys for college students for anything—using NSSE as an
example—as college students are notoriously unreliable reporters of their
own experience. In terms of extrapolation inquiry, though, studies rely on
imperfect instruments. NSSE is the best available instrument to conduct
this inquiry.

The convergence of these two domains affords an important perspective.
Chris Gallagher argues that WPAs need to take up the mantle of writing

assessment, as it

is our purview; we have substantial expertise in it by virtue of our
scholarship and by virtue of the work we do every day with teachers
and students. We need to recognize, claim, and celebrate the exper-
tise we already have, even as we acknowledge the need to acquire,
or to call on partners to provide, further expertise. In other words,
WPAs ought to embrace writing assessment leadership. (32)

Our expertise is local. As Gallagher notes, a WPA is positioned to engage
assessment in multiple ways, and there are several ways to go beyond the
limited framework of engagement defined within the context of assessment
and accountability.

A “think little” approach allows WPAs to document variety locally and
illuminate their unique contexts, thus adding to more expansive views of
writing. Several composition researchers have documented important ways
that the complexity of writing and engagement go beyond assessment and
accountability. In Engaged Writers and Dynamic Disciplines: Research on the
Academic Writing Life, Christopher Thaiss and Terry Zawacki detail robust
ways to view academic writing, which they define as

any writing that fulfills a purpose of education in a college or univer-
sity in the United States. For most teachers, the term implies student
writing in response to an academic assignment, or professional Writ-
ing that trained “academics”—teachers and researchers—do for pub-
lications read and conferences attended by other academics. In this
second sense, “academic writing” may be related to other kinds of
writing that educated people do, such as “writing for the workplace,”
but there are many kinds of workplace writing that would rarely be
considered “academic”. . . . (4)

Thaiss and Zawacki argue that the “engaged writer’ has been persistent,
open-minded, and disciplined in study; has reason dominant over emotion
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or sensual perception, and imagines a reader who is coolly rational, read-
ing for information, and intending to formulate a reasoned response” (12).
The engaged academic writer, they argue, exists within “disciplinary dis-
course communities and disciplines themselves [that] evolve and change in
response to a complex range of variables, including the motives underlying
their production, the contexts in which they are produced, and the institu-
tional and ideological agendas that help to shape both motive and context”
(18). A WPA is positioned to support and facilitate such development. In
this sense, WPAs can apply Thaiss and Zawacki’s notions of writing and
engagement to curricula and professional development programs that pre-
pare teachers of writing. Likewise, their definitions of engaged writers can
help us understand the range of possibilities to shape the educational expe-
riences provided for students in our writing courses.

WPAs can move beyond reporting assessment data or considering
engagement as an end or an outcome, and can look at ways that we can
fulfill the aspirational definitions of engagement that purposefully exceed
limited definitions of engagement. In their introduction to WPA as Citizen
Educator, Shirley K Rose and Irwin Weiser detail the role of engagement in
WPA work possible through postsecondary writing study, writing curricula,
and community partnerships, and distance themselves from the definitions
of engagement by assessment of student behaviors. They define engagement
as a “commitment to sharing and reciprocity . . . [envisioning] partnerships,
two-way streets defined by mutual respect among the partners for what
each brings to the table” (9). They argue that engagement is “not simply a
rhetorical strategy, but a rhetorical framework that names the civic action
to which [the WPA authors of their collection] have committed themselves
and their work” (13). Rose and Weiser argue for an expanded notion of
engagement that serves institutional and community ideals. They consider
how writing programs develop curricular engagement activities that are
consistent with a “commitment to sharing and reciprocity . . . Philosophi-
cally, engagement . . . becomes an underlying principle of higher education,
not simply a contribution to student success” (2). Rebecca Lorimer and
David Stock’s bibliography, “Service Learning Initiatives: Implementation
and Administration,” provides direction for continued WPA exploration
in this realm. These examples of expanded notions of writing and engage-
ment invite us to consider these domains more complexly, and can result in
multi-dimensional conceptions of writing and engagement.

Finally, while assessment and accountability are unlikely to go away, the
ways in which WPAs respond to those mandates can result in broader, more
meaningful ways that we can understand student learning. This project
serves as a model for ways WPAs can explore how writing relates to other
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domains using our local situations as our sites of inquiry. We can learn a
great deal about students, writing, and other broadly defined ability areas as
we respond to local assessment and accountability mandates. In the process,
we may be able to make those mandates more meaningful for our programs
and the faculty and students who occupy them.

Gallagher states that “WPAs should take seriously the political and
rhetorical potential of publicly claiming our considerable scholarly and
experiential assessment expertise” (29). This paper has offered one way in
which WPAs can use empirical inquiry to explore and document learning
more locally. Certainly, there are myriad methodologies to conduct such
inquiry. To leverage our expertise in assessment, we can begin to construct
the meaning of writing from the ground up—from classroom settings into
program assessments and beyond. Using our local assessment information
to compare to external measures—like the National Survey of Student
Engagement—can help illuminate a multi-dimensional image of under-
graduate writing and other broader competency areas in which we are
invested. These types of efforts help WPAs respond to myriad assessment
demands. However, we can and should move beyond the simple reporting
of information and look outward to ways to expand the influence and scope
of writing in its multiple iterations. Such exercises also help us think about
broader implications of what we do within our classrooms and programs,
and ways in which we can reach beyond them.

A place to start would be to look at local institutional priorities. Adri-
anna Kezar and Jillian Kinzie found a strong connection to student engage-
ment and local context as articulated by the unique institutional mission:

The data presented demonstrate that policies and practices did indeed
differ based on unique institutional mission and institutional type/
mission . . . the individual, distinctive mission of a campus appears
to impact more policy and practices related to student engagement
and success than the broad institutional mission related to institu-

tional type. . . . (169)

Additionally, a WPA can look to see whether there are current efforts under-
way to improve certain learning areas. Colleges and universities in certain
accrediting regions are required to come together around the improvement
of specific learning areas, such as the Southern Association of Colleges
and Schools (SACS) Quality Enhancement Projects, for example. In these
instances, institutions organize collective efforts around the improvement
of particular learning areas—critical thinking, reading, service learning,
analytic reasoning, and so on. A WPA could meaningfully contribute to
those efforts by exploring their relationship to writing. Many institutions
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have adopted one or more of the sixteen Association of American Colleges
and Universities’ VALUE Rubrics as ways to assess learning within their
general education programs. Other professional organizations, such as the
Association of College and Research Libraries, have articulated guidelines
and standards to help assess information literacy. These backyard, “think
lictle” approaches will help document the diverse, unique, and varied land-
scapes in which WPAs work, and can keep the terms for reporting assess-
ment and accountability information rooted in classrooms.

For WPAs, this type of project opens up some exciting possibilities.
We can start to think about writing more broadly, and the ways writing is
enacted across our campuses and beyond the constraints of first-year com-
position. What are the sites in which writing happens for students, and
what are ways that campuses can look in their own yards to document
writing in its variety? It's important to identify the structures that support
writing at our local sites—even if they aren’t as highly articulated as the
site of this study. Writing can be embedded in important sites across the
undergraduate experience, and WPAs can say something about that, and
we can see how writing overlaps with other domains to help shed light on
the complexity of postsecondary writing,.
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APPENDIX: DETAILS FROM THE STATISTICAL
STEPWISE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

Individual Writing Process

A stepwise regression analysis was calculated to account for the variability
of students’ writing quality based on their responses to engagement survey
items that included preparation of two or more drafts of a paper or assign-
ment before turning it in; working on a paper or project that required inte-
grating ideas or information from various sources; including diverse per-
spectives (different races, religions, genders, political beliefs, etc.) in class
discussion or writing assignments; and putting together ideas or concepts
from different courses when completing assignments or during class dis-
cussions. A weak, but significant correlation (.095, p < .05) existed between
Writing Portfolio score and Diverse Perspectives. A significant regression
equation was found, F(1, 472) = 4.265, p = <.05, with an adjusted R* of
.007. Students” writing quality was equal to 3.674 + .186 (Diverse Perspec-
tives) where the criteria variable was measured from 1 to 4. The variable was
significant. The effect size was small, with the adjusted R* at .007 ( = 474).

Collaborative Writing Process

A stepwise regression analysis was calculated to account for the variability
of students’ writing quality based on their responses to engagement survey
items that included working with other students on projects during class;
working with classmates outside of class to prepare class assignments; tutor-
ing or teaching other students; and using an electronic medium (listserv,
chat group, internet, instant messaging, etc.) to discuss or complete an
assignment. Weak and inverted correlations existed between assigned group
work (-.097, p < .05) and out-of-class work (-.111, p < .01), and a weak but
positive correlation existed between tutoring and writing (.097, p < .05). A
significant regression equation was found, F(2, 471) = 6.890, p < .01, with
an adjusted R* of .024. Students” writing quality was equal to 4.477 + -.279
(outside-of-class work) + .246 (Tutoring) where the criteria variables were
measured from 1 to 4. The variables were significant. The effect size was
small, with the adjusted R? at .024 (n = 474).

Student-Faculty Interaction

A stepwise regression analysis was calculated to account for the variability
of students’ writing quality based on their responses to engagement survey
items that included using email to communicate with an instructor; receiv-
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ing prompt feedback from faculty on academic performance (written or
oral); and working harder than they thought to meet an instructor’s stan-
dards or expectations (7 = 474).

Mental Activities

A stepwise regression analysis was calculated to account for the variability
of students’ writing quality based on their responses to engagement survey
items that included memorizing facts, ideas, or methods from courses and
readings to repeat them in pretty much the same form; analyzing the basic
elements of an idea, experience, or theory, such as examining a particular
case or situation in depth and considering its components; synthesizing and
organizing ideas, information, or experiences into new, more complex inter-
pretations and relationships; making judgments about the value of infor-
mation, arguments, or methods, such as examining how others gathered
and interpreted data and assessing the soundness of their conclusions; and
applying theories or concepts to practical problems or in new situations. No
significant regression equation was found (z = 474).

Length of Writing

A stepwise regression analysis was calculated to account for the variability
of students’ writing quality based on their responses to engagement sur-
vey items that included number of written papers or reports of 20 pages
or more; number of written papers or reports between 5 and 19 pages; and
number of written papers or reports of fewer than 5 pages.

A significant regression equation was found, F(1, 543) = 3.923, p <
.05, with an adjusted R of .005. Students’ writing quality was equal to
3.723 + .155 (5-19 pages) where the criteria variable was measured from 1
to 5. The variable was significant. The effect size was small with the adjusted
R? at .005 (n = 545).

Educational Expectations

A stepwise regression analysis was calculated to account for the variability
of students’ writing quality based on their responses to engagement survey
items that included writing clearly and effectively; and thinking critically
and analytically. A significant regression equation was found, F(1, 540) =
11.621, p < .01, with an adjusted R* of .019. Students’ writing quality was
equal to 3.397 + .287 (Writing Clearly) where the criteria variable was mea-
sured from 1 to 4. The variable was significant. The effect size was small
with the adjusted R* at .019 (z = 542).
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Linguistic Diversity in Online Writing Classes

Bethany Davila, Tiffany Bourelle, Andrew Bourelle,
and Anna V. Knutson

ABSTRACT

For more than 40 years, the field of rhetoric and composition has addressed
the topic of linguistic diversity in a variety of ways, including the resolution on
Students’ Right to Their Own Language, the Statement on Teaching Second
Language Writing and Writers, and “A Position Statement of Principles and
Example Effective Practices for Online Writing Instruction.” However, there
continues to be a need for research-based scholarship on how to enact these posi-
tion statements and best practices, particularly in online writing instruction.
In this article, we describe an online writing curriculum designed specifically
to promote and value linguistic diversity. Further, we share our assessment of
the curriculum and the changes we have made to our program as a result of
the assessment. Finally, we consider the implications of this research for other
writing program administrators interested in addressing linguistic diversity in
their online classes.

INTRODUCTION

Since the 1974 resolution “Students’ Right to Their Own Language”
(SRTOL), the field of rhetoric and composition has approached linguis-
tic diversity from multiple avenues. The issue of how to achieve the goals
set forth by SRTOL remains fraught. Leila Christenbury states “one of
the most controversial—and difficult—issues for English teachers is their
responsibility to students who speak what is considered ‘nonstandard’ Eng-
lish” (qtd. in Wheeler and Thomas 365). While SRTOL primarily focuses
on students who speak or use multiple English languages, the CCCC
Statement on Second Language Writing and Writers (revised in 2009 and
reaffirmed in 2014) calls for “writing teachers and writing program admin-
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istrators to . . . develop instructional and administrative practices that are
sensitive to [second language writers’] linguistic and cultural needs” and
to “offer teaching preparation” in this area. Similarly, in “Multilingual
Writers in OWI,” Susan Miller-Cochran argues that a// college writing
environments, including online classrooms, “must be designed to be inclu-
sive and accessible to a linguistically diverse audience” (293). Indeed, the
Conference on College Composition and Communication Committee for
Effective Practices in Online Writing Instruction’s “Position Statement”
indicates that “no statement of OW1I principles and practices can be appro-
priate if it does not fully recognize and accommodate. . . students with
varying . . . linguistic” backgrounds (8).

These statements suggest that rhetoric and composition recognizes the
importance of addressing linguistic diversity and multilingual writers in
writing program administration and classes; however, there continues to
be a need for research on enacting these position statements and best prac-
tices. This article outlines our attempt to determine best practices regard-
ing linguistic diversity in online writing classes at a Hispanic-Serving Insti-
tution. We describe our piloted language-focused online curriculum, the
assessment of the curriculum, and the subsequent changes we have made to
our program. Importantly, we argue that despite the limited way in which
students interacted with issues of linguistic diversity through the pilot cur-
riculum, we have identified crucial moments of understanding and possible
inroads for further progress in this area. Finally, we consider the implica-
tions of this research for other online writing program administrators seek-
ing to implement a curriculum that addresses linguistic diversity.

InsTITUTIONAL CONTEXT

The University of New Mexico (UNM) is a Hispanic-Serving Institution
(HSI) in a state that, according to census data, has the second highest per-
centage of people who speak a language other than English in their homes,
with the two most common languages being Spanish and Navajo. Because
UNM does not collect data regarding students’ first or home languages,
we do not know how many UNM students are ESL, bilingual, bidialec-
tal, or fluent in multiple languages and dialects. However, approximately
85% of our first-year students are in-state residents; as such, we know they
are exposed to the considerable linguistic diversity present in our state—
whether in their own homes or in the community. Furthermore, because
both Spanish and Navajo have been stigmatized and deemed inappropri-
ate for many school contexts, we know that many of our students are first-
hand witnesses to the ideological struggle between prestige languages and

61



WPA 41.1 (Fall 2017)

language as a cultural practice. In response to this context, the first-year

writing program created two student learning outcomes (SLOs) designed

to ensure linguistic diversity would be addressed in all sections of first-
year writing:

1. recognize and describe the value of different languages, dialects,

and registers in your own and others’ texts (the linguistic diversity

SLO), and

2. describe the social nature of writing, particularly the role of dis-
course communities at the local, national, and international level
(the discourse communities SLO).

Our program’s SLO Handbook (written for instructors) introduces the lin-
guistic diversity SLO by briefly defining the terms language, dialect, and
register. It then notes, “Many of our students are accustomed to seeing these
non-standard fluencies as deficient, at least in regard to their schooling. But
we can show them that the languages, dialects, and registers they employ
are rhetorically savvy ways of communicating.” Although the discourse
communities SLO doesn’t explicitly address linguistic diversity, it presents
language as social and connected to “the communities we belong to, seek
access to, and wish to communicate with” (SLO Handbook). Our hand-
book additionally indicates that we hope that the lens of discourse commu-
nities will help students recognize that “language is ‘correct’ to the extent
that it achieves a speaker or writer’s goals in a particular circumstance.”
Finally, introducing students to the concept of discourse communities
allows us to position students as multilingual—a term we use to acknowl-
edge students’ facility with navigating multiple languages and dialects.

An assessment of two pilot sections of eComp, a fully online first-year
writing program at UNM, revealed that out of the twelve SLOs f