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Overview  
 

Purpose: Evaluate the effectiveness of writing within the Baccalaureate Core. 

 

Problems Identified 

1. Curriculum and Communication  

 Curriculum needs to be more uniform.  

 Information about expectations and results needs to be better communicated.  

2. Resources and Management 

 Class sizes need to be better tracked and managed.  

 There are not enough extended writing assignments (i.e. more than 4 pages). 

3. Student Support 

 Low-achieving students need more support. 

 Students overall need more practice with writing. 
 

Sources of Information 

 National Survey of Student Engagement Consortium for the Study of Writing in College  

 Preliminary Findings for the Committee Reviewing Writing in the Baccalaureate Core  

 OSU faculty survey and focus group data 

 Comparative institutional data 
 

Results of Analysis 
 

Strengths 

 Faculty priorities are aligned with national expectations for writing. 

 The current writing curriculum within the Bacc Core has several strengths. 

Weaknesses 

 Undergraduate writing at OSU needs improvement. 

 The major areas of complaint about student writing are behavioral issues (e.g. lack of 

engagement, academic dishonesty, etc). 

 Writing assignments within Bacc Core courses are not sufficient. 

 Faculty are not taking advantage of tools related to the writing process. 
 

Suggestions for Improvement 

 Make sure that curriculum is uniform across sections and give advisors more information. 

 Establish clearer expectations for writing in Synthesis courses. 

 Introduce a model of Faculty Writing Advocates. 

 Offer training on writing pedagogies to departmental units.  

 Pilot a “stretch model” 100-level writing class for students with additional needs. 

 Add and Information Literacy course to the Baccalaureate Core.  
 

Potential Benefits 

 Establish clearer, more uniform curriculum. 

 Create means of managing the newly aligned curriculum. 

 Maintain ongoing awareness of the importance of writing (i.e. build a culture of writing). 

 Improve students’ written communication skills and their success as graduates. 
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Executive Summary 

 

This report on the effectiveness of writing curriculum within the Baccalaureate Core at Oregon 

State University has been prepared by the Committee for the Review of Writing within the 

Baccalaureate Core, which was appointed by the Faculty Senior Executive Committee to assess 

writing components within the Baccalaureate Core. It is being submitted to Dr. Vicki Tolar 

Burton, Transitional Director for the Implementation of the Baccalaureate Core, the 

Baccalaureate Core Committee, and the Faculty Senior Executive Committee.  

 

The review of writing in the Baccalaureate Core derives from a charge made by the Vitalization 

Report of the Baccalaureate Committee adopted by the OSU Faculty Senate on June 10, 2010.  

 

The purpose of this report is to present and analyze findings on the status of writing components 

within the current Baccalaureate Core structure. These findings constitute data that was drawn 

explicitly for the purpose of assessing the effectiveness of writing within the Baccalaureate Core. 

This data includes a review of current syllabi, survey and focus group responses from faculty, 

and comparative program data from peer institutions. Recommendations based on this data and 

the committee’s subsequent analysis are presented here as a means of suggesting potential 

changes to the structure and management of writing components within the Baccalaureate Core 

so as to improve undergraduate students’ experiences and faculty satisfaction related to writing.  

 

The committee found that, although writing at OSU is not yet in a dire situation, we are not 

where we want to be, neither in terms of internal expectations, nor with respect to peer 

institutions. Moreover, recent trends are moving us away from our goals, such that attention and 

action are necessary. Based on the data gathered for this report, we believe that action should be 

taken to improve the following key areas: 

 Faculty, Student, and University Involvement 

 Clarity of Expectations 

 Quality of Assignments 

 Effective Ongoing Evaluation of Students 

Most importantly, we believe that a culture of writing must be developed at OSU. This goal—

which will be important to the ongoing success and reputations of OSU graduates—will require 

participation at the local classroom level, as well as ongoing commitment from the Baccalaureate 

Core Committee and top levels of university administration.  

 

This report was prepared by the Committee for the Review of Writing within the Baccalaureate 

Core during AY 2011-2012. This committee was chaired by Dr. Susan Meyers, Director of 

Writing. Members included Dennis Bennett, Writing Center Assistant Director; Dr. David 

Bernell, Assistant Professor of Political Science; Tracy Ann Robinson, CoE Communication 

Collaboratory Director; Dr. Marion Rossi, Associate Professor of Theater; and Dr. Holly 

Swisher, Associate Professor of Math.  
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Introduction 

 

The research for this report was conducted in response to a recommendation published in the 

Vitalization of General Education at Oregon State University, the Final Report of the 

Baccalaureate Core Ad Hoc Review Committee adopted by the Faculty Senate of Oregon State 

University on June 10, 2010. This document recommended that writing within the Baccalaureate 

Core Curriculum at Oregon State University be reviewed in more depth in order to assess the 

effectiveness of the current curriculum. As a result, the Committee for the Review of Writing 

within the Baccalaureate Core was established by the Faculty Senate Executive Committee in 

fall of 2011 in order to review writing curriculum components within the Baccalaureate Core.  

 

The committee had at its disposal two pre-existing documents from which to draw data. The first 

document, the National Survey of Student Engagement Consortium for the Study of Writing in 

College: 2010 Oregon State University Findings, was compiled by Dr. Rebecca A. Sanderson, 

Director of Student Affairs Research and Evaluation at Oregon State University. The second 

document, Preliminary Findings for the Committee Reviewing Writing in the Baccalaureate 

Core, was compiled by a team of research assistants directed by Dr. Vicki Tolar Burton, 

Transitional Director for Implementation of the Baccalaureate Core at Oregon State University. 

In addition, the Committee for the Review of Writing within the Baccalaureate Core gathered 

three sources of new data: a survey of faculty at Oregon State University, a focus group of 

faculty at Oregon State University, and a review of writing programs and core curriculum at peer 

institutions.  

 

The above data was applied toward an analysis of the effectiveness of existing writing 

curriculum within OSU’s Baccalaureate Core. At present, the Baccalaureate Core includes four 

components that require writing instruction and assignments related to writing: 

I. Writing I: The course WR 121: English Composition is an introductory writing class that 

is required class for all OSU students. 

II. Writing II: Students choose a second writing course from among a list of electives at the 

200-level.  

III. WIC (Writing Intensive Curriculum): All students take a WIC class in their major area.  

IV. Synthesis: Students take two courses in this area, each of which is required to include a 

writing component.  

 

 

Requirement #1: Writing I (WR 121) 

 

All OSU students must satisfy the Writing I requirement either by taking WR 121 at OSU or 

transferring in the equivalent credit. WR I as defined by the Baccalaureate Core Guidelines and 

Rationale, which indicate that Writing I courses shall: 

 

1. Be lower division and at least 3 credits. 

2. Emphasize elements of critical thinking. 

3. Focus on the writing process, invention strategies, drafting and revision 

techniques, and the forms and conventions of writing. 

4. Emphasize the ability to analyze content and reader response. 
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5. Require significant student practice coupled with evaluation. 

6. Encourage appreciation and understanding of language, form and style. 

7. Develop increasingly sophisticated and efficient writing strategies. 

The following is a list of the ways in which students may satisfy the Writing I requirement:  

 

1. Take and pass WR 121 at OSU with a final grade of C- or better. 

2. Successfully pass WR 121 at another college or university in the Oregon 

University System or through Oregon's College Now program.  

3. Transfer in an equivalent approved first-year composition course from another 

college or university. 

4. Obtain a score of 3 or better on the AP Language & Literature or Language & 

Composition exam. 

5. Earn an International Baccalaureate high school degree. 

6. Take and successfully pass OSU’s WR 121 waiver exam. 

 

Approximately 60% of students satisfy the Writing I requirement by taking WR 121 at OSU, 

while the remaining 40% of students transfer in credit for WR 121 earned elsewhere. A student 

transferring to OSU must have completed and passed a course that meets the requirements for 

Writing I. However, many courses that transfer in as meeting the WR I Bacc Core requirement 

have not been deemed equivalent to WR 121 and only come with LDT Lower Division Transfer 

Credit. This situation has proved frustrating for some students who erroneously believe that are 

not obliged to take WR 121 because they have satisfied the Writing I requirement.  

    

Students who have studied writing in the past and do not wish to take WR 121 may take a waiver 

exam in order to attempt to pass out of WR 121. The exam is designed for transfer students 

whose prior writing courses have not been deemed equivalent to WR 121. About 10-12 students 

annually attempt the exam, and 90% pass because of the Part I sample requirement and careful 

advising. Anecdotal evidence is that students who pass the waiver exam are successful in later 

writing classes. 

 

In keeping with state practices that universities not offer remedial writing courses, admitted 

students are expected to take WR 121. Therefore, OSU does not offer WR 115, which is a basic 

writing course offered at community colleges throughout Oregon. However, the Educational 

Opportunities Program (EOP) offers special sections of both WR 115 and WR 121 for students 

in their program. The EOP program is designed to support students from minority and/or first-

generation college backgrounds who require additional academic support during their initial 

stages at OSU. 

 

In most cases, entering OSU students do successfully pass WR 121. A review of the past two 

academic years indicates that approximately 90% of WR 121 students received grades of C- or 

higher during their first time taking the course. Although earlier requirements listed D- as a 

passing grade for WR 121, beginning in AY 2012 (Summer 2011), the passing grade in WR 121 

is C- (which is also the minimum passing grade statewide for WR 121). Using that benchmark, 

approximately 10% of WR 121 students typically fall below C- grade level and thus must re-take 

the course. During 2011, a study was conducted to determine the principal causes of low 
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achievement in WR 121. The results (Appendix 1) suggest that reasons for low achievement are 

related to student behavioral patterns, rather than skills. However, there was some suggestion 

that more attention may need to be paid to ensure fair opportunity for success for students with 

disabilities.   

 

Currently, all sections of WR 121 are under the jurisdiction of a Director of Writing who 

oversees standard syllabi, assignments, and textbooks. All sections of WR 121—including 

Ecampus, INTO, and EOP—are overseen by the Director of Writing, who is housed in the 

English Department (proposed School of Writing, Literature and Film). 

 

 

Requirement #2: Writing II 

 

Once students have successfully satisfied the Writing I requirement, they must take one course in 

the Writing II category:  

 HC 199: Honors Writing 

 PHL 121: Reasoning and Writing 

 WR 201: Writing for Media 

 WR 214: Writing in Business 

 WR 222: English Composition II: Argumentation 

 WR 224: Introduction to Writing Fiction 

 WR 241: Introduction to Poetry Writing 

 WR 323: English Composition III: Writing with Style 

 WR 324: Short Story Writing 

 WR 327: Technical Writing 

 WR 330: Understanding Grammar 

 WR 341: Poetry Writing 

 WR 362: Science Writing 

 

Students enroll in the Writing II course of their choosing. In some cases, specific programs or 

colleges require students to take a certain Writing II course. For example, WR 327: Technical 

Writing is required for many students within the College of Engineering. Currently, there is no 

set means of advising students into specific courses. 

 

 

Requirement #3: WIC 

 

WIC courses must be taken in the student’s major. These courses are designed to offer students 

an advanced level of writing instruction in the area of their major.  

 

Each department offering an undergraduate major is expected to offer at least one WIC course 

for its majors, in as many sections as needed for access. Many departments offer more than one 

WIC choice. When proposing a new WIC course, the WIC syllabus is developed by a faculty 

member in the department and reviewed by the WIC director and the BCC. It must be approved 

by both as meeting WIC criteria to move forward in the approval system.  
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WIC is the only category of writing courses for which faculty receive support and guidance in 

developing courses. The support might be individual consulting or the five week WIC faculty 

seminar offered annually. Over 400 OSU faculty have participated in the faculty seminar since 

its inception in 1991. WIC as a Bacc Core category was last reviewed in 2000-2001, at which 

time 96 different WIC courses were reviewed.   

 

WIC courses are varied in type. Departments have worked with the BCC and the WIC director to 

meet department needs for their majors. Some practices that lie outside the normal upper division 

course in the major are: 

 Engineering: WIC courses are typically capstone project courses and may extend over 

more than one term.  

 The College of Science (COS) has nearly 1,000 General Science majors with no home 

department and thus no obvious location for WIC to be taken.  Many of these are Pre-

Med or Pre-professional for other health professions.  These students have historically 

been advised to take a History of Science WIC course.   

 The College of Business offers only one WIC course, BA 353, for the whole college, 

rather than WIC courses in the majors.   

 Three programs—Physics, Bioresource Research (BRR), and the International Degree—

use the thesis option to satisfy their WIC requirement.  

 

Students with two majors must satisfy the WIC requirement in each major.  A process has been 

laid out by the BCC through which students whose two majors are closely related may apply for 

one WIC to satisfy both major requirements.  

 

 

Requirement #4: Synthesis 

 

Students must take two Synthesis courses—one each in the areas of CGI and STS—which must 

both be outside of their major. Synthesis courses are required to include “written composition.” 

The new Synthesis outcomes require the written composition to make an argument about a 

relevant topic and support it with evidence. The writing component of Synthesis courses is 

designed to give students additional practice with writing at the upper-division level, as well as 

to teach them about genre expectations beyond their major area. 
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Methodology 

 

This report combines data from the principal sources that are significant to undergraduate writing 

in a core curriculum like Oregon State University’s Baccalaureate Core:  

 student experiences 

 faculty perspectives  

 institutional operations 

 programs at peer institutions 

 

Data covering these four areas was gathered in a variety of ways: 

 national survey of students  

 survey of student success rates in Baccalaureate Core writing courses at Oregon State 

University 

 survey of syllabi within Baccalaureate Core courses at Oregon State University 

 survey of faculty perspectives on student writing within Baccalaureate Core courses at 

Oregon State University 

 faculty focus groups on writing within Baccalaureate Core courses at Oregon State 

University 

 review of writing program and core curriculum models at peer institutions 

 

These data sources are represented in two pre-existing reports, as well as new data generated for 

the purpose of the present report: 

1. National Survey of Student Engagement Consortium for the Study of Writing in College: 

2010 Oregon State University Findings, was compiled by Dr. Rebecca A. Sanderson, 

Director of Student Affairs Research and Evaluation at Oregon State University. 

2. Preliminary Findings for the Committee Reviewing Writing in the Baccalaureate Core, 

was compiled by a team of research assistants directed by Dr. Vicki Tolar Burton, 

Transitional Director for Implementation of the Baccalaureate Core at Oregon State 

University. 

3. New data gathered via a faculty survey and faculty focus groups at Oregon State 

University, as well as a review of writing program and core curriculum models at peer 

institutions. 

 

The following sections outline the specific methodologies involved in gathering and processing 

data for each of these sources. 

 

 

Data Source #1: National Survey of Student Engagement Consortium for the Study of Writing in 

College: 2010 Oregon State University Findings 

 

This report, completed in April 2011, was prepared by Dr. Rebecca A. Sanderson, Director of 

Student Affairs Research and Evaluation, drawing on data gathered through the Consortium for 

the Study of Writing in College that is part of the National Survey of Student Engagement 

(NSSE). The NSSE survey is designed to assess students’ engagement with key components of 

traditional undergraduate education programs. The survey design draws on research which 

indicates that increased student engagement leads to increased learning. Data for the NSSE is 
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drawn by surveying first-year and senior students in order to capture information related to 

students’ engagement at the beginning of their college years, as well as change over time. 

Recently, the national Council of Writing Program Administrators designed an additional 

component to the NSSE survey: the Consortium for the Study of Writing in College. Universities 

that administer the NSSE survey on their campuses may opt to augment data collection to 

include this additional component on students’ experiences with writing. Oregon State 

University participated in the NSSE Consortium for the Study of Writing in College for the first 

time in 2010.  

 

During winter and spring terms in 2010, all OSU first-year and senior students were 

administered the NSSE survey, including the writing consortium component, through their 

ONID email addresses. The web-based tool was made available to all enrolled students, and the 

survey was reissued a second time in order to encourage full participation. In total, 3,545 first-

year students and 4,230 senior students responded to the general NSSE survey. All of these 

students were invited to take the additional writing consortium survey, which held and 27 

questions. A total of 447 first-year students and 771 senior students responded to the additional 

survey.  

 

The NSSE survey and its related writing consortium survey are administered by the Center for 

Survey Research at Indiana University—Bloomington. Results were sent to OSU and were 

further processed by the Office of Student Affairs Research and Evaluation. In order to produce 

meaningful data comparisons, the composite results from the NSSE writing consortium was 

divided out such that OSU was compared to peer institutions.  

 

 

Data Source #2 Preliminary Findings for the Committee Reviewing Writing in the Baccalaureate 

Core 

 

This report was compiled by a team of research assistants under the direction of Dr. Vicki Tolar 

Burton, Transitional Director for Implementation of the Baccalaureate Core at Oregon State 

University. The purpose of this report was to assemble base-line information related to writing 

curriculum within the Baccalaureate Core so as to better facilitate the work of the Committee for 

the Review of Writing within the Baccalaureate Core. The report contains data drawn from two 

key sources: syllabi from Baccalaureate Core courses and instructor reports on low achievement 

in WR 121.  

 

 

Syllabi from Baccalaureate Core Courses 

 

Because a valid review of the effectiveness of the writing components in OSU’s Baccalaureate 

Core Curriculum depends in part on surveying writing assignments as they are currently being 

employed, a sample of syllabi were drawn from the following groups of courses: 

 Writing II 

 WIC  

 Synthesis 



11 
 

Syllabi were collected via email invitations sent directly to the instructors and/or course directors 

who either teach or oversee these courses. In all, a total of 90 syllabi were sampled. An effort 

was made to represent all colleges, both on campus and Ecampus where possible, large and small 

classes, and to cover a large number of undergraduates served. This sampling allows looking 

across the Bacc Core categories at assignment genres and writing process, with attention to how 

class size and delivery (on site and online) might relate to the amount and types of writing 

assigned. 

 

For WR I, the English departmental WR 121 syllabus was reviewed.  For WR II, sections from 

all courses were sampled. For Synthesis courses, an effort was made to select STS and CGI 

courses within each college that, when aggregated as a sample, would reflect the overall 

proportion of enrollment by college in the total population of STS courses. Coverage in the 

sample was approximately 60% of this total population (2,371 out of 4,000 students), based on 

enrollment Winter and Spring terms 2011. WIC courses were sampled using a similar 

enrollment-weighted sample.    

 

It is important to note that not all sections of a course use the same syllabus and assignments, so 

this selection is only a snapshot of parts of the Baccalaureate Core.  

 

Syllabi and writing assignments from WR I and WR II and from selected sections from courses 

in the Synthesis categories of Contemporary Global Issues and Science, Technology and Society 

were requested.  From these course materials, data were extracted and charted into matrix tables 

by pertinent aspects relevant to the Bacc Core criteria and to best practices in the teaching of 

writing.  WIC data for courses were taken from syllabi in the WIC files and online system.   

 

Where it was not clear if a common syllabus and outcomes were used across a WR II course, we 

sought more information from the faculty member who supervises that part of the WR II 

curriculum.   

 

Best practices tracked in the study were drawn from those used in standard assessments of 

writing, including the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) and the NSSE Writing 

Consortium. For each category of courses noted above, the following data points and best 

practices were examined and tracked in syllabi: 

 

1. Genres of writing assigned and number of each type of paper assigned (Are types of 

writing assigned appropriate to the level of the course?) 

2. Length in pages (Experience with longer writing assignments is shown in research to 

correlate with development of higher order thinking as students are pushed to develop 

topics in more depth.) 

3. Whether revision is required, optional, or not allowed (Revising writing is shown to 

improve the quality of writing and is a common requirement in many workplaces and in 

graduate study.) 

4. Whether students receive instructor feedback on their writing (Receiving explicit 

feedback on strengths and weaknesses of writing and having to respond to that feedback 

through revision is important to improvement in writing skills.) 
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5. Types of reading assigned (This was looked at because the Vitalization Report asked for 

attention to reading.) 

6. How grading is explained to students (rubrics? guidelines? neither?).  (Research shows 

that students are most likely to produce high quality writing appropriate to the 

assignment if criteria are explained ahead of time.) 

7. Whether students use a writing handbook (hard copy, online, or WIC Departmental 

Writing Guides  http://wic.oregonstate.edu/departmental-writing-guides ).  (While not 

essential, most writers find it helpful to have a reference guide.) 

8. Whether critical thinking outcomes are explicit on the syllabus (Critical thinking is 

required in all Bacc Core courses.) 

 

 

Information about Low-Achieving Students in WR 121 

 

One significant question related to the effectiveness of writing within the Baccalaureate Core 

relates to student success. Specifically, it was reasonable to ask why some students do not pass 

OSU’s foundational writing course, WR 121:  

 Are these students underprepared?  

 Should they be placed into another writing course prior to WR 121?  

 What would help them succeed, such that they are able to pass WR 121 and continue on 

through the rest of OSU’s Baccalaureate Core writing requirements?  

 

A survey of WR 121 instructors was conducted in order to determine the causes of low student 

achievement in WR 121(Appendix 1). For the purpose of the survey, “low performance” was 

defined as a final course grade below a C-, which is the minimum passing grade in the class. 

Students who earn below a C- final grade must retake the course.  

 

Twenty-four WR 121 instructors responded to the survey, reporting on their experiences with 

students with respect to 120 total sections taught between Fall 2009 and Winter 2011. During 

this period, 350 students earned below a C- in WR 121. This total represented approximately 

11.67% of the students who enrolled in the course during these five terms.  

 

Materials for the survey were crafted following a brainstorming session in which all current WR 

121 instructors were invited to join together in order to discuss their experiences and to consider 

possible reasons that students fail to reach a C- grade in WR 121. Following this session, the 

topics developed during this brainstorm were organized into four general areas: affective issues, 

behavioral issues, skills/abilities issues, and external pressures. WR 121 instructors were then 

surveyed online and asked to indicate approximately how many of their low-achieving students 

had experienced one or more of the issues listed in these areas. 

 

 

Date Source #3: New Data 

 

Three new types of data were collected in the process of conducting research and analysis for 

this report. First, a survey of OSU faculty was conducted in order to seek information about 

faculty’s perspectives on student writing in Baccalaureate Core courses. Thereafter, faculty focus 

http://wic.oregonstate.edu/departmental-writing-guides


13 
 

groups were conducted in order to deepen the information gathered in the faculty survey. In 

addition, information from peer institutions was gathered in order to explore their offerings in the 

area of core curriculum writing classes.  

 

 

Faculty Survey 

 

During early Spring 2012, a survey was sent to all faculty with teaching FTE. Faculty were asked 

to indicate whether or not they teach Baccalaureate Core courses. If so, they were invited to 

continue with the survey; if not, the survey was discontinued. Therefore, only data from faculty 

teaching within the Baccalaureate Core was gathered. A total of 185 faculty completed the 

survey.  

 

Survey questions were based off of a large composite of possible questions that were designed 

by an expert in faculty survey design. The committee considered the full corpus of available 

questions and selected a brief range of questions that covered the areas of desired information: 

 Faculty’s priorities with respect to student writing 

 Characteristics of writing assignments that are currently given in  Baccalaureate Core 

courses 

 Faculty’s perceptions of the status of undergraduate writing at OSU 

 Related possible improvements that could be made in the area of faculty development 

and support 

 

The survey was kept open for a period of two weeks, and a reminder email was issued. After the 

survey was closed, OSU’s office of Institutional Review processed the data and delivered it to 

the committee in aggregate form. The committee analyzed the data with respect to the following 

areas: 

 Faculty expectations of undergraduate writing 

 Faculty satisfaction with undergraduate writing 

 Faculty practices related to undergraduate writing instruction 

 

 

Faculty Focus Groups 

 

After initial patterns were traced out in the survey data, two focus group sessions were held in 

order to revisit the topics addressed in the survey so as to deepen that data. Two groups of three 

faculty each participated in the focus groups. Two sessions were held instead of one in order to 

accommodate participants’ schedules. Participating faculty were selected by members of the 

Committee for the Review of Writing within the Baccalaureate Core in an effort to represent 

disciplines from across campus. The focus group was split into two sessions so as to 

accommodate faculty schedules.  

 

The focus group sessions drew on the original list of potential survey questions, thereby allowing 

the committee to gather more and deeper information without issuing an exhaustive survey. The 

focus group sessions were administered by Dr. Susan Meyers, and they were recorded and 

transcribed by Dr. Meyers’ intern, Beth Fleisher.  
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Focus group data was analyzed alongside the survey data in order to temper and complicate the 

results of the initial survey data.  

 

 

Programs at Peer Institutions 

 

In order to gather information about potential additions and/or alterations to the writing 

components within the writing components of the Baccalaureate Core, information was 

systematically gathered from the web sites of peer institutions. Particular focus was placed on 

learning communities and writing classes for students who require extra assistance. This 

information helped the committee consider possible alternatives or additions to Bacc Core 

writing classes and components that could help to improve OSU students’ experiences and 

learning gains. This information was examined with an eye toward fit and feasibility with respect 

to existing OSU programs.  
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Findings 

 

Data Source #1: NSSE Writing Consortium Survey 

 

The NSSE writing consortium indicated that OSU students experience less overall training in 

writing than do students at peer institutions. These comparisons were made based on students’ 

responses to a series of questions related to writing assignments. Students themselves indicated 

how frequently they engaged in various activities related to different writing genres and/or 

different aspects of the writing process. In most categories, including the following example 

categories, OSU students were lower:  

 

Category OSU (mean) Carnegie Peers 

(mean) 

Effect Size 

Brainstormed (listed ideas, mapped concepts, prepared 

an outline, etc.) to develop your ideas before you 

started drafting your assignment 

First-Year: 3.18 

Seniors: 2.99 

First-Year: 3.47 

Seniors: 3.30 

-.26 

-.28 

Received feedback from your instructor about a draft 

before turning in your final draft 
First-Year: 2.95 

Seniors: 2.76 

First-Year: 3.28 

Seniors: 2.96 

-.29 

-.17 
Analyze or evaluate something you read, such a article, 

books, or on-line publications 
First-Year: 3.34 

Seniors: 3.41 

First-Year: 3.53 

Seniors: 3.61 

-.21 

-.21 
Argue a position using evidence and reasoning First-Year: 2.92 

Seniors: 2.83 

First-Year: 3.36 

Seniors: 3.09 

-.42 

-.23 
Used a sample of student work, provided by the 

instructor, to help you organize your assignment 
First-Year: 2.77 

Seniors: 2.57 

First-Year: 2.92 

Seniors: 2.72 

-.14 

-.14 
Gave feedback to a classmate about a draft or outline 

the classmate had written 
First-Year: 2.53 

Seniors: 2.16 

First-Year: 2.98 

Seniors: 2.23 

-.37 

-.06 
Wrote papers that were between 5 and 19 pages First-Year: 2.06 

Seniors: 2.50 

First-Year: 2.23 

Seniors: 2.47 

-.21 

.04 

This table uses the following measures: 1 = no assignments, 2 = few assignments, 3 = some 

assignments, 4 = most assignments, 5 = all assignments 

 

In some categories, such as the examples below, OSU students were approximately the same as 

students at peer institutions: 

 

Category OSU (mean) Carnegie Peers 

(mean) 

Effect Size 

Used an online tutoring service to get help with your 

writing assignment before you turned it in 
First-Year: 1.53 

Seniors: 1.24 

First-Year: 1.66 

Seniors: 1.39 

-.11 

-.18 
Proofread your final draft for errors before turning it in First-Year: 4.15 

Seniors: 4.42 

First-Year: 4.30 

Seniors: 4.36 

-.15 

.06 
Summarized something you read, such as articles, 

books, or on-line publications 
First-Year: 3.07 

Seniors: 3.01 

First-Year: 3.09 

Seniors: 3.08 

-.02 

-.07 
Described your methods or findings related to data you 

collected in lab or field work, a survey project, etc. 
First-Year: 2.78 

Seniors: 2.85 

First-Year: 2.69 

Seniors: 2.84 

.08 

.01 

This table uses the following measures: 1 = no assignments, 2 = few assignments, 3 = some 

assignments, 4 = most assignments, 5 = all assignment 
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 The categories in which OSU students were higher were the following: 
  

Category OSU (mean) Carnegie Peers 

(mean) 

Effect Size 

Explained in writing the meaning of statistical data First-Year: 2.51 

Seniors: 2.73 

First-Year: 2.33 

Seniors: 2.58 

.16 

.12 
Wrote in the style and format of a specific field 

(engineering, history, psychology, etc.) 
First-Year: 2.73 

Seniors: 3.25 

First-Year: 2.63 

Seniors: 3.32 

.08 

-.06 
Included drawings, tables, photos, screen shots, or 

other visual content into your written assignment 
First-Year: 2.52 

Seniors: 3.03 

First-Year: 2.21 

Seniors: 2.82 

.27 

.18 

This table uses the following measures: 1 = no assignments, 2 = few assignments, 3 = some 

assignments, 4 = most assignments, 5 = all assignments 

 

 

Date Source #2: Low-achieving students in WR 121 

 

Instructors of WR 121 reported a large variety of reasons for students’ low performance in WR 

121. These reasons can be broken down into four general categories: 

 Affective Issues (17%) 

 Behavioral Issues (50%) 

 Skills/Abilities (17%) 

 External Pressures (16%) 

Half of all instances of an influence on low performance related to a student’s behavior patterns 

(i.e. attendance, failure to follow/complete the assignment, time management, failure to do the 

reading, failure to go to the Writing Center). 

 

 

Data Source #3: Syllabi 

 

Writing I and Writing II 

 

As noted above, all sections of WR 121 use a common syllabus, outcomes, assignments, and 

grading rubrics. The writing assignments build in complexity and length.  Students in all sections 

receive feedback from instructors and peers, and revision is required. A handbook, Easy Writer, 

is required. In addition to meeting WR I guidelines, WR 121 at OSU is explicitly congruent with 

national outcomes established by the Council of Writing Program Administrators and with the 

statewide outcomes of the Oregon Writing and English Advisory Committee (used across 

community colleges and public universities in Oregon). WR 121 is taught primarily by GTAs but 

also by instructors. GTAs receive pre-service training and participate in a one-term practicum 

during their first term of teaching the course. 

 

The following observations can be made about WR II courses, based on syllabus analysis of all 

WR II courses taught over two terms in 2011 (Appendix 2) and discussions with course 

coordinators: 

 The genres of writing in WR II vary widely based on the type of writing focused upon.  

The most frequent genres assigned are field-specific: essay, article, report, short story, 
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poem, white paper (100% of courses).  82% require an oral presentation.  In technical 

writing courses, about three-quarters require research reports and summaries.   

 There are not consistent course learning outcomes, including across sections of the same 

course. As of Fall 2011, all WR II courses now include standard category outcomes on 

the syllabus, but they are general in order to function for a wide array of courses.     

 Both WR 214 (9 sections Fall 2011) and WR 222 (18 sections Fall 2011) use a standard 

textbook. There is guidance regarding assignments for these courses as well, though 

instructors are able to make minor adaptations.  

 WR 327 remains the most diverse course in terms of variations across sections, though it 

is much more standardized as of this academic year (2011-12). WR 327 is the most 

frequently selected WR II course (21 sections Fall 2011.  Faculty teaching WR 327 may 

select from an approved set of writing assignments, thus there is some variation across 

sections. A shared curriculum is being used by all sections of WR 327, beginning Fall 

2011 and promises to improve consistency across sections of this popular course.   

 Creative writing courses for fiction (WR 224 and WR 324) and poetry (WR 241 and WR 

341) are taught by instructors and MFA graduate students. Graduate students take a one-

term practicum on teaching fiction or poetry. A model syllabus is given to teachers, but 

they are not required to follow it. Teachers identify their own outcomes and design their 

own syllabi.   

 Other WR II courses may only be offered in one or two sections per year. WR 330, 

Understanding English Grammar, is offered once a year on campus and some terms 

online.  WR 362 Science Writing is a new course that is being offered both on campus 

and online, but in only a few sections per year. 

 All courses assign the type of writing appropriate to the course.  In addition, 82% assign 

oral presentations, 73% assign research reports of some type, and 73% assign summaries. 

 Regarding length of papers, no WR II courses assigned papers ten pages or longer. 

 Just over half of WR II courses assigned at least one paper over 5 pages, and nearly half 

rely on shorter 1 to 4 page papers. 

 Revision is required in 91% of WR II courses reviewed.  

 Students receive feedback from peers (100%) and from the instructor (91%). 

 About three-quarters of courses include a rubric or grading guidelines. 

 About two-thirds use a writing handbook or guide.   

 Only 45% of WR II syllabi mentioned critical thinking.  

Total number of courses examined

% assigning at least one paper 10 pp. or longer

% with at least one paper over 5 pages

% with required revision

% with required peer review

% with instructor feedback on writing mentioned

% in which either a rubric or grading guideline appear in syllabus

% using a writing handbook or department writing guide

% with outcomes that specify critical thinking

1. Essays/Articles/Reports/Stories/Poems/White Papers

2. Oral Presentations

3T. Research Reports

3T. Summary

100%

82%

73%

73%

Four Most Frequent Genres

91%

73%

64%

45%

0%

55%

91%

100%

Overview of Writing II Courses
11
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Writing Intensive Courses 

 

Comparative data on WIC syllabi can be found in Appendix 3. 

 

 The most frequent genres used in WIC courses are “professional,” meaning genres 

associated with work in a particular field or profession. Examples would be a grant 

proposal, project proposal, lab report, design project, and journal article.  In the 

College of Business WIC course, “professional” refers not to writing in a particular 

field of business (accounting, finance, etc.) but to documents used to find a job.  

Professional assignments are used in 74% of WIC courses reviewed, which in 

congruent with the requirement that students be introduced to writing in the genres of 

the discipline or field. 

 Though the use of informal writing to learn course content is a required element of a 

WIC course, one third of syllabi reviewed did not include that element. 

 The majority of WIC courses reviewed rely on papers of 6 to 10 pages.  Eight to ten 

pages is congruent with the requirement for at least 2000 words of polished writing 

revised after feedback.   

 26% of WIC courses surveyed assign no papers over five pages in length. Some rely 

on papers as short as two or three pages. 

 39% assign a paper of ten pages or longer. 

 With revision a required element of a WIC course, 87% of syllabi indicate students 

are required to revise. Thirteen percent do not require revision. 

 Students in most WIC courses do get feedback on their writing, with 70% receiving 

peer review and 91% receiving instructor feedback.  Only one course reviewed  does 

not specify that students will get instructor feedback.   

 Nearly two-thirds of WIC courses include a rubric or grading guidelines in the 

syllabus. 

 Fewer than 25% mention using a writing handbook, online handbook, or department 

writing guide. 

 74% specifically include critical thinking, a required element in all Bacc Core 

courses. About one quarter of the syllabi reviewed do not mention critical thinking. 

 The average class size for WIC courses reviewed is 25. 
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Total number of courses examined

   Agricultural Sciences 15 n=4

   Business 26 n=1

   Engineering 44 n=3

   Forestry 25 n=1

   HHS 29 n=3

   Liberal Arts 22 n=6

   Science 31 n=3

   Interdisciplinary 3 n=1

   Education 24 n=1

% using informal writing-to-learn course content

% assigning at least one paper 10 pp. or longer

% with at least one paper over 5 pages

% with required revision

% with required peer review

% with instructor feedback on writing mentioned

% in which either a rubric or grading guideline appear in syllabus

% using a writing handbook or department writing guide

% with outcomes that specify critical thinking

% with well articulated writing outcomes for the discipline (3 ranking)

1. Professional

2. Writing-To-Learn

3. Research

4T. Essay

4T. Summary

Four Most Frequent Genres

74%

65%

52%

35%

35%

52%

Average class size by college

Overview of WIC Courses

65%

39%

74%

87%

23

70%

91%

61%

22%

74%

 
 

 

 Writing in Contemporary Global Issues (Synthesis) Courses 

 

The following observations can be made based on syllabus data available in Appendix 4. 

 The types of writing vary across courses with the most common genres being essay, 

discussion board, research paper, and in-class exam. 

 Only 38% of CGI courses require at least one paper over 5 pages in length. 

 Students in CGI courses receive little feedback on their writing. 

 Only 15% of CGI courses require revision.  These instances are in two colleges. 

 Most CGI students appear to receive no instructor feedback on writing. 

 35% use a writing handbook or department writing guide. 

 Only 62% specifically include critical thinking in the syllabus, though it is required 

for all BC courses. Thus nearly 40% of CGI syllabi do not mention critical thinking 

as part of the course. 

Some of these characteristics may be related to class size, with the average CGI class size being 

55.  
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Total number of courses examined

   Agricultural Sciences 57 n=3

   Forestry 40 n=1

   HHS 60 n=5

   Liberal Arts 42 n=13

   Science 76 n=4

% assigning at least one paper 10 pp. or longer

% with at least one paper over 5 pages

% with required revision

% with required peer review

% with instructor feedback on writing mentioned

% in which either a rubric or grading guideline appear in syllabus

% using a writing handbook or department writing guide

% with outcomes that specify critical thinking

1. Essay

2. Discussion Board

3T. Research

3T. In-Class Exam

35%

62%

Four Most Frequent Genres

58%

42%

35%

35%

38%

15%

15%

12%

12%

Overview of BacCore CGI Courses
26

Average class size by college

12%

 
 

 

Writing in Science, Technology, and Society (Synthesis) Courses 

 

The following observations can be made based on syllabi reviewed. Information is available in 

Appendix 5.  

 The types of writing vary across STS courses, with the most common genres assigned 

being essay, research paper, discussion board, and exam. 

 Only 1 STS course of the 19 courses reviewed assigns a paper of over 10 pages in 

length. 

 53% of STS courses assign a paper over five pages in length. 

 Students in STS courses receive little feedback on their writing, either from peers or 

the instructor. 

 Only 11% of courses require revision. 

 37% appear to use writing guides or rubrics for evaluation. 

 37% use a writing handbook or department writing guide. 

 Though critical thinking is required of all Bacc Core courses, only 58% of STS 

syllabi  mention critical thinking.  So over 40% appear not to include critical thinking. 

Some of these characteristics may be related to class size in the category, the average size 

of courses reviewed being 68 students.  The STS matrix (Appendix 5) breaks out these 

details by course and college.   
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Total number of courses examined

   Agricultural Sciences 71 n=5

   Forestry 46 n=3

   Liberal Arts 68 n=7

   Science 88 n=4

% assigning at least one paper 10 pp. or longer

% with at least one paper over 5 pages

% with required revision

% with required peer review

% with instructor feedback on writing mentioned

% in which either a rubric or grading guideline appear in syllabus

% using a writing handbook or department writing guide

% with outcomes that specify critical thinking

1. Essay

2. Research

3. In-Class Exam

4. Discussion Board 37%

5%

53%

11%

Four Most Frequent Genres

58%

53%

42%

58%

Average class size by college

11%

21%

37%

37%

Overview of BacCore STS Courses
19

 
 

Data Source #4: Faculty Survey 

 

The faculty survey (Appendix 6) contained questions of both a quantitative and qualitative 

nature. The quantitative portion of the data revealed the following patterns: 

 The highest numbers of responses came from tenured professors or full-time instructors. 

Tenure-track faculty returned responses at a lower rate. As a result, 45% of those 

responding to the survey indicated that they have more than ten years of experience 

giving writing assignments in undergraduate courses. 

 97% of respondents said that they assign writing in their courses. However, only 35% of 

respondents said that they teach skills related to writing in their undergraduate courses. 

In undergraduate classes that you teach, do you give assignments that involve 

writing? 

Responses to this question: 183 

 % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184): 99% 

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

Yes 178 97% 

No 5 3% 

 

  
Do you formally teach writing in any of your undergraduate courses? 

Responses to this question: 182 

 % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184): 99% 

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

Yes 63 35% 

No 119 65% 
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 Although the survey was designed for faculty who teach within the Baccalaureate Core, 

71% of the respondents indicated that they teach less than one Synthesis class per year, 

and 73% of respondents indicated that they teach less than one WIC class per year. 

 48% of faculty reported that they typically assign 2-4 writing assignments per course, 

with 36% indicating that they assign 5 of more assignments per term, and 15% assigning 

one per term.  

 41% of these writing assignments are 3-4 pages and 29% are 1-2 pages. Only 7% of 

assignments are 7-10 pages long, and only 3% are over 10 pages long. 

 

How many writing assignments do you typically give in the undergraduate 

courses you teach?  

Responses to this question:  181 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  98%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 Less than one per term 2 1% 

 One per term 27 15% 

 2-4 per term 87 48% 

 5 or more per term 65 36% 

 
 

   What is the average length of writing assignments in the undergraduate courses 

you teach?  

Responses to this question:  179 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  97%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 1-2 pages 52 29% 

 3-4 pages 74 41% 

 5-7 pages 36 20% 

 7-10 pages 12 7% 

 More than 10 pages 5 3% 

  

 

 The majority of faculty indicate they do typically require students to revise their papers, 

and they likewise indicate that they offer students feedback on their writing. However, 

only 35% of faculty require peer review at least one time during the term, and only 33% 

require students to visit the Writing Center at least once per term.  
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How often do you use the following practices for writing assignments in your 

undergraduate classes?  

Required revision of student writing 

  Responses to this question:  180 

 % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  98%   

Answers 
N 

% of 

Responses 

Never 55 31% 

Sometimes 45 25% 

Required for at least one assignment per term. 41 23% 

Required for more than one assignment per 

term. 39 22% 

Instructor feedback for the purpose of 

revision 

  Responses to this question:  180 

 % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  98%   

Answers 
N 

% of 

Responses 

Never 38 21% 

Sometimes 50 28% 

Required for at least one assignment per term. 45 25% 

Required for more than one assignment per 

term. 47 26% 

Peer review for the purpose of revision 

  Responses to this question:  179 

 % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  97%   

Answers 
N 

% of 

Responses 

Never 75 42% 

Sometimes 41 23% 

Required for at least one assignment per term. 36 20% 

Required for more than one assignment per 

term. 27 15% 

Require students to use the writing center 

  Responses to this question:  179 

 % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  97%   

Answers 
N 

% of 

Responses 

Never 142 79% 

Sometimes 22 12% 

Required for at least one assignment per term. 10 6% 

Required for more than one assignment per 

term. 5 3% 
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 While faculty report that they do offer feedback on student writing, 70% of this feedback 

occurs in classes outside of the Baccalaureate Core.  

 Faculty priorities with respect to writing focus most heavily on critical thinking, clear 

content, and organization.  

 Faculty complaints about student writing included concerns about student laziness, casual 

tone in writing, and/or honesty. Faculty also voiced concerns about the potential negative 

impact that new technologies have on writing.  

 

The qualitative portion of the data indicated these additional patterns: 

 Awareness of students’ need for practical, marketable skills. 

 Students’ need for more information about plagiarism. 

 Students’ need for more practice related to writing. 

 The importance of making expectations clear.  

 Students’ need for knowledge transfer.  

 A general sense that the current curriculum is reasonably sound, but that it needs not 

structural support from the university. 

 The potential utility of additive workshops for students. 

 As per professional development for faculty, the idea of a departmental “writing 

advocate/liaison” was often cited as a popular possibility. The WIC model of workshops 

was also often cited as a useful model. 

 Faculty indicated that online resources would be helpful. 

 Faculty indicated a need for help with evaluation, especially in terms of efficiency. 

 

 

Data Source #5: Faculty Focus Groups 

 

Following collection of data from the faculty survey, two focus group sessions were held in order 

to probe the patterns that appeared in the survey data (See Appendix 7). During the focus group 

sessions, the following additional patterns and details arose:  

 Faculty participants in the focus group sessions were more tempered than survey 

participants were in their estimation of student writing. While much survey data was 

negative with respect to students’ abilities and performance, focus group responses 

indicated that students’ performance is adequate, though not strong.  

 Focus group responses indicate that faculty draw on the following sources for 

information about how to teach writing in their classes: OSU webpage (for information 

about requirements), personal experiences in education, WIC workshops. The 

respondents did not indicate that they receive information about writing requirements and 

strategies from their home departments. 

 Participants indicated that requirements in WIC classes are fairly clear. However, the 

writing component of Synthesis classes in unclear and/or unknown. 

 Participants emphasized the importance of making expectations clear.  

 Participants emphasized the importance of students’ knowledge transfer.  

 Some class sizes are quite large. One participant indicated that his unit is currently in 

“survival mode” and cannot address strong writing pedagogies. Another participant 



25 
 

indicated that WIC classes need to be better tracked, as some of them include 40+ 

students.  

 Participants commented on the lack of clarity with respect to responsibility. Whose 

responsibility is the effectiveness of student writing? Is this a Bacc Core responsibility, or 

a responsibility of the majors? 

 New faculty need some form of input about their classes, especially with respect to 

writing components.  

 

 

Data Source #6: Comparative Information from Peer Institutions 

 

Because it was recognized that some students may need additional support, particularly with 

early levels of writing classes, a survey of student support models at peer institutions was 

conducted. Initially, it was hoped that a variety of viable models—particularly those that mesh 

directly with existing writing programs—would be apparent. This was not the case. Ample data 

on first-year learning communities and general student support models was available. With 

respect to writing classes and/or programs, the most promising model the emerged is the “stretch 

class” model. Stretch classes adapt the general curriculum of a first-year writing class and 

“stretch” it over additional time and/or contact hours. For example, several universities in 

California are currently piloting and/or adopting a model in which students take a class that is 

equivalent to WR 121, though the class meets for two academic terms, rather than one. In 

another version of this kind of curriculum, the University of Arizona’s “plus” model adds 

additional contact hours to students’ first-year writing class, such that they complete the class 

during one academic semester, although they spend more hours on their writing class than do 

students in traditional sections. In either model, the additional time allows students to progress 

more slowly and carefully through the curriculum so as to master the material more fully. For 

students who are new to academic contexts and/or struggle with writing, this additional time can 

be quite beneficial. In addition, the stretch model has the benefit of maintaining student work at a 

traditional college level, rather than placing them in a remedial class before allowing them to 

move on to a standard first-year writing class. For more information on California schools using 

a stretch model, see Appendix 8.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



26 
 

Analysis 

 

Based on the above data, the following conclusions were drawn: 

 

 

I. Undergraduate writing at OSU needs improvement. 

 

As indicated by the data in the NSSE writing consortium report, as well as the faculty survey and 

focus group sessions, we are not where we would like to be. Peer institutions are out-performing 

us, at least nominally, and faculty are not fully satisfied with students’ performance related to 

writing. The status of things is not yet in crisis, but we need to take action in order to improve the 

situation. These improvements can be made by building on the current strengths within the 

program.  

 

 

II. The current writing curriculum within the Bacc Core has several strengths. 

 

The committee recognizes several strengths within the Bacc Core’s current structure and 

management. These areas place the Bacc Core commensurate with national recommendations: 

 The Baccalaureate Core currently includes a total of five courses that include required 

writing components. 

 These five courses are embedded at lower- and upper-division levels, so as to help foster 

students’ writing development throughout their entire college experience. 

 Because these courses are distributed both within and outside of students’ major areas, 

students learn about discipline-specific and general skills related to writing. 

 The first writing course that students take, WR 121: English Composition, focuses 

explicitly on the writing process. This course has uniform curriculum that is carefully 

tracked across sections. 

 The selection of Writing II classes that are available to students share common outcomes, 

though they offer a variety of focus areas, so as to meet all students’ needs. The common 

outcomes that unify these courses has recently been updated. 

 Faculty teaching WIC courses receive specific training. The expectations for WIC 

courses are established and tracked by a WIC Director. 

 Synthesis courses, which also include a required writing component, accomplish a variety 

of curricular objectives and introduce students to a variety of topics and perspectives as 

an advanced level of study.  

 

 

III. The structure of writing components within the Baccalaureate Core does have some 

challenges and limitations.  

 

According to the committee, the following areas represent tensions and limitations within the 

existing structure of the Baccalaureate Core: 

 Some students may need additional support, beyond what is offered in the traditional 

sequence of classes. 
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 Particularly for Writing II and Synthesis courses, the nature of expectations related to 

writing is not clear to either students or professors. These courses exhibit some tension 

between content and skills. 

 Although expectations are more clear in WIC classes, not all classes are meeting 

expectations.  

 Many Synthesis courses include very little writing, although these classes require a Bacc 

Core writing component.  

 

 

IV.  Faculty priorities are aligned with national expectations for writing. 

 

Survey data and focus group data reveal that the areas that faculty emphasize most are those that 

are endorsed and practiced nationally: critical thinking, content, and clear organization.  

 

 

V. Faculty are not taking advantage of tools related to the writing process. 

 

Although faculty report that they offer students feedback on their writing and that they require 

students to revise, they do not take advantage of nationally recognized tools that can aid in the 

writing process. Specifically, peer review and the Writing Center are under utilized.  

 

 

VI. Writing assignments in Baccalaureate Core courses are not sufficient.  

 

Data from the faculty survey indicates that attention to writing occurs in courses outside of the 

Baccalaureate Core. When faculty do assign writing, they do not teach components related to the 

writing process, so as to aid students’ development of those assignments. In addition, the writing 

assignments themselves are brief. These brief assignments are being utilized despite faculty’s 

awareness that students need more practice with respect to writing.  

 

 

VII. The major areas of complaint about student writing are behavioral issues. In the faculty 

survey, students were cited as lazy, overly casual, and given to dishonesty (e.g. 

plagiarism). These issues may be more appropriately categorized as issues related to 

learning how function in college. While such issues should be addressed in all lower-

division courses, they are not necessarily specific to writing classes in the Bacc Core. 

 

 

Based on these patterns, we have identified the following areas of need:  

 

4. Communication and Curriculum:  

 

There is a need for more uniformity, and better facilitation of information: 

 Students need to be able to transfer knowledge/skills from one class to the next.  

 Instructor expectations need to be made clear to students.  

 Courses, such as WR II, need to be made more uniform. 
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 Curriculum and outcomes need to be more uniform.  

 Advisors need to have sufficient information about course content and outcomes.  

 Faculty do not have sufficient information about Synthesis requirements.  

 Faculty need more information about best practices of teaching writing. 

 Faculty need to information/models about how to assess student work 

effectively/efficiently.  

 

 

5. Resources and Management: 

 

 Class sizes need to be kept to recommended levels (e.g. WIC courses). 

 Large classes need to be better tracked.   

o Some sections are 40+. 

o Some departments are in self-described “survival mode.” 

 There are not enough extended writing assignments (e.g. more than 4 pages). This 

problem is especially prevalent in Synthesis courses. 

 

 

6. Student Support: 

 

 Low-achieving students need more support. 

 Students need to better understand plagiarism. 

 Students need to be challenged, and they need more practice with writing.  
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Recommendations 

 

Based on the needs outlined above, the committee recommends focusing improvement efforts on 

four general areas: 

 Faculty, Student, and University Involvement 

 Clarity of Expectations 

 Quality of Assignments 

 Effective Evaluation of Student Work 

 

The suite of recommendations presented below attends to these various areas. In some cases, 

these recommended areas for improvement require behavioral shifts, and in other cases they 

would require additional resources, as in the case of adapting or augmenting programmatic 

offerings. An effort has been made to balance the recommendations presented between local-

level opportunities for improvements without the additional investment of financial resources, as 

well as innovative opportunities to improve undergraduate writing at OSU through the 

development of programs requiring a modest additional investment. Because current conditions 

are not dire, we have not presented a single solution. Rather, we are offering a number of 

possibilities which we believe would be viable and beneficial in order to reorient OSU 

undergraduates’ experiences and outcomes related to writing. Regardless of the specific 

combination of recommendations that are selected for adoption, we continue to believe that the 

most crucial foundational element is to build a culture of writing at OSU: a goal that requires the 

sustained commitment from all levels of the university, including students, faculty, and 

administration.  

 

 

I. Faculty, Student, and University Involvement  

 

Because developing students’ abilities in writing is a multi-level, multi-faceted endeavor, we 

believe that there needs to be more of a culture of writing developed on the OSU campus. 

Involvement—from students, faculty, and university administration—is crucial to this process. 

Successful involvement at these levels will likely include the following components: 

1. Students—particularly those with special needs related to writing—need to be able to 

effectively seek and utilize resources.  

2. Faculty need adequate information about expectations related to writing classes, 

support to meet those expectations, and guidance to design courses accordingly. 

3. University administration can aid this work by publically highlighting the importance 

of writing at OSU, and by supporting the BCC and its constituents in the management 

and improvement of writing-related courses. While the BCC holds oversight 

responsibilities for the Bacc Core, university administration can help to facilitate this 

work via activities such as the following: 

 President Ray could mention the importance of writing in his annual address 

and/or related public announcements.  

 Central administration could voice its commitment to ensuring that capped 

courses (e.g. WIC) maintain the required class size requirements.  

 Additional resources could be devoted to pilot programs such as the Writing 

Advocate model traced out below.  
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 Resources could likewise be provided in order to help the BCC require that 

departments meet the cap requirements in WIC courses.  

We believe that the new efforts to improve assessment of Bacc Core courses are 

valuable, and we believe that the new model for gathering information about 

Synthesis courses, for example, should include attention to the kinds and amount of 

writing that is being assigned in these courses. The appointment of a director for 

implementation of the Bacc Core is a positive development, and is probably an 

ongoing need. As assessments of Bacc Core curricular components move forward, we 

recommend continued backing—via both public endorsements and resources—from 

the university’s central administration. The success of undergraduate writing at OSU 

depends on demonstrated commitment from all levels of the university.   

 

 

II. Clarity of Expectations 

 

Reports from faculty indicated that clear expectations are crucial to students’ success. Therefore, 

expectations should be made clear to students themselves, and faculty should likewise have a 

clear sense of the writing components that are required in Baccalaureate Core courses. We 

recommend improving clarity in the following areas:  

 

1. Synthesis Courses: Currently, faculty are unclear about the writing components that are 

required in Synthesis courses. It may be that faculty are not aware that Synthesis courses 

are a part of the overall writing curriculum within the Baccalaureate Core. Therefore, we 

recommend the following actions: 

 Establish clearer expectations for the writing requirements in Synthesis courses. 

One possibility is to add a required word count for the argumentative paper that 

students writing as part of the new outcomes for Synthesis courses. If a word 

count is adopted, we would recommend that the paper should be at least 5 pages, 

or 1250 words.  

 Require revision within Synthesis courses. Currently, revision is not required. 

However, the NSSE consortium data suggests that OSU students need more 

practice with revision. 

 Increase the information literacy components within Synthesis courses. 

Information literacy skills are essential to all students’ success at OSU and 

beyond, and it is appropriate that upper-division courses with writing components 

also include practice with information literacy.  

 Embed these new requirements into the new online assessment of Synthesis 

courses. Doing so will remind faculty of the requirements and allow university 

administration to track classes that either do or do not follow these regulations.  

 

2. Uniform Curriculum: In some cases, such as Writing II courses, there are many sections 

of a course offered, although not all sections utilize the same outcomes, assignments, or 

course content. These courses should be brought into more clear alignment so that 

students and faculty know what to expect, both with respect to students’ experiences in 

the courses themselves, as well as their projected skill set once they successfully 

complete these courses.   
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3. Guided Advising: In addition to improving the uniformity and transparency of curriculum 

in Writing II courses, information about these courses should be made available to 

advisors across campus. Advisors working with first-year and sophomore students need 

to be able to advise students correctly about which 200-level writing class will best suit 

their needs. We suggest creating a list of updated course descriptions, including 

outcomes, and forwarding it to all advisors toward the beginning of spring term each 

year, such that advisors will be able to draw on that information for the purposes of 

students’ course planning during the following year.  

 

4. Departmental Communication: In addition to improving infrastructure in these ways, we 

believe that it is important for all departments to have a means of accessing information 

about Baccalaureate Core writing requirements (including updates) and of vetting related 

ideas with respect to the parameters of the discipline treated in each department. 

Therefore, we suggest that OSU develop a system of Faculty Writing Advocates: a group 

of representatives from each department who will be trained on updates and best 

practices related to writing components within the Baccalaureate Core. The Faculty 

Writing Advocates would serve as leaders within their department, as well as touchstones 

for university administrators who wish to access information about the way that writing is 

being taught within a given unit. The Faculty Writing Advocate model was popular in the 

faculty survey that we issued, and we believe that it would be a beneficial means of 

improving undergraduate writing at OSU, both within and beyond the Baccalaureate 

Core. It should be noted, though, that the breadth and success of this model would depend 

on some form of material investment. In order for departmental Writing Advocates to 

remain involved in their work in an effective and sustained way, they would need to be 

compensated in some way.  

 

To date, actions taken in order to improve clarity of expectations regarding writing in the 

Baccalaureate Core including the following items: 

1. New outcomes for Writing II courses have been established, and all courses are now 

using them. Key courses such as WR 327: Technical Writing, the highest enrolling 

WR II course, has been reviewed in order to create better alignment. WR 327 now 

has a list of shared outcomes and assignments that are specific to the course 

(Appendix 9).  

2. Earlier confusion about WR 121 transfer credits has been resolved. Previously, 

students were able to transfer in credits from other institutions that satisfied the 

Writing I category but were not deemed equivalent to WR 121. These students 

became frustrated when they learned that they must take WR 121, even though they 

had satisfied the Writing I requirement. Through sustained conversation with the 

English Department throughout the course of this year, The Office of the Registrar 

has developed a new system by which to evaluate incoming transfer credits. Moving 

forward, students will only be given credit for satisfying the Writing I requirement if 

the course they took is deemed equivalent to WR 121.  
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III. Quality of Assignments 

 

Multiple aspects of the data gathered for this report indicate that 1) students need more practice 

with writing, and 2) faculty do not have sufficient models for designing quality writing 

assignments. These issues surface in both the quantity and quality of student writing that is 

currently being produced.  

 

First, the length of assignments is insufficient: 

 The NSSE writing consortium data indicates that OSU students write less than do 

students at peer institutions.  

 Syllabi gathered in the Preliminary Findings for the Committee Reviewing Writing in the 

Baccalaureate Core report indicated that assignments for some courses in areas such as 

Synthesis courses are brief (see Appendices 4 and 5) 

 Faculty survey responses indicate that 70% of assignments are less than 5 pages long. 

In partial response to this issue, we recommend that requirements be established for writing 

assignments in Synthesis classes. In particular, it would be wise to include a requirement related 

to length, so as to ensure that students are getting experience writing longer papers (i.e. over 4 

pages) at the advanced level. In addition, a class cap would ideally be placed on Synthesis 

courses so as to facilitate increased attentiveness to writing. Because teaching writing is labor 

intensive and students benefit from instructor feedback and revision, classes that include writing 

should be kept as small as possible. While Synthesis courses may not have as low as cap as do 

WR 121, Writing II, and WIC courses, we do believe that a reasonable cap should be 

determined, so as to facilitate the addition of a minimum length requirement for writing 

assignments.  

 

Second, the quality of assignments is lacking because key components of the writing process 

(e.g. peer review and revision) are not being utilized in most writing assignments: 

 The NSSE writing consortium data indicates that OSU students engage in peer review 

and writing center visits at levels below that of their students at peer institutions. 

According to this data, most assignments do not include a peer review component of any 

kind. 

 Syllabi gathered in the Preliminary Findings for the Committee Reviewing Writing in the 

Baccalaureate Core report indicated that, out of 45 Synthesis classes surveyed, only 6 

required peer review and only 6 required revision.   

 Faculty survey responses indicated that 45% of assignments require revision, although 

only 35% require peer review and 33% require a visit to the Writing Center.  

 

In order to improve writing assignments throughout the Baccalaureate Core—including both the 

quantity and quality of student writing produced—we recommend additional support for faculty 

development in the area of assignment design. Both the faculty survey and faculty focus group 

data emphasized the success and the WIC model. However, we believe that faculty development 

in WIC classes is not sufficient. In addition, we recommend that one or more of the following 

models be adopted: 

 Faculty Writing Advocates: Trained faculty in each department would serve as leaders to 

build a “culture of writing” in each unit. These Writing Advocates would be available to 

mentor new faculty, consult on assignment design, etc.  
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 New Faculty Mentoring: Consultation sessions for new faculty could be offered—

through the Center for Teaching and Learning or elsewhere—on best practices related to 

the development of writing assignments.  

 Faculty Pairs could be established within each unit, such that faculty could consult with 

each other on their assignment design. 

 Departmental Professional Development: Writing consultations within each department 

could be scheduled. Similar to WIC workshops, these sessions could train faculty on the 

best practices of designing writing assignments. However, these workshops could be 

targeted at an entire department, as opposed to individual or workshop training through 

the regular WIC seminars.  

 

Whichever of these models is adopted, the goal would be to improve writing assignments 

throughout all levels of the Baccalaureate Core curriculum. Writing assignments in all of the 

writing classes in the Baccalaureate Core should include best practices of the writing process 

(e.g. planning, drafting, feedback, revision) and should be sufficiently long for a student to 

develop a sustained series of thoughts and/or arguments.  

 

 

IV. Effective Evaluation of Student Work 

 

It is likewise crucial to accurately and thoroughly evaluate student work. This process relates 

both to identifying students who need additional support and to adequately assessing student 

work overall.  

 

Student Support 

 

Identifying students who need additional assistance with writing is a challenge because both 

because faculty/academic departments are not able to diagnose learning disabilities (i.e. one of 

the more commonly reported challenges that students face in courses like WR 121, see Appendix 

1) and because placement systems for writing are complicated and imperfect measures. 

However, we do recognize and suggest some areas for improvement: 

 

1. DAS Coordination: Writing instructors can be in closer communication with DAS, so as 

to better serve students who have and/or may have learning disabilities that make 

learning to write difficult. Closer communication with DAS would mean that it would be 

possible to track students who do have registered learning disabilities that impact writing, 

and it would mean that instructors could develop multi-modal classroom approaches that 

would support varieties of learners, including students who may have undiagnosed 

learning disabilities.  

 

2. Stretch Model Pilot: A stretch-class model for WR 121 could be piloted. Stretch classes 

have been successfully employed at a variety of campuses around the nation. Such 

classes “stretch” the standard curriculum for a first-year writing class over 1) two 

academic terms, or 2) more contact hours during one academic term. In either case, 

students who struggle with writing have more time to develop their skills. We believe 

that such a model is worth piloting, as it may prove beneficial to low-achieving WR 121 
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students, INTO students, etc. We recommend recruiting students via advisors and 

allowing students to self-select this option, if they believe that they would benefit from 

such support. If numerical identifying information is desired, students’ writing scores on 

the SAT could be used as a determining factor in recruitment efforts.  

 

3. Student Reference Resources: For more general student needs, we suggest that a suite of 

online writing resources could be developed and made available to students. Such a suite 

of resources could be developed according to one of the following methods: 

 Brief writing handouts posted on the Writing Center website. Such handouts 

should particularly include information on what constitutes plagiarism, as faculty 

believe that students are not sufficiently educated on this topic.  

 A common online writing reference, adopted by all OSU students for their 

collegiate career. For instance, the textbook company Bedford/St. Martin’s, which 

currently supplies the print reference books utilized in WR 121 and several of the 

Writing II courses, has an online writing reference that students can purchase for 

4 years. This product, Writer’s Help, supplies students with a searchable database 

of reference materials related to writing, editing, and citations. Exercises are also 

included.  

 

4. Additional Information Literacy Training within the Baccalaureate Core: While we 

recognize that it may not be possible to add an additional course to the Baccalaureate 

Core at this time (e.g. pro-school tracks have a particularly difficult time adding credits to 

students’ course of study), we do believe that many students need additional time devoted 

to practicing research protocols and techniques. We suggest the following two options as 

possibilities for increasing the presence of information literacy within the Baccalaureate 

Core curriculum. We recognize that each of these possibilities represents the potential 

need for additional resources, particularly with respect to supporting librarians’ possible 

time and involvement in these endeavors. 

 Similar to the Faculty Writing Advocate model recommended above, it may be 

possible to develop a system of Librarian Literacy Advocates: a model which 

would make use of the librarians’ existing college/departmental liaison model and 

highlight the resources and skills that the librarians bring to collaborations with 

faculty in designing research-oriented writing/project assignments. 

 In addition to faculty support, we believe that the eventual addition of a course 

focused explicitly on research would greatly aid entering OSU students. While 

WR 121 currently introduces students to issues related to academic writing, 

including some amount of research skills, students’ overall skills and awareness 

of the research process is lacking, and WR 121 cannot include more of this 

material without losing necessary materials that relate specifically to college 

writing. Therefore, we believe that the Baccalaureate Core should, over time, 

consider the addition of an introductory research class. This course could be 

required or elective. If and when such a course is developed, efforts should be 

made to coordinate with the library, and sufficient resources would need to be 

devoted to this project in order to ensure that the model is truly feasible.  
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Assessing Student Work 

 

More consistency is necessary in the area of faculty assessment of student writing. While many 

units have departmental writing guides, the focus group data indicated that these usage of these 

documents are would be improved if they included rubric(s) focused on disciplinary genres and 

departmental outcomes. As these documents are updated over time, we recommend that each 

unit develop a common rubric to be used in the scoring of student writing. These rubrics would 

provide faculty with the 4 or 5 most important things to consider when evaluating student 

writing, particularly as they relate to the genre expectations within the discipline treated by that 

department. In addition, we believe that the process of developing these rubrics would be 

beneficial to each department as a whole, as they would provide an opportunity for faculty to 

discuss which aspects of student writing they value most. Ideally, these discussions would be 

facilitated by a campus leader who is trained in faculty development and best practices related to 

writing.  

 

 Actions Completed 

 

In order to better serve students who struggle with writing, the WR121 program is increasing 

communication with DAS. Leadership of the two programs have met in order to discuss patterns 

in both student bodies. As a result, WR 121 staff are now being regularly trained on issues 

related to learning disabilities and their impact on writing. As a result, instructors are better able 

to support students with diagnosed learning disabilities, as well as to design classroom activities 

that serve a variety of student learning styles.  

 

 

Ongoing Questions 

 

While we have identified the areas within the Baccalaureate Core’s writing curriculum that needs 

the most attention, and we have developed a suite of options for attending to these needs, there 

remain several key questions about how to support these changes: 

 How can new programs and/or programmatic components be developed? For instance, 

how might we fund a program of Faculty Writing Advocates, an Information Literacy 

course, or a pilot stretch course for first-year writing curriculum? 

 How can we ensure that updated outcomes are communicated effectively across campus? 

 How can we ensure that all participants remain accountable to these changes in outcomes 

and course requirements?  

 How can we monitor the effectiveness of writing within the Baccalaureate Core in a more 

ongoing way?  
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Appendix 1: WR 121 Low-Achieving Student Survey 

 

Overview: This survey was conducted in order to better determine the causes of low student 

performance in WR 121. “Low performance” is defined as a final course grade below a C-.  

 

Purpose: The information gathered in this survey is intended to inform both program 

development for WR 121 and to help WR 121 and the greater OSU community better serve at-

risk students.  

 

Participants: Twenty-four WR 121 instructors responded to the survey, reporting on their 

experiences with students with respect to 120 total sections taught between Fall 2009 and Winter 

2011. During this period, 350 students earned below a C- in WR 121. This total represents 

approximately 11.67% of the students who enrolled in the course during these five terms.  

 

Process: Materials for this survey were crafted following a brainstorming session in which all 

current WR 121 instructors were invited to join together in order to discuss their experiences and 

to consider possible reasons that students fail to reach a C- grade in WR 121. Following this 

session, the topics developed during this brainstorm were organized into four general areas: 

affective issues, behavioral issues, skills/abilities issues, and external pressures. WR 121 

instructors were then surveyed online and asked to indicate approximately how many of their 

low-achieving students had experienced one or more of the issues listed in these areas. The 

following data represents their composite responses.  

 

**A Note about the Data: Because many students who earned less than a C- grade in WR 121 are 

negatively impacted by a variety of interrelated issues, instructors were asked to indicate an 

overall count for how many students had been impacted by a certain issue. Therefore, the total 

counts below indicate the number of instances that an issue was visible to an instructor. These 

totals do not correspond with overall numbers of students. (During the five terms surveyed, a 

total of 350 students earned less than a C- in WR 121.) Therefore, the data below should be used 

only to detect patterns in WR 121 students’ experiences. 

 

Affective Issues Total: 242 

Feelings of Alienation/Discouragement 51 

Anxiety/Feeling Overwhelmed 85 

Lack of Maturity 106 

 

Behavioral Issues Total: 696 

Attendance 122 

Failure to read/follow the assignment 93 

Time management 111 

Don’t turn work in 94 

Not doing the reading 113 

Failure to complete the ILP 84 

Don’t go to the Writing Center 79 
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Skills/Abilities Issues  Total: 244 

Low Reading Comprehension 69 

Underprepared 88 

Learning Disabled 25 

Language Barrier 62 

 

    

External Pressures Total: 220 

Working outside of school 45 

Family commitment 54 

Commuting 25 

Illness 67 

Can’t drop WR 121 b/c of financial aid 29 
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Appendix 3: Syllabi from WIC Courses 
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Appendix 4: Syllabi from Synthesis CGI Courses 
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Appendix 5: Syllabi from Synthesis STS Courses 
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WS 340E 15 x x B10 D10 x DPD x x

WR 340 150 x E2 E3 x x x x DPD x x

COS

BI 435 75 x x x E4 R1 I2 x x x x

CH 374 100 x x x I1 D13 E1 x x x x

PH 313 100 x E1 x

TOX 435 75 x x x E4 R1 I2 x x x

C
ri

ti
ca

l T
h

in
ki

n
g 

M
en

ti
o

n
ed

 o
n

 

Sy
lla

b
u

s

Genres Length Process Reading Grading Writing Guides

 



 

Appendix 6: Faculty Survey Results 

 

The OSU Office of Institutional Research administered the Baccalaureate Core 

Committee Survey on Undergraduate Student Writing on behalf of the Baccalaureate 

Core Committee. The OSU BSG online survey tool was utilized to collect survey data. 

The online survey was live from April 2 (the first day of spring term) to April 20, 

2012.  Respondents were solicited via email on April 2, 2012 using the OSU Faculty 

Inform lists, resulting in 184 total respondents.   

    Q1. In undergraduate classes that you teach, do you give assignments that involve 

writing? 

Responses to this question:   183 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  99%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 Yes 178 97% 

 No 5 3% 

 
 

   
Q2. Do you formally teach writing in any of your undergraduate courses? 

Responses to this question:   182 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  99%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 Yes 63 35% 

 No 119 65% 
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   Q3. What is your faculty status at OSU? (See Figure 1) 

  Responses to this question:   184 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  100%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 I am a tenured faculty 66 36% 

 I am a tenure-track faculty 20 11% 

 I am a fixed term or adjunct instructor 74 40% 

 I primarily have a non-instructional position 

(professional, research) 24 13% 

  

  

   
 

   
 

   
 

   
 

   
 

       

    

    

 
   Q4. How many years of experience do you have giving writing assignments in 

undergraduate courses?  

Responses to this question:   182 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  99%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 Less than 1 year 6 3% 

 1-5 years 56 31% 

 6-10 years 39 21% 

 Over 10 years 81 45% 
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   What general discipline(s) do you primarily teach in? Please provide up to three 

disciplines using the drop down menus: (See Figure 2) 

Faculty Reporting Multiple Disciplines 

   Total Reporting at least 1 discipline 180 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  98%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 Faculty reporting only 1 discipline 134 74% 

 Faculty reporting only 2 disciplines 36 20% 

 Faculty reporting 3 disciplines 10 6% 
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Q5. Discipline 1 

   Responses to this question:   180 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  98%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 None (Default) 4 

  Agricultural Sciences 14 8% 

 Biological & Environmental Science 19 11% 

 Business 9 5% 

 Design and Human Environment 2 1% 

 Education 5 3% 

 Engineering 14 8% 

 English and Communication 28 16% 

 Exercise & Sports Science/Nutrition 10 6% 

 Forestry 6 3% 

 Human Development & Family Science/Public 

Health 12 7% 

 Humanities/Area Studies 20 11% 

 Physical Sciences and Mathematics 18 10% 

 Social Science 22 12% 

 Visual and Performing Arts 1 1% 

 
 

   Q6. Discipline 2 

   Responses to this question:   46 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  25%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 None (Default) 138 

  Agricultural Sciences 3 7% 

 Biological & Environmental Science 10 22% 

 Business 0 0% 

 Design and Human Environment 0 0% 

 Education 2 4% 

 Engineering 2 4% 

 English and Communication 3 7% 

 Exercise & Sports Science/Nutrition 0 0% 

 Forestry 4 9% 

 Human Development & Family Science/Public 

Health 3 7% 

 Humanities/Area Studies 5 11% 

 Physical Sciences and Mathematics 7 15% 
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Social Science 4 9% 

 Visual and Performing Arts 3 7% 

     

    

Q7. Discipline 3 

   Responses to this question:   10 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  5%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 None (Default) 174 

  Agricultural Sciences 0 0% 

 Biological & Environmental Science 2 20% 

 Business 1 10% 

 Design and Human Environment 0 0% 

 Education 0 0% 

 Engineering 2 20% 

 English and Communication 0 0% 

 Exercise & Sports Science/Nutrition 0 0% 

 Forestry 0 0% 

 Human Development & Family Science/Public 

Health 1 10% 

 Humanities/Area Studies 0 0% 

 Physical Sciences and Mathematics 2 20% 

 Social Science 2 20% 

 Visual and Performing Arts 0 0% 

 
 

   Q8. How frequently do you teach Synthesis courses in the Baccalaureate Core? 

[check one] 

Responses to this question:  182 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  99%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 None 129 71% 

 Less than one class per year 5 3% 

 One class per year 27 15% 

 Two or more classes per year 21 12% 

 
 

   How frequently do you teach Writing Intensive Courses(WIC) in the 

Baccalaureate Core? (Computed using the responses to questions 14-18.) 

Responses to this question:  184 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  100%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 
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None 134 73% 

 Responded to using a practice for writing 

assignments in a WIC class 50 27% 

 
 

   
 

Q9. What aspects of student writing do you value the most? [Choose top 5 from 

the list below] (See Figure 3) 

Responses to this question:  915 

  Individual Responses to this question:   183 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  99%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 Appropriate to the assignment 109 60% 

 Depth of insight into the subject matter 119 65% 

 Strong, accurate content 127 69% 

 Clarity and organization 165 90% 

 Good transitions 14 8% 

 Interesting introduction 9 5% 

 Appropriate to the assigned audience 42 23% 

 Fully documented 75 41% 

 Conciseness 50 27% 

 Effective sentence fluency 83 45% 

 Few errors in grammar or usage 93 51% 

 Effective layout 10 5% 

 Other 19 10% 

 Q9. Other-Text Responses     

 Why would we only choose 5 when they are all important? 

Tied together with strong, accurate content, I expect my students to be able to support 

their arguments with references and their own thoughts; this includes elaborating why 

(e.g., not just "it's important," but rather "it's important for these reasons"). 

Shows engagement with the assigned material. 

Comprehension of word usage. 

Heavy emphasis on student analysis and understanding of a diversity of sources. 

Appropriate citations (avoiding plagiarism) 

Good non-text support (figures and graphs). 

   Strong argumentation, logical 

   Why only 5? I needed to check 6. 

   Persuasive Argument 

   Use sources in the paper correctly 
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Having chosen these 5, it is important to say that papers with grammar errors or lack of 

citation will receive a low grade, but your question asked what I value, and I value 

good writing. 

critical thinking/review 

   Critical thinking 

   Incorporating mathematics into grammatically correct sentences. 

 Ability to synthesize information. Ability to find resources to support thoughts. 

We ask for formatting that would be acceptable for 

journals. 

  I value all of these. Students do not know how to write, organize or reference 

documents appropriately for the audience they are writing for. 

Coherent support of claims with evidence       
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Q10. What is your overall sense of undergraduate writing at OSU?  

 Responses to this question:  156 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  85%     

See Writing Bacc Core Survey open ended responses.docx for a full list of responses 

    Q11. How many writing assignments do you typically give in the undergraduate 

courses you teach?  

Responses to this question:  181 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  98%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 Less than one per term 2 1% 

 One per term 27 15% 

 2-4 per term 87 48% 

 5 or more per term 65 36% 

 
 

   Q12. What is the average length of writing assignments in the undergraduate 

courses you teach?  

Responses to this question:  179 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  97%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 1-2 pages 52 29% 

 3-4 pages 74 41% 

 5-7 pages 36 20% 

 7-10 pages 12 7% 

 More than 10 pages 5 3% 

 
 

   Q13. How often do you use the following practices for writing assignments in your 

undergraduate classes?  

Required revision of student writing 

   Responses to this question:  180 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  98%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 Never 55 31% 

 Sometimes 45 25% 

 Required for at least one assignment per term. 41 23% 

 Required for more than one assignment per 

term. 39 22% 

 Instructor feedback for the purpose of 

revision 

   Responses to this question:  180 

  



50 
 

% of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  98%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 Never 38 21% 

 Sometimes 50 28% 

 Required for at least one assignment per term. 45 25% 

 Required for more than one assignment per 

term. 47 26% 

 Peer review for the purpose of revision 

   Responses to this question:  179 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  97%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 Never 75 42% 

 Sometimes 41 23% 

 Required for at least one assignment per term. 36 20% 

 Required for more than one assignment per 

term. 27 15% 

 Refer students to the writing center 

   Responses to this question:  178 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  97%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 Never 34 19% 

 Sometimes 84 47% 

 Required for at least one assignment per term. 24 13% 

 Required for more than one assignment per 

term. 36 20% 

 Require students to use the writing center 

   Responses to this question:  179 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  97%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 Never 142 79% 

 Sometimes 22 12% 

 Required for at least one assignment per term. 10 6% 

 Required for more than one assignment per 

term. 5 3% 

 

    Q14. I employ these practices in: Required revision of student writing (please 

select all that apply) 

Responses to this question:  130 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  71%   
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Answers 
N 

% of 

Responses 

 Synthesis Courses 23 18% 

 WIC Courses 49 38% 

 My other courses (not WIC or Synthesis) 88 68% 

 Synthesis & WIC
1
 10 8% 

 All Classes
1
 4 3% 

 
 

   Q15. I employ these practices in: Instructor feedback for the purposes of revision 

(please select all that apply) 

Responses to this question:  138 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  75%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 Synthesis Courses 28 20% 

 WIC Courses 47 34% 

 My other courses (not WIC or Synthesis) 96 70% 

 Synthesis & WIC
1
 10 7% 

 All Classes
1
 4 3% 

 
 

   Q16. I employ these practices in: Peer review for the purpose of revision (please 

select all that apply) 

Responses to this question:  106 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  58%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 Synthesis Courses 11 10% 

 WIC Courses 42 40% 

 My other courses (not WIC or Synthesis) 70 66% 

 Synthesis & WIC
1
 1 1% 

 All Classes
1
 0 0% 

     

Q17. I employ these practices in: Refer Students to the Writing Center (please 

select all that apply) 

Responses to this question:  135 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  73%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 Synthesis Courses 28 21% 

 WIC Courses 43 32% 

 My other courses (not WIC or Synthesis) 104 77% 
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Synthesis & WIC
1
 11 8% 

 All Classes
1
 5 4% 

 

    Q18. I employ these practices in: Refer Students to the Writing Center (please 

select all that apply) 

Responses to this question:  57 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  31%   

 
Answers 

N 

% of 

Responses 

 Synthesis Courses 6 11% 

 WIC Courses 11 19% 

 My other courses (not WIC or Synthesis) 42 74% 

 Synthesis & WIC
1
 0 0% 

 All Classes
1
 0 0% 

 

    
Q19. If OSU were to provide additional professional development to help faculty 

who teach writing in their undergraduate classes, what would you find helpful 

(e.g. workshops offered in your department, writing liaison faculty in each 

department, CTL workshops, etc.)? 

Responses to this question:  106 

  % of Total Survey Respondents (N=184):  58%     

See Writing Bacc Core Survey open ended responses.docx for a full list of responses 

    Notes 

   1.  Variable calculated using the individual responses regarding use of writing practices in   

Synthesis Courses, WIC Courses, and My other Course



Cross Tabulations for selected Questions& WIC" count(N) indicates the number of 

individuals who selected both the "Synthesis Courses" and "WIC Courses" options. 

The "All Classes" count (N) indicates the number of individuals who selected the 

"Synthesis Courses", "WIC Courses" and "My other courses (Not WIC or Synthesis)" 

options. 
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Cross Tabulations for selected Questions 

          Faculty Status by Years of Experience 

       

  

Q4. How many years of experience do you have giving 

writing assignments in undergraduate courses?  

   

 

  

Less than 

1 year 
1-5 years 6-10 years 

Over 

10 

years 

Total 

   

 

I am a 

Tenured/Tenured-

track Faculty 2 16 16 52 86 

   I am a fixed term 

or adjunct 

instructor 4 27 19 24 74 

   I primarily have a 

non-instructional 

position   13 4 5 22 

   

 

Total 6 56 39 81 182 
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Appendix 7: Samples from Faculty Focus Group Sessions 

 

Two faculty focus group sessions were held: one each on 4/25 and 4/26 for 2 hours. Three 

faculty members participated in each session, representing disciplines in science, engineering, 

humanities, and social science. The sessions were taped and transcribed. The following sections 

are samples from the transcriptions.  

 

 

How do you feel about OSU students’ writing? 

 

You know, a lot of the things we see are decently written and they’ve gone out and looked for 

appropriate references for things that are, something that would really have some arguments 

about for data and so forth.  But then there’s always a cadre of people – and it could be a third, it 

could be maybe as high as 50% -- who have no clue about references, about making any kind of 

an authoritative citation.  So many citations are something they read on the Web and they have 

no idea whether it’s right or it’s wrong.  Sometimes it’s very nice, it’s things that you probably 

believe, government agencies and stuff like this, but other times it’s, you know, you can tell it’s 

some crazy blogger, or somebody’s just saying something, and okay, that’s kind of nice, and so 

forth.  But, you know, in a way I can’t blame the students also, because in their society they’re 

exposed to so much that’s strange, I mean.  As a scientist I’m constantly wincing when we’re 

talking about various subjects and there seems to be views that aren’t sustainable, that are held 

by some fraction of the population.   

 

One thing that I find troubling about the course I teach is that we have a significant technical 

component, as well, so people can focus on numerical problems on risk, environmental, and stuff 

like this.  And it’s possible to pass the class without doing much writing.  You’ll get a much 

lower grade, and some fraction of the students always choose that.  I’m amazed.  They would 

just say, well, I think I can get a C if I just do the technical part well, and I fought through a 

couple of these essays, and a term paper?  Let’s just drop it, it’s too much trouble. . . . They don’t 

do it at all.  They take the grade penalty, which might be one or two letter grades, and just say, 

eh, it’s okay.  I’m assuming – I don’t know, but I’m assuming they’re taking these classes S/U. 

 

 

 

How do you get information about strategies for teaching writing, expectations in writing classes, etc? 

 

Personal.  This class – there are only a few schools that offer a class like this, and I was sort of 

bequeathed this from somebody at the University of Maryland and some folks have copied our 

class, but it’s just internally directed.  The question choice – we try to make the shorter essays to 

be, you know, whatever’s going on in politics, environmental risk assessment, and so forth type 

questions that are current, so there’s usually two or three that are, you know, sort of drawn from 

news:  stuff about cap and trade, for example, something like that. 

 

Well, initially, it was like I read somewhere that the Synthesis class was supposed to include 

writing, so that was the extent of that, but I’m also serving on the Bacc Core Committee, on the 

Faculty of the Bacc Core Committee, so I’ve been fairly intimately involved in all the 
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conversations about assessment and also the Ad Hoc Report that, you know, we all orchestrate 

from, and the recommendations of that report. 

 

I searched the website [when I was a new faculty member], where I happened to find out the 

information that my course was supposed to include writing.  I mean, I would have done that 

anyway. 

 

 

What is your approach to teaching a Synthesis course as opposed to a WIC course? 

 

Oh, they’re very different. Absolutely. The Synthesis course it’s a fairly large class, 180 

students, so that affects some of the writing assignments that I can give.  F#1 said something like 

ten writing assignments – I would love to be able to do that, but I only have an undergraduate 

TA.  So, what they do is they have these what I call content reviews for the course from when it 

first starts and when it ends with general questions that are frankly quite directly derived from 

the Bacc Core Outcomes.  I quoted that assignment with the Bacc Core category outcomes in 

mind, asking them to write about what do they know about the topic at this point.  That’s like the 

first question.  The second question has to do with, it’s one of the outcomes directly, and it is 

how do they think science and technology affects them – design – because the course is History 

of Design.  So, how do they think that, so it’s a great question, you know, basically assessing 

where they are starting at with their starting knowledge.  And then I give them the same 

questions at the end of the course and I can assess the difference, you know, what did they learn 

during the course.  So, those pre questions they get a chance to generate something, you know, 

I’m not determining a topic in advance.  That’s kind of a little break and it’s nice thing to be able 

to do.  The rest of the writing is pretty structured and directed.  I have two quizzes, each one of 

which has a short essay question.  From that, they do watch a video and then their group paper, a 

three-page response paper on the video that then the assignment is very directed, very specific, 

with essay questions for them to answer about the content of the film that they watch.  And then I 

also ask them to bring in an object of design that they are interested in and relate that to the film 

and the course material and the questions that I have on the handout.  So, it’s both very directed 

and structured assignment, but it also gives them a chance to have – what I wanted them to do is 

to think about the issues of the course in their lives and how they direct their course content and 

from there, some critical questions that we ask them there, and then write about that.  The object, 

the design, the strong design of their life to the film and then produce that in a paper about that. . 

. . So, that’s the Synthesis course, that’s what I do for writing in that course.  In the WIC course, 

of course, it is very, very, very extensive what I do with writing there.  I’ve kind of designed as a 

Capstone Course, even though it is not one officially.  We might be changing that, we might be 

actually making it a two-course sequence, because it would make a lot more sense, but currently 

it covers methods and theory of art history, and it also covers the writing of a research paper and 

the document academic presentation at the end of the course.  So, we do work on things, you 

know, we critique writing, we critique articles they’re bringing in.  Not that maybe was crappy 

writing, but that’s a really good idea, actually. 
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To what extent do you have conversations in your department about how to teach writing? 

 

It’s not any conversation with colleagues, because everyone’s doing their own thing, at least in 

my department.  There’ve been some recent emails,  like the one that went out yesterday about 

evaluating Bacc Core and the emails from the chair coming back with what’s this stuff?  

Somebody please take care of this for me, and so forth.  So, I don’t think there’s a lot of 

initiative.  The main WIC component is handled by our labs, senior lab instructors, and more or 

less the department says okay, this lady is paid to do this and, you know.   

 

I think there’s still a lot of isolation that we’re just struggling to cover the technical material in 

our courses, and I think a lot of us perceive adding writing components as being...not 

undesireable, but just of a lower priority than covering the technical content.  There are 

exceptions in our faculty, certainly, but. 

 

Okay, I don’t know if there’s explicit dialogue, but I do feel like we take our writing pretty 

seriously.  We have another one of my colleagues has actually written a textbook for us, Writing 

Becomes Designers, so I know that she’s taking this very seriously and she’s thought a lot about 

it, and how to integrate the writing into the discipline, you know.  We try to do that in a specific 

way.  But I don’t know that we have actual dialogue about how writing works.  But there is very 

much a feeling of this culture in my department.  And I just saw an email about the Cultural 

Writing Awards that the chair sent out, basically saying that we need to nominate students for 

this, and you know, matching money’s not a problem. 

 

I should, I need to qualify something that I said. I might have made it sound like my colleagues 

don’t think writing is important.  That’s not true. They, they clearly do, because we’re mostly 

tenure track faculty and they recognize the importance of writing in their careers and in the 

careers of their especially their graduate students.  But a lot of it is a question of time.  So, do I 

have time – do I have the qualifications, really, to review, to grade, to evaluate writing, and the 

time and skills to do that.  And, so, I think if you don’t think you have time or skills to evaluate 

writing in your curriculum, in your course, then maybe you avoid those conversations. 

 

 

How do you think we could support faculty, so they might talk about things more? 

 

I think if there’s going to be some kind of a workshop or some sort of a mandatory thing that 

takes time, something has to make place for that, and I don’t know, I think that’s different in 

every case, but the university keeps stacking these little, good things on top of all the good things 

that we already do, and so the good things that we already do are gonna suffer in order to do the 

good things that we’ve gotta do, that the university says. 

 

With the most vulnerable person in the department, or the most kind of, you know, good hearted 

person gets sort of, you know, drafted into this position, which is an important and good thing to 

do, but then what’s going to suffer?  It’s most likely the person’s research, because you can’t 

take it out of your teaching. 
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I have to interject that for Chemistry right now we’re in more of a survival mode.  There are 

fifteen tenure-track faculty in Chemistry; we teach 4-5,000 students a quarter through General 

Chemistry.  So, we have a lot of hired guns that we bring in one quarter at a time.  The provost 

knows this is bad.  We’re hiring seven people this year, seven people next year, if we can.  Of 

course, it’s very difficult to hire that many people in a single year.  But we’re all, you know – 

I’m teaching five classes this quarter.  So, it’s – you know, we’re in this survival mode, so we’re 

not terribly interested in anything that – I mean, we do all the research and do all the usual 

things, but in the survival mode right now, trying to figure out where these bodies, how we’re 

gonna get them in. 

 

Well, all lower-division classes in Chemistry are taught by fixed-term instructors.  They never 

see a tenure-track faculty member until they become a junior or senior graduate student.  But 

we’re hiring tenure-track faculty for the most part.  We want to hire 7 tenure-track faculty.  

We’ve had like 3 acceptances.  We’re struggling to get the rest.  We do hire still – because 

there’s a turnover – for the fixed-term people.  There’s some turnover and some desire – the 

university enrollment’s going like this [indicates increase], then we’ve got to have people taking 

care of the labs and stuff like this. But there is this sort of stuff of unfunded mandates are kind of 

ohhhh, that’s a nice idea.   

 

I think that having a communication person in the school – you know, whatever it is – to provide 

support, to provide access to resources, is a good thing. [The question is] time, it’s having time to 

think about it.  So, you know, I’m gonna be bold and say, you know, a one-course release time a 

year just to focus on how to integrate writing better into the course work.  Particularly, Bacc 

Core.  We don’t actually teach that many Bacc Core courses.  In the current fiscal model, is 

somehow you figure a tie to eCcampus, because of the tuition and it occurs to the departments 

that are cognizant of that.  I don’t know, I’m just thinking off the top of your head, but if there’s 

some way – eCampus is an unusual entity now.  Everyone’s thinking of developing this and the 

administration isn’t clear that they want all of this to happen that way, because in the long term, 

eCampus is being subsidized by the rest of the campus, but right now many of the places in the 

university want a new graduate program and eCampus is the way you fund it.   

 

I think we would really benefit from having somebody who understands the way in which 

writing functions, for example.  I teach Art History, so, you know, for me it’s very different than 

for example for Fine Arts faculty.  Writing is gonna be very different for practicing artists than it 

is for an art historian.  So I think for us, you know, if there is going to be somebody whose 

advocating for writing, it would have to be somebody who really understands how writing 

functions in these bigger disciplines, as opposed to, you know, even a general CLM seems like a 

huge entity, with very different models of academic practice so, you know, it would really need – 

to be beneficial, it would need to be somebody who already understands how people are writing 

in their disciplines. 
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Appendix 8: Institutions Using Stretch Classes 

 

 

California Campuses with Approved Stretch Programs in Pilot Phase 

Sacramento (full implementation in Fall 2013) 

Los Angeles (full implementation in Fall 2013) 

Stanislaus (full implementation in Fall 2013) 

Long Beach (pilot to begin in Fall 2012) 

Humboldt (pilot to begin in Fall 2012) 

 

Campuses with Stretch Program Proposals in Development 

Pomona (proposal in committee, implementation scheduled for Fall 2012) 

East Bay (anticipated pilot in Fall 2013) 

San Jose (proposal in committee, with pilot scheduled for Fall 2013) 

Bakersfield (just started working on Stretch planning) 

 

Campuses with Stretch + Directed Self-Placement (DSP) 

Fresno 

Channel Islands 

San Francisco  

Humboldt (pilot DSP to begin in Fall 2013) 

San Bernardino (DSP pilot to begin Fall 2012) 

Stanislaus (implementing DSP in Fall 2012) 

Sacramento (DSP Proposal in Committee) 

Chico ((DSP pilot to begin Fall 2012) 

Los Angeles (DSP pilot to begin Fall 2012, may or may not be linked to Stretch) 

 

Campuses with Neither Stretch nor DSP 

San Diego 

Monterey Bay 

Dominguez Hills 
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Appendix 8: Shared Outcomes for WR 327 

 

Course Objectives 

 
Technical Writing (WR 327) will prepare you to produce instructive, informative, and persuasive 
documents aimed at well-defined and achievable outcomes. Technical documents are precise, 
concise, logically organized, and based on factual information. The purpose and target audience 
of each document determine the style that an author chooses, including document layout, 
vocabulary, sentence and paragraph structure, and visuals. To this end, this course will teach 
processes for analyzing “writing contexts” and producing effective, clean, and reader-centered 
documents in an efficient manner. You can expect to gather, read, and present the technical 

content of your field to various audiences in attractive, error-free copy, as well as to learn 
strategies for presenting that content orally.  

 

 

Outcomes 
Successful students in WR 327 demonstrate their ability in technical writing in the following 

areas: 

 

Rhetorical Knowledge: Awareness of the importance of audience and purpose to the 

production of effective documents, as demonstrated by reading, analyzing, and composing 

written and visual texts. 

 

Conventions: Understanding of technical and workplace conventions, as demonstrated 

through the clean and clear design, style, and layout of written and oral materials.  

 

Information Literacy: Ability to gather and apply researched information that is appropriate 

to your field, as demonstrated by using technological tools to find information, reading and 

analyzing documents, and citing sources correctly.  

 

 

Assignments  

 

1. Informational Writing: Assignment(s) in this course will require students to gather 

information via primary and/or secondary research and to apply that information in a 

common technical writing genre so as to inform readers about a given topic. Examples 

include instructions, manuals, reports, literature reviews, etc. These assignments will 

reinforce students’ information literacy skills and application of technical writing 

conventions.  

 

2. Persuasive Writing: Assignment(s) in this course will require students to create and 

support an argument or recommendation related to a technical or workplace context. 

Examples include researched proposals, responses to RFPs, paper topic proposals, 

usability report recommendations, etc. These assignments will deepen students’ rhetorical 

awareness and savvy, as well as given them further practice with technical writing 

conventions.  
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3. Oral Communication: Assignment(s) in this course will require students to create and 

present documents and/or visual presentations orally in class. The oral communication 

portion of this course may relate directly to another assignment or may be an assignment 

of its own accord. This assignment will give students practice with the conventions of 

oral presentations.  

 
 
 


